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FOREWORD

By calling three of his works “critiques,” Kant indicated their centrat
role in the Critical Philosophy. The Critiqgue of Pure Reason, which
determines the limits of theoretical cognition for the human mind, is
the foundation of Kant's mature philosophical thought, and the ideal
approach to his philosophy would, I suppose, begin with the Critique
of Pure Reason and work forward systematically. That is to say, as we
found various kinds of judgments, we would first analyze the sort of
claim to universal assent being made and then attempt to justify that
kind of claim by tracing it to the necessary principles of our mental
activity. But our philosophical development may not parallel Kant's.
If we find ourselves drawn to Kant by an interest in, e.g., ethics or
aesthetics, we can go only so far before we get into difficulties. For
Kant's interest in any problem has two aspects, the substantive and
the critical. The sort of claim we are making can be analyzed in a way
that is intelligible to a wide audience. But the status of that claim
remains problematic until we have investigated our competence to
make it. To justify the principle implicit in our moral judgments, we
shall have to undertake a Critigue of Practical Reason; to justify the
principle implicit in our judgments about beauty, we must resort to a
Critique of Judgment. And our investigation inevitably leads back to
the Critiqgue of Pure Reason.

To the extent that Kant keeps his substantive and his critical
interests more or less separate, some of his writings, or parts of them,
will be widely read. What Kant has to say on substantive issues has
proved to be of peremnial interest. But the student who becomes

XV
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interested in Kant’s analysis will be aware that he cannot stop short
with the analytic phase: Kant will have warned him repeatedly that
the validity of these claims is still very much in question. Two courses
are open to the serious student. He can plunge into the Critique of
Pure Reason and work his way forward. In the process he will
probably become a Kant scholar, an affliction that generally proves
incurable. Or he can be content with a more general understanding of
Kant’s solution to the critical phase of the problem, which will leave
him free to pursue his broader interests. One of the merits of Profes-
sor Pluhar’s work is that his translator’s introduction provides the sort
of background for the Critigue of Judgment that will guide the
student interested in aesthetics and philosophy of science through the
critical phases in Kant’s discussion of aesthetic and teleological
judgments.

The combination of Kant's critical and substantive concerns, in
this highly complex work, may well account for the long-standing
neglect of the Critique of Judgment as a whole and the interest
recently shown in some of its parts. In his Introduction to the third
Critique, Kant's interest is primarily critical. On the basis of the first
two Critiques he acknowledges a “chasm” between nature and free-
dom that is not to be bridged by way of theoretical cognition. For a
post-Kantian philosopher bent on doing speculative metaphysics, this
acknowledgment indicates the failure of the Critical Philosophy. Not
until nineteenth century idealism had run its course would it seem
worthwhile to consider the more modest task Kant had set himself:
that of making the transition, by way of reflective judgment and its
principle of teleology, from our way of thinking about nature to our
way of thinking about freedom. But even then, the connection between
the Introduction to the Critique and its two parts seemed so tenuous
as to raise doubts about the unity and coherence of the work.

In the meantime, developments in art criticism and aesthetic the-
ory focused attention on Kant’s accessible and tightly structured
analysis of our judgments of beauty, the “Analytic of the Beautiful.”
into which we are plunged after the Introduction’s prologue in heaven.
The emergence of formalism in art, the collapse of “expressionism”
as an aesthetic theory into a branch of psychology, and the perennial
difficulties of assigning “objective” status to beauty suggest that Kant's
analysis of taste is relevant to contemporary problems. But, after the
analytic, Kant’s critical concerns come to the foreground and the
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course of the argument becomes puzzling. Kant is somehow, here as
in the subsequent treatment of teleological judgments, carrying out
the project outlined in the Introduction. But how? The second merit
of Pluhar’s introduction is that it attempts to explain how Kant is
dealing with the problem posed in the Introduction to the Critique.

None of the periodic revivals of interest in Kant has, it seems to
me, approached the magnitude of the present one. This is the appro-
priate time for an accurate translation into modern English of the
work that has been called “the crowning phase of the critical
philosophy.” By including in his translation the original Introduction
to the Critique of Judgment (which Kant replaced by a shorter one),
and by adding his own helpful analysis of Kant's argument, Pluhar has
taken an important step toward securing for the third Critique its
rightful place in the Kantian corpus.

MARY J. GREGOR
San Diego State University






TRANSLATOR’S PREFACE

Because there seems to be general agreement that an accurate and
readable translation of the Critique of Judgment, including the First
Introduction, is needed, I shall not argue that point.

The transiator’s introduction which follows (and, to some extent,
the bracketed footnotes accompanying the text of the translation
itself) serves two main purposes. One of these is to supply important
background materials to readers with only limited prior exposure to
Kant’s “critical philosophy”: above all, summaries of the Critique of
Pure Reason and the Critique of Practical Reason, including not only
the views but also the terminology from these works which Kant
presupposes in the Critique of Judgment; and summaries of other
philosophers’ views to which each of the three Critiques, but espe-
cially the Critique of Judgment, responds.! The other main purpose
is to explain the many difficult passages in the work. In particular, the
transiator’s introduction offers a new interpretation of key elements
in the foundation of both Kant’s teleology and his aesthetics and uses
that same interpretation to make new and better sense not only of the
link between these two parts of the work, but especially of Kant’s
claims as to how the Critique of Judgment unites the three Critiques
in a system, The translator’s introduction makes no attempt, apart
from an occasional remark, to trace the development of Kant's thought.

10One excellent source of information on these views is Lewis White Beck’s Early
German Philosophy : Kant and His Predecessors (Cambridge: Belknap Press, Harvard
University Press, 1969).

Xix



XX TRANSLATOR’S PREFACE

Any reader should of course feel free to skip those sections in the
translator’s introduction which contain material already familiar; and
anyone who finds certain sections too difficult at first try should simi-
larly feel free to set them aside for a while and return to them as
needed to make sense of the Kantian passages they are intended to
explain.

The translation of both the Critigue of Judgment and the First Intro-
duction is based on the standard edition of Kant’s works, commonly
referred to as the Akademie edition: Kants gesammelte Schriften (Ber-
lin: Koéniglich PreuBische Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1902-). The
text of the Akademie edition of the Critique of Judgment comes from
the work’s second edition, which was published in 1793 (the first edi-
tion appeared in 1790); it was edited by Wilhelm Windelband and is
contained in volume 5 of the Akademie edition. The First Introduc-
tion appears in volume 20 (193-251) of the Akademie edition; it was
edited by Gerhard Lehmann. I have considered variant readings
throughout but have indicated them only where I either adopted
them or found them of special interest.

The translation generally follows the Akademie text in the use
of parentheses, quotation marks, typographical emphasis, and para-
graphing; occasional changes, all but the most trivial of which have
been noted, were made in the interest of clarity. All matenial in
brackets, whether in the text or in footnotes, is my own. German
terms inserted in brackets are given in their modern spelling and
(usually) in their standard form (e.g., verbs are given in the infini-
tive), to facilitate finding them in a modern German dictionary. All
translations given in footnotes are my own, and this fact is not indi-
cated in each such footnote individually.

The pagination along the margin of the text refers to the Akademie
edition; the unprimed numbers refer to volume 5, the primed num-
bers to volume 20. All references to the work itself and to the First
Introduction are to the Akademie edition; they are given as ‘Ak.’
followed by the page number and, as applicable, by the number of
Kant’s note (“n.”) or of my bracketed note (“br. n.”). (Because clarify-
ing the text made it necessary to cut up Kant’s inordinately long
sentences and to rearrange some of them, as well as some of the more
convoluted paragraphs, the correspondence between the numbers on
the margins and the pages in the original is only approximate.) Refer-
ences to the translator’s introduction are given in roman numerals.
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References to works of Kant other than the Critique of Judgment and
the Critique of Pure Reason are to the Akademie edition and are
given as ‘Ak. followed by the volume number and the page number.
References to the Critique of Pure Reason are to the first two editions
of the work and are given in standard form, as ‘A’ and ‘B’ followed by
the page number.

At the end of this work will be found a selected bibliography, a
glossary of the most important German terms in the work along with
their English equivalents, and an index.

1 have consulted Bernard’s and Meredith’s translations of the Critigue
of Judgment, Cerf’s translation of a portion of the first part of the
work, and Haden’s translation of the First Introduction.2 Where my
renderings of key terms break with tradition, I have indicated this in
footnotes at the beginning of major portions of this translation,
explaining my reasons for the change.

I would like to express my appreciation to Professor Lewis White
Beck for having suggested initially that I undertake this massive
translation project and for having given me early guidance pertaining
to translation as well as publication. I am heavily indebted to Profes-
sors Mary J. Gregor and James W. Ellington for their careful reading
of drafts of the entire manuscript, for their detailed and highly valu-
able criticism, for information concerning both the Kantian and the
further background, and for their encouragement. I am grateful to
Hackett Publishing Company for their sophisticated and considerate
handling of the project. My warmest and deepest gratitude goes to my
wife and colleague, Professor Evelyn Begley Pluhar, who has done
vastly more to make this project possible than I could hope to
express.

WERNER SCHRUTKA PLUHAR

The Pennsylvania State University
Fayette Campus, Uniontown

2], K. Bernard’s translation (New York: Hafner Publishing, 1951) first appeared in 1892,
James Creed Meredith’s in 1911 (first part of the Critigue) and 1928 (second part)
(Oxford: Oxford University Press), Walter Cerf's in 1963 (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill},
and James Haden'’s in 1965 (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill). For an earlier translation of
the First Introduction, see Immanuel Kant, On Philosophy in General, trans., with four
introductory essays, by Humayun Kabir (Calcutta: The University Press, 1935).






TRANSLATOR’S
INTRODUCTION

0.

Preliminary Note: The Scope
of the Critique of Judgment

The Critique of Judgment contains Kant’s mature views on aesthetics
and teleology, and on their relation to each other as well as to the two
earlier Critiques, the Critigue of Pure Reason and the Critique of
Practical Reason. It has two parts, the Critique of Aesthetic Judg-
ment and the Critique of Teleological Judgment. The term ‘judgment,’
in these headings, means the same as ‘power (or “faculty™) of judgment’
(Urteilskraft}, which is simply our ability to make (individual) judg-
ments (Urteile)d

The Critique of Aesthetic Judgment deals mainly with two kinds of
aesthetic judgments: judgments of taste, i.e., judgments about the
beautiful in nature and in art, and judgments about the sublime.
Kant’s main concern is with judgments of taste. The problem with

SFor my use of ‘power,’ rather than ‘faculty, sec below, Ak. 167 br. n. 3. On
Urteilskraft and Urteil, cf. below, Ak. 167 br. n. 4.

Xxiii



XXiv  TRANSLATOR'S INTRODUCTION

these judgments is, roughly, the following. When we call something
‘beautiful’ we seem to do so on the basis of a certain liking, a certain
feeling of pleasure; and pleasure is something very subjective. And
yet it seems that in such a judgment we say more than ‘I like the
thing.’ For in using the adjective ‘beautiful’ we talk as if beauty were
some sort of property of the thing, and hence we imply that other
people, too, should see that “property” and hence should agree with
our judgment; in other words, we imply that the judgment is valid not
merely for the judging subject but universally.

Kant’s solution to this problem hinges on how he analyzes the
special kind of feeling involved in judgments of taste. Specifically, the
solution hinges on how Kant relates this feeling to, on the one hand,
theoretical knowledge (i.e., knowledge of what is the case, as distin-
guished from knowledge of what ought to be done), and, on the other
hand, to morality. The key concept (to be explained below: Ivi) in
Kant's analysis of judgments of taste is the concept of nature’s subjec-
tive “purposiveness” (Zweckmdpfigkeit), as judged aesthetically.

Kant analyzes this concept of nature’s subjective purposiveness by
reference to our mental powers, and much of Kant's theory of taste
can indeed be understood in terms of that analysis. Yet Kant’s main
line of argument for the universal validity of judgments of taste brings
in not only the concept of nature’s subjective purposiveness but also
the concept of something “supersensible” underlying that same
purposiveness. In fact, as my new interpretation of abundant textual
evidence will show, Kant equates (treats as equivalent) these two
concepts. Because this equation seems very perplexing indeed, Kant
should have made it thoroughly explicit and clear. Instead he just
switches mysteriously from the one concept to the other, without
informing the reader that the equivalence between them has been
established, even if still not nearly as explicitly and clearly as it should
have been, in the Critique of Teleological Judgment.

Kant goes on to apply his theory of taste to fine art. When we judge
fine art by taste, we judge it as we do nature, viz., in terms of its
beauty. But since, unlike nature, works of fine art are something
created by man, we can judge them also by how much genius they
manifest. Kant’s main contribution to the theory of fine art is his
analysis of genius.

The Critique of Teleological Judgment deals with our judgments of
things in nature in terms of final causes, i.e., ends or purposes.
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A purpose, for Kant, is an object or state of affairs insofar as it is,
or is regarded as, the effect brought about by some cause through a
concept that this cause has of it (cf. Ak. 180 and 408); thus a
nightingale is a purpose insofar as we at least regard it as having been
produced by some cause through the concept that this cause had of a
nightingale. If the object or state of affairs was in fact produced
through a concept that the cause had of it, then it is an intentional
purpose; if we merely regard it as having been produced in this way,
then it is an unintentional purpose. An intention (Absicht), it seems,
is simply the cause’s concept of the purpose it pursues, i.e., the
concept of the object or state of affairs it seeks to bring about#
Sometimes Kant apparently forgets his definition of ‘purpose’ and
uses the term, as indeed we often do in English, as synonymous with
‘intention.’

The Critique of Teleological Judgment argues that, while natural
science cannot explain things without appealing to mechanism and
hence to efficient causes, some things in nature, viz., organisms, are
such that we cannot even adequately investigate them unless we
judge them not only in mechanical terms but also in terms of final
causes, i.e., unless we judge them at the same time as purposes.
However, judgments of natural products as purposes do not seem to
share the firm status and justification enjoyed by mechanistic explana-
tions. Worst of all, such “teleological” judgments (from Greek 7éAos
[télos], ‘end,’ ‘purpose’) seem to involve us in contradiction. For in
judging the object as a purpose we judge it as contingent, viz.,
contingent on (“conditioned by”) the concept of a purpose; and yet,
insofar as we judge and try to explain the same object as an object of
nature, we judge that same object, even the same causal connections
in it, at the same time as necessary.

Kant’s solution to this problem hinges again on his analysis of the
concept of nature’s purposiveness (the “subjective” purposiveness
with an “objective” one based on it), this time as judged teleologically
rather than aesthetically. Here again Kant equates this concept with

4Although Kant does not define Absicht,” this is how he seems to use the term most
of the time. See, e.g., Ak. 383, 398, and 400 (line 19).

SSee, e.g., Ak. 391, 393, and 397. Sometimes Kant seems to use ‘Absicht’ to mean an
intentional purpose, rather than the concept of such a purpose; in those cases I have
rendered the term by ‘aim. See, e.g., Ak. 484.
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the concept of the supersensible basis of that same purposiveness.
Even here Kant does not make this equation nearly explicit and clear
enough but leaves us to assemble laboriously the various things he
says in different places. But the textual evidence that he does in fact
make this equation is overwhelming. The argument from this interpre-
tation of mine will proceed by pointing to that evidence and tying the
picces together gradually; it will not be complete until the end of this
introduction.

That argument will connect with a second one. This second argu-
ment has to do with the relation of the Critique of Aesthetic Judg-
ment to the Critique of Teleological Judgment and, above all, the
relation of the entire work to Kant's critical philosophy as a system-
atic whole. Kant is greatly concerned to show that the Critique of
Judgment is needed to complete the “critical system.” Although this
concern is not assigned a special part in the work, Kant brings it up
again and again, especially in his two introductions. I shall devote the
remainder of this preliminary note on the scope of the present (third)
Critique to a rough sketch of that second argument of mine, the
argument regarding the relation of the two parts of the Critique of
Judgment to ecach other and to the critical system. Anyone not
already familiar with the main views of the first two Critiques should,
for now, feel free to skip the remainder of this note and proceed to the
next section, with which this introduction actually begins.

The Critigue of Pure Reason, as Section 2 of this introduction will
explain, had argued that we need the concept of something supersen-
sible as substrate of nature (of nature as it appears to us) if we are to
solve four “antinomies” (seeming contradictions), into which our
reason falls inevitably when it tries to make sense of nature. But this
concept of the supersensible had to be left completely indeterminate,
as merely the concept of “things as they may be in themselves”
(rather than as they appear to us). In the Critigue of Practical Reason,
as will be explained in Section 3, another antinomy had arisen. This
antinomy concerned the “final purpose” that the moral law of which
we are conscious enjoins us to pursue, a purpose we must there-
fore regard as achievable although obstacles insuperable for us
finite beings seem to stand in the way. Solving this antinomy required
the assumption that we are immortal souls and that there is a “moral”
God, a God the concept of whom (as, of course, something super-
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sensible) is made determinate through attributes derived from the
moral law {(and from the final purpose that this law enjoins on us).

Now the Critique of Aesthetic Judgment and the Critique of Teleo-
logical Judgment each gives rise to another antinomy and, as I shall
interpret these antinomies and Kant’s solution to them, resolving
these antinomies requires that we equate the concept of nature's
(subjective and objective) purposiveness with the (indeterminate)
concept of some supersensible basis of that purposiveness. Kant
holds that this last concept of the supersensible, i.e., as the basis of
nature’s purposiveness, “mediates” between the other two concepts of
the supersensible (respectively, as nature in itself, and as required by
the moral law) so that the three concepts of the supersensible can for
the first time be thought of as applying to the same (i.e., a united)
supersensible. It is through this unification of the supersensible that
the three Critiques, which give rise to the three concepts of the
supersensible, are themselves united to form a whole having the
coherence of a system. What allows the concept of nature’s pur-
posiveness to play this mediating role is, as I shall show, precisely
Kant’s equation of that concept with the concept of the supersensible
basis of that same purposiveness, combined with the analysis he gives
of the concept of that basis.

1.
Kant’s Life and Works

Immanuel Kant was born at Konigsberg, East Prussia, on April 22,
1724. His father was a master saddler of very modest means, his
mother a woman without education but with considerable native
intelligence. According to Kant’s own account, his grandfather was
an immigrant from Scotland. Kant was raised, both at home and at
school (at the Collegium Fridericianum at Konigsberg), in the tradi-
tion of Pietism, a Protestant movement with a strong ethical orienta-
tion and a de-emphasis of theological dogma.

Kant attended the University of Konigsberg from 1740 to about
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1746, After that he served as a tutor in several aristocratic families in
different parts of East Prussia, earning a very modest income. Having
kept up his studies in the meantime, he returned, in 1755, to the
University of Kénigsberg, employed as an instructor. He continued in
this position for fifteen years, [ecturing in several natural sciences, in
mathematics, and in philosophy. In 1770 he was appointed professor
of logic and metaphysics at the University of Kénigsberg. He remained
active in this position until a few years before his death, at Kénigsberg,
on February 12, 1804,

Kant’s first publication (on a topic in Leibnizian physics) appeared
in 1747, when he was still a student. For the next fifteen years, most of
his writings were in the natural sciences, but some were in philosophy.
Two of these philosophical works were (roughly) in the philosophy of
religion (the more important of these is The Only Possible Basis of
Proof for Demonstrating the Existence of God, 1763); another was
the Observations on the Feeling of the Beautiful and Sublime, 1764,
Kant’s only publication, apart from the Critigue of Judgment, that
touches on aesthetics. (It discusses the subject from the point of view
of social psychology; not until a few years before publication of the
third Critique did Kant believe that an aesthetic judgment about the
beautiful or sublime had validity for persons other than the subject
making it.) The Inaugural Dissertation of 1770 (which was written in
Latin), On the Form and Principles of the Sensible and Intelligible
World, marks the beginning of Kant’s so-called “critical period” (as
distinguished from the “precritical period™), because here for the first
time Kant treats space and time as he does in the first Critique: as
forms of sensibility (forms of “intuition”}, i.e., as something that the
subject contributes to the world of experience, which is therefore
only 2 phenomenal world. (Kant does not yet assign such a contribu-
tory role to any concepts.)

By then Kant’s publications had already won him a considerable
reputation in learned circles in Germany; and the publication of
Kant's most important work, the Critique of Pure Reason, was eagerly
anticipated. It took Kant about a decade to complete the work. When
it finally appeared, in 1781, it was met with enthusiasm by some, by
others with consternation. Kant rewrote portions of the work for the
second edition, of 1787; but first he published, in 1783, the Prolegomena
to Any Future Metaphysics, a greatly simplified and shortened
restatement of the main positions and arguments of the first Critique.
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Kant reversed this procedure in publishing his practical philosophy:
the Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, a simplified introduc-
tion to the subject, appeared in 1783, the Critique of Practical Reason
in 1788. Between the two, in 1786, appeared the Metaphysical Founda-
tions of Natural Science.

The third Critigue, the Critique of Judgment, was published in
1790. An essay pertaining to teleology, On Using Teleological Prin-
ciples in Philosophy, had appeared in 1788, but teleology as well as
theology were of great concern to Kant throughout his life and are
discussed in many of his works, in some extensively (see the bracketed
footnotes in the text). While Kant was preparing the third Critique
for publication, he wrote (late in 1789 or early in 1790) an introduction,
which later he decided was too long. He replaced it with a shorter
introduction, and this was published with the first edition, with the
second edition of 1793, and with later editions as well as translations ever
since. The First Introduction was not published in its entirety until
1914, when it appeared in the Cassirer edition {vol. 5) of Kant's
works.

In 1793 Kant published Religion Within the Bounds of Reason
Alone. In the following year, the Prussian authorities informed Kant
that the king, Frederick William II, had been displeased for some
time with Kant’s teachings and writings on religion, which the authori-
ties found too rationalistic and unorthodox. Kant was ordered to
desist from disseminating his views on the subject, and he did not
return to it until the king died in 1797. In 1795 appeared Perpetual
Peace, in 1797 the Metaphysics of Morals, and in 1798 Kant's last
major work, the Anthropology from a Pragmatic Point of View.

Kant’s style in these many works varies greatly, from the easy flow
and almost conversational tone in some of his early works to the
ponderous and scholastic presentation, with its often artificial structure,
in the works he saw as most scientific. But the breadth of Kant's
interests and learning, intellectual and cultural generally, is evident
throughout his works.

As regards Kant’s personality, what is most familiar to the general
public is the caricature of Kant as a pedantic and puritanical Prussian,
by whose regular afternoon walks the housewives of Kdnigsberg
would set their clocks, and so on. But some persons, persons who
knew him, described him as sprightly (even as an old man), as witty,
cheerful, and entertaining, even in his lectures. He had a circle of
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friends, with whom he dined regularly. Kant never married. Physically,
he was never robust. Just over five feet tall and hollow-chested, he
was able to avoid major illnesses until his final years. Although Kant
was greatly interested in the rest of the world (he greeted the French
Revolution with enthusiasm and listened to and read with eagerness
the accounts of other people’s journeys), he himself never traveled
outside East Prussia.

2.
The Critique of Pure Reason

‘Critique,’ in Kant’s sense of the term, consists in examining the scope
and limits of our cognitive powers (‘reason,’ in the broadest sense in
which Kant uses this term) in order to decide to what extent, if any,
metaphysics is possible for us human beings. Metaphysics consists in
the discovery of truths (true propositions) about the world that are
not empirical (dependent on experience), in which case they would
be contingent, but are necessary and hence a priori (knowable
independently of experience). If such propositions not only are a
priori but do not involve even an empirical concept (e.g., the concept
of change, or of matter), then Kant calls them “pure.”¢ Hence the
Critique of Pure Reason tries to decide to what extent, if any, our
cognitive powers permit us to discover a priori (and especially pure)
truths about the world: about objects, space and time, the order in
nature, ourselves, freedom of the will and the possibility of morality,
and perhaps a God. (The first Critique discusses all of these to some
extent.) Without such prior critique of our cognitive powers, Kant
maintains, either affirming or denying the possibility of metaphysics is
sheer dogmatism: dogmatic rationalism assumes that our reason is
capable of metaphysics, and dogmatic empiricism assumes the opposite.

Kant himself had been trained in the rationalistic metaphysical

5See the Critique of Pure Reason, B 3, and cf. Konrad Cramer, “Non-Pure Synthetic
A Priori Judgments in the ‘Critique of Pure Reason,’ ™ Proceedings of the Third
International Kant Congress (Dordrecht: D. Reidel, 1972}, 246-54.
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tradition of Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz (1646-1716) and his disciple,
Christian Wolff (1679-1754). Leibniz (especially in his earlier years)
and Wolff regarded the world as, in principle, knowable a priori. They
held, moreover, that all a priori truths must, at least in principle, be
“truths of reason,” i.e., derivable from logic.

But Kant came to doubt that the assertions made a priori by these
philosophers about the world could be justified. Worst of all, it
seemed that the rationalistic principles of Leibniz and Wolff inevi-
tably led reason into antinomies, i.e., pairs of propositions that seemed
to contradict each other and yet were ‘‘provable’’: on these principles,
Kant argues in the Critique of Pure Reason, one can “prove” that the
world is limited in space and time and that it is not; that composites
consist of simple (irreducible) parts and that they do not; that there
are first causes (causes that initiate a causal series) and that there are
not; that there is a necessary being and that there is not. Clearly, then,
dogmatic rationalism had failed to secure metaphysics, and along
with it whatever presupposes it: natural science, morality, and religion.

Kant's doubts about dogmatic rationalism arose in good part through
his exposure to (German translations of) some of the works of the
empiricist David Hume (1711-76), whom he credits with having
awakened him from his “dogmatic slumber.”” Hume (in the Enquiry
Concerning Human Understanding, which Kant read8) agreed with
the rationalists that a priori truths must be derivable from logic; they
must be “analytic” truths, to use Kant's term. But logic, Hume went
on, has to do only with the relations among our ideas (i.e., with
analysis of our concepts) and can tell us nothing about the world. Our
only access to the world is not a priori but a posteriori (empirical),
ie., through experience. It follows that whatever we discover about
the world is contingent rather than necessary, and that even such
modest metaphysical propositions about the world as ‘Every event
must have a cause,’ or ‘All properties must inhere in some substance,’
cannot be justified in any way at ail. Because in the strict sense of the
term ‘know’ we can know only whatever is necessary, we do not {in
this sense) know nature at all, let alone anything beyond nature.
(Indeed, in view of the problem of induction, we do not even know it

TProlegomena, Ak. 1V, 260.

8K ant did not know Hume’s Treatise of Human Nature.
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in the weaker sense of the term, which implies mere probability
rather than necessity.)

Although Kant agreed with Hume that dogmatic rationalism
had failed to establish a metaphysics, Hume’s skepticism (denial of
knowledge) seemed to him equally dogmatic, and utterly implausible
as well. Newton undeniably had discovered some basic laws of nature.
These laws were clearly not analytic, not derived from reason alone,
but were discovered through experience. On the other hand, if they
were laws then they could not be wholly contingent but must imply
something with necessity. But how, Kant asked, can there be proposi-
tions that are not analytic—Kant called such propositions “synthetic” —
but that nevertheless imply something with necessity, and hence a
priori? As Kant puts it: How are synthetic judgments possible a
priori?® That they were possible a priori was suggested strongly by
Newton’s success in natural science. But the decisive evidence seemed
to lie in mathematics, above all in geometry. Geometry, Kant argued,
describes the space of nature and does not just spell out “relations of
ideas,” as Hume assumed. For example, Kant argued that no analysis
of the mere concept of a triangle can teach us that the angles of every
triangle must add up to two right angles; hence this proposition must
be synthetic. Yet no experience could possibly falsify this proposition;
it is not contingent but necessary, and therefore a priori. Hence at
least in geometry we have judgments that describe the world we
experience but that are nevertheless a priori. How is that possible?

Kant'’s answer is that there is only one way in which we can have a
priori knowledge of spatial relations that is nevertheless not knowl-
edge of the relations of our mere concepts: it must be knowledge of
relations involving something else that we have in the mind and that
we use in experiencing the world: intuition (i.e., roughly, visualization),
sensibility. In other words, space must be a form of our intuition: we
experience the world in terms of space, we structure it in terms of
space, by contributing space to experience. That is why the spatial
relations asserted by the principles of geometry apply a priori and
necessarily to whatever experience we can have of the world, and
why we can intuit and know these relations a priori. On the other
hand, by the same token, that spatial world is only phenomenal, is
only appearance: the world as we experience it. Hence, in order to

SCritique of Pure Reason, B 19.
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account for the possibility of synthetic a priori propositions we must
deny that they tell us anything about the world as it is in itself. !0
Kant’s treatment of time is roughly similar: time is also a form of
intuition, and hence is present in any experience. Hence, like space,
time can also be intuited and known a priori as a necessary feature of
the world as appearance.

Kant goes on to offer comparable arguments that there are, similarly,
a priori concepts (categories), forms of thought that we have in our
understanding and that we “build,” as it were, into the world. They
are twelve in number and make up four groups (of three categories
each) under the headings of quantity, quality, relation, and modality.
For example, two of the three categories under the heading of “relation”
are substance (and accident, i.e., roughly, property inhering in a
substance) and cuusality, i.e., (efficient) cause and effect. These two
categories, just like our forms of intuition, also aliow us to make
synthetic a priori judgments. They allow us to judge and know a
priori, and hence with necessity, such universal principles as that all
properties in nature (i.e., in the world as it appears to us) must inhere
in substances, and that every event in nature must have its cause.
These principles are “universally valid” (hold for everything) in the
phenomenal world (the world as it appears), i.e., in nature, simply
because our understanding makes it so. The remaining categories
give rise to more such a priori principles of nature. Hence we can
have a “metaphysics” in the sense of a science of the a priori prin-
ciples of all possibie objects of experience. On the other hand, as with
space and time, no such synthetic a priori judgments are possible
{i.e., justifiable) as regards the world as it may be in itself, i.e., the
world considered as supersensible (or “intelligible” or “noumenal,”
i.e., merely thinkable).

However, only some of our synthetic judgments about nature are a
priori; the rest are empirical. In order to make an empirical judgment
we must have an empirical intuition. Whereas a priori intuition involves
no sensation but consists in visualizing purely in terms of space and

0The distinction between a phenomenal world and a world in itself was already used
by Leibniz and Wolff. But for them the phenomenal world was simply the world in itself
as perceived through sensation, which they construed as being merely a confused,
rather than distinct, kind of thought. Kant insists that sensibility is not reducible to
thought at all but is different in kind, but this view does have the consequence that we
have not even a confused perception of the world in itself,
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time, empirical intuition does involve sensation. Through sensation
we discover in an object what further features it may have beyond
those imposed on it by our forms of intuition and our categories.
Those features of an object of our intuition which are “given” to us
(i.e., are “data”) in sensation are what Kant calls the ‘matter’ of
intuition. As these data are received, they are structured— automatically,
as it were—in terms of space and time by the forms of intuition. The
result is an empirical intuition, or “perception.”

But making an empirical judgment about the world as we experi-
ence it involves more than merely an empirical intuition with its
structure in terms of space and time: in making such a judgment we
also connect that empirical intuition with the thought of a certain
object. An empirical judgment consists in our awareness that an
empirical intuition we are having matches a certain concept. (Kant
uses the generic term ‘presentation’ [ Vorstellung, traditionally rendered
as ‘representation’; see below, Ak. 175 br. n. 17] to stand for both
intuitions and concepts, as well as for still further objects of our direct
awareness: see below, Ak. 203 br. n. 4.) For example, when we make
the judgment, ‘This is a dog,’ this judgment consists in our being
conscious that our empirical intuition matches a concept we already
have in our understanding, viz., the concept of “dog.” Our judgment
thus makes our empirical intuition determinate, by turning it into the
experience of a dog, or, which comes to the same, a dog as experi-
enced (a dog as “appearance”). The judgment is therefore called
‘determinative’ {or ‘constitutive’); for it determines (or “constitutes”)
the dog.

Now suppose that we are intuiting a dog but that we do not already
have the concept of “dog” but have only the concept of “animal.” In
that case we can acquire the concept of “dog” by expanding the
concept of “animal”: we do this by matching the empirical intuition
with the concept of “animal,” so that we are experiencing an animal,
while also taking note of whatever further particular features in this
experienced animal distinguish it from other animals. (We can take
note of such further features even if we do not already know the word
‘dog.) Such a judgment will determine not only an animal, but, more
specifically, a dog, because in taking note of those distinguishing
features we abstract them from our experience of the animal and add
them to the concept of “animal,” thus expanding that concept. This
newly acquired empirical concept (“dog”) is more determinate, has
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more “determinations” (predicates describing attributes). Similarly,
we acquired the (empirical) concept of “animal” by expanding some
other concept we already had in our understanding; and so on. In this
way all empirical concepts are the result of our expanding concepts
already present in our understanding.

Now the only concepts present in our understanding before alf
experience {(from which new empirical concepts are acquired by
abstraction) are the categories. Hence the categories form part of
(enter into) all empirical concepts. This holds not only for the con-
cepts of individual objects but also for the concepts of causal relations.
For example, in judging the swelling of some brook as caused by a
heavy rain that preceded it, we may be matching the empirical
intuition of this sequence of events with a concept we already have of
a causal relation between events of this kind; but we may, alternatively,
be expanding a more general concept which will in turn have resulted
from our expanding a still earlier one, and so on, until we get to the
category of causality, i.e., cause and effect.

If an empirical judgment consists in the awareness that an empiri-
cal intuition matches some concept, how did that match come about?
The data we receive passively through sensation are structured in
terms of space and time and thus become an empirical intuition. If
this intuition is to match a concept, we must have an active power or
ability to structure the particular features of that intuition in accor-
dance with the structure of the concept; this power is what Kant calls
our ‘imagination.’ The imagination “apprehends” (takes up) what is
given in intuition and then puts together or “combines” this diversity
{or “manifold”) so that it matches the concept. In this way the
imagination “exhibits” (darstellen, traditionally rendered as “to
present”1!) the concept, i.e., provides it with a matching or “corres-
ponding” intuition.

Some concepts, e.g., those of geometry, can be exhibited in a priori
intuition, i.e., in intuition that includes no sensation. A priori exhibi-
tion of a concept is called the concept’s ‘construction.”'? A priori
exhibition, like exhibition in empirical intuition, can result in the
expansion of the concept exhibited, viz., if we abstract from that

1My reasons for abandoning ‘to present’ as translating ‘darstellen’ and for reusing it to
render ‘vorstellen’ are given at Ak. 175 br. n. 17.

12Cf. below, Ak. 232 br. n. 51.
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exhibition, and add to the concept, whatever further features we
discover in intuiting the object (e.g., a triangle) a priori. When we are
aware that our imagination is exhibiting a concept by means of a
matching a priori intuition, this awareness is what constitutes a
(theoretical and synthetic) a priori judgment. (A theoretical judgment
is a judgment about what is the case, as distinguished from a judg-
ment about what ought to be done. This distinction will be discussed
more fully in the next section.)

However, something further is still needed to make it possible for
any intuition to match a concept. A concept groups together many
instances (of things or events) in terms of the attributes they share as
instances of the same kind. It does not include all the attributes of the
instances that fall (i.e., can be “subsumed™) under it, but omits the
particular attributes with reference to which the instances may still
differ from one another. In other words, all concepts abstract from
some of the particular; the categories are the most abstract concepts
of all: they are universal and they abstract from everything particular.
An intuition, by contrast, is concrete in the sense that it contains the
particular omitted in the concept. How, then, can an intuition possibly
be turned into an image that will match a concept, let alone our a
priori concepts, the categories? Something is needed to mediate
between intuition in general and the categories, viz., a rule or “schema”
that stipulates what conditions the intuition must meet so that it can
match a category. In the case of causal relation, the schema is the rule
that the effect must follow the cause in time. Indeed, all schemata
connect the categories with time; the reason for this is that time is the
only form of intuition that applies to any intuition whatsoever, even to
the inner intuition we have of ourselves, whereas space applies merely
to all outer intuitions. Strictly speaking, the category of causality is
already a temporalized, “schematized,” category; for if the time condi-
tion is removed, the relation of cause and effect is nothing but the
logical relation of ground and consequent. The same holds for the
category of substance, which is not merely the thought of a thing, but
the schematized thought of a thing that endures in time.

It is in fact these schematized categories which give rise to such
principles as ‘Every event must have its cause’ and ‘All substances
have permanence.’ Now since these principles, like the categories on
which they are based, apply to any experience we can have of the
world, they are universal laws of rnature (of nature as appearance). As
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such they form part of the mechanism studied by natural science,
insofar as that mechanism (which deals with efficient causes) is a
priori and hence necessary. Since these laws are based on the catego-
ries which our understanding contributes to nature, they are laws that
are “given” to nature, i.e., prescribed or legislated to nature, by our
understanding. These universal laws in turn have certain applications,
viz., the (also mechanistic) laws of motion discovered by Newton.
These laws are only “applications™ of the former laws because, unlike
them, they are not pure: they involve some empirical concepts (e.g.,
the concept of matter); yet they too hold—to the extent to which they
are mathematical—for all possible experience and hence are them-
selves still a priori and universal.!3

Any regularity or “lawfulness” in nature that is not based on the
categories or their universal applications must, consequently, pertain
to what is particular (rather than universal) in nature. Since such
lawfulness is not the result of our understanding’s legislation to nature,
it can become known to us only empirically. Hence such lawfulness
must always be contingent, i.e., lacking the strict necessity (“apodeictic”
necessity, as found in a demonstration) that characterizes both the
categorial principles (the principles based on the categories themselves)
and the universal applications of these principles.

Kant calls the universal applications of the categorial principles
metaphysical principles. The categorial (and pure) principles them-
selves, which involve no empirical concept and hence are presupposed
by any experience whatsoever, he calls transcendental. On the other
hand, if we use these transcendental principles to make judgments
about something supersensible, something beyond all possible expe-
rience, then our use of them is transcendent; as so used, they cannot
give rise to knowledge, but remain nothing more than mere thought.
The distinction between the transcendental and the transcendent
marks the boundary between theoretical knowledge (i.e., knowledge
of what is the case) and mere thought, as the Critique of Pure Reason

3The distinction between these two kinds of universal laws is not drawn explicitly in
the Critique of Pure Reason {see,e.g., A 691 = B719, A 273 = B 329); but we do find it
so drawn in the Critigue of Judgment (Ak. 181), as well as in the Metaphysical
Foundations of Natural Science (Ak. 1V, 469-70). See also James W. Ellington’s transla-
tion of the latter work, in conjunction with the Prolegomena, as Immanuel Kant,
Philosophy of Material Nature (Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing, 1985), Translator’s
Introduction to the Prolegomena, xi-xvi.
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draws it by deciding what our mental powers can and cannot do: our
understanding is able to know a priori in nature whatever laws it
prescribes to nature. Beyond all possible experience, we cannot have
theoretical knowledge but can only think.

The concepts we use in thinking about what may lie beyond
nature, beyond our understanding, are called by Kant ‘rational ideas’
or ‘ideas of reason’ (or simply ‘ideas’). ‘Reason’ here no longer means
our cognitive power as a whole, as it does in the title of the first
Critique, but is used in a narrower sense. In this sense of the term,
reason is the power that tries, using its ideas, to do more such
structuring as understanding does by supplying the concepts that turn
mere intuitions into experiences. Reason tries to combine these expe-
riences themselves and the laws they contain into larger unified
wholes, ultimately into a unity that includes everything, a totality.
For example, reason seeks to unify various dog experiences by regard-
ing them as appearances of some one thing underlying all these
appearances, some (supersensible) thing in itself, whatever it may be,
a thing that we cannot know because we cannot get beyond the
appearance. In the same way, the general idea of a world in itself is
the idea of something supersensible that unites all our experiences of
rature. But since the structure that reason seeks to introduce by
means of these ideas is a supersensible structure, a structure beyond
all possible experience, reason can do no more than try: it can use
these ideas only to regulate our experience of objects; it cannot use
these ideas to constitute objects and so give rise to what would be a
theoretical knowledge by reason. The world considered (theoretically)
as it may be in itself, i.e., as supersensible rather than phenomenal, is
for us a world of mere noumena, things we can only think. Our
rational desire to unify our diverse experiences is so great that reason
easily strays beyond the bounds within which theoretical knowledge
is possible for us and consequently involves itself in seeming contra-
dictions (the “antinomies” mentioned above). If we are to avoid such
straying by reason, we must let our own critique remind us of the
limits of our cognitive powers. We must let it remind us that the
transcendent metaphysics of dogmatic rationalism is impossible, and
hence we must restrict ourselves to immanent metaphysics; in other
words, we must settle for a metaphysics that confines itself to the
synthetic a priori principles (along with their universal applications)
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that are presupposed by, and hence stay within the range of, what
experience is possible for us.

Hence immanent metaphysics, which the Critigue of Pure Reason
shows us to be capable of, will be a metaphysics of nature. Such a
metaphysics cannot tell us anything about the supersensible: about
objects in themselves, about a God, or even about ourselves as
subjects in themselves {souls), as distinguished from how we appear
to ourselves through our “inner sense”; in particular, it cannot tell us
whether, despite the necessity inherent in nature’s universal laws (the
mechanistic laws regarding efficient causes), our will has the kind of
freedom that is needed for morality. All we can do, as far as the
Critique of Pure Reason goes, is think a “nature in itself,” a God, and
such freedom. For by regarding all of these as supersensible, we
eliminate not only the need to provide theoretical justification (e.g.,
in the case of God, by means of the alleged theoretical “proofs” for
God’s existence), but we eliminate the antinomy between freedom
and the necessity in nhature by attributing the necessity to nature as
appearance while thinking of freedom as pertaining to a supersen-
sible (noumenal) self, a self of which we can know only the appearance.

Thus the Critiqgue of Pure Reason pays the price of renouncing
claims to theoretical knowledge where it was sought most eagerly, but
it does at least rescue immanent metaphysics, and with it natural
science, from dogmatic rationalism with its unjustifiable and contra-
dictory claims, and from the skepticism of dogmatic empiricism.

3.

The Critiqgue of
Practical Reason

The second Critigue examines again what reason can do, this time
not in relation to theoretical knowledge, but in relation to action, i.e.,
as practical reason. It argues that reason not only enables us to
achieve some particular purpose we happen to be pursuing, or satisfy
some natural inclination; rather, the Critique argues, reason can be
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practical on its own, as completely independent from nature, i.e., as
pure. In this role, reason is able to impose obligations (a moral law)
on us, and to carry them out in freedom from natural necessity. Kant
argues that we can “cognize” as well as “know” both this moral law
and that freedom, although only “from a practical point of view.” Let
us pause here for an explanation of this terminology.!4

Knowledge {Wissen), for Kant, is assent (Fiirwahrhalten13) that is
adequate not just subjectively but objectively, i.e., adequate to con-
vince not just oneself but everyone.! Theoretical knowledge, dis-
cussed in the preceding section, is knowledge of what is the case
(rather than knowledge of what ought to be done). Such knowledge
arises from “theoretical cognition.”

Theoretical cognition consists in determining (making determinate)
an object!? in the sense of establishing what the object’s attributes
are. If we take these attributes merely from the analysis of some
concept, such cognition is conceptual,!8 or analytic; otherwise it is
synthetic.!® In synthetic cognition, the attributes determining the
object are taken not from a concept but from intuition. If that
intuition is a priori, then the cognition is a priori as well; if the
intuition is empirical (i.e., if it is perception, which includes sensation),
then the cognition too is empirical.2? Empirical cognition is the same
thing as experience.?! As we saw in the preceding section, experi-
ence consists in turning empirical intuitions into determinate objects
(as appearances) by means of concepts; if such experience results in
our acquiring a new empirical concept by “expanding” some concept
(or concepts) we already had, then our cognition provides us with
new knowledge.

Just as theoretical knowledge is knowledge of what is the case, the

14For further details and references, see below, Ak. 467 incl. br. n. 75, and 475 incl. br.
n. 96; and cf. Ak. 174-76.

15L iterally, ‘considering true.

16See the Critique of Pure Reason, A 822 = B 850.
17Ct. ibid., B 166.

18Ct, ibid., A 320 = B 377-78.

19/bid., A 151-52 = B 191.

D1pid., A 176 = B 218.

211bid., B 147, 165-66, 234, 277.
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theoretical cognition yielding this knowledge is cognition of what is
the case, as distinguished from cognition of what ought to be done,
which is called ‘practical cognition. 22 Only theoretical cognition is
“insight.”23 (Cf. the etymology of ‘theoretical’) Kant also uses the
term ‘cognition’ in a second sense, according to which theoretical
cognition fs knowledge, rather than the process that yields it.

Let us turn now to practical cognition, i.e., cognition of what ought
to be done. In practical cognition, or “cognition from a practical
point of view,” we again determine an “object,” but here we do so by
means of practical determinations taken from our moral consciousness.
That is why practical cognition, like morality itself, involves “oughts,”
i.e., commands or “imperatives.”24 As we shall see in a moment, one
such “object” of our practical cognition is the moral law itself; another
is the freedom of the will that this law presupposes. As we shall also
see, our cognition of these “objects” holds for everyone; as such, it
yields (or, in the second sense of ‘cognition,’ is) objectively adequate
assent, i.e., (practical) knowledge. But, because this cognition or
knowledge is practical, it is not insight.

Our practical cognition is not limited to the moral law itself and
what this law presupposes, viz., our freedom; we also cognize practi-
cally what this moral law commands. As I shall spell out more fully in
2 moment, the moral law commands that we try to achieve the “final
purpose,” and achieving the final purpose presupposes two things
that we must, therefore, assume as “postulates”: that there is a God
and that we are immortal souls. According to Kant, we have practical
cognition of the final purpose, of God, and of the immortality of the
soul inasmuch as these three “objects” of our thought are made
{practically) determinate by what the moral law commands. On the

2ypid., A 633 = B 661.

BSee the Critique of Practical Reason, Ak. V, 4. When Kant speaks simply of
“cognition,” he ordinarily means theoretical cognition, rather than both it and practi-
cal cognition (which 1 am about to discuss). Sometimes the omission of ‘theoretical’
gives rise to seeming contradictions. See, ¢€.g., the Critique of Practical Reason, Ak. YV,
4, where theoretisch’ appears in line 19 but is omitted in line 15, so that line 15 seems
to contradict what Kant says at Ak. V, 137 concerning our cognition of God. Correcting
for the omission removes the seeming contradiction, provided we use different terms to
render ‘erkennen’ {cognize) and ‘wissen’ (know); rendering them by the same term
results in another seeming contradiction between Ak. V, 4 and 137.

MSee the Logic, Ak. IX, 86.
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other hand, as these {supersensible) objects, unlike our freedom, are
presupposed not by the moral law itself but only by what it commands,
our practical cognition of them is not knowledge (as our practical
cognition of the moral law itself and of freedom is). Rather, it is a
rational faith, which is assent that is adequate not objectively but only
subjectively, i.e., adequate only to convince oneself.?

With these distinctions in mind, we can now return to the task of
the second Critique. The Critique of Pure Reason had indeed estab-
lished that we can think the previously mentioned supersensible
things, i.e., it had established that they are logically possible; but the
Critique of Practical Reason argues that we can cognize them, even if
only practically. Thus the second Critique rescues morality and religion,
not only from the restrictive conclusions drawn by the first Critique,
but above all—once again— from the much more damaging views that
made the Critigue necessary: dogmatic rationalism and dogmatic
empiricism.

The dogmatic rationalism of Leibniz and Wolff had tried to derive
moral obligation from our alleged knowledge of the supersensible:
from God’s will as manifested in the perfection of the world, a
perfection that we can know through reason although not through the
senses. Moral obligation lies in working toward this perfection by
striving away from the confusion (indistinctness) inherent in our
senses and toward the distinct intellectual “knowledge” of the super-
sensible world as it not only ought to be but in fact is. To have the will
to act in this way is, for Wolif, nothing more than a somewhat more
distinct awareness of this perfection that our senses present to us only
indistinctly. We already know Kant's objection to these rationalistic
claims to knowledge of the supersensible. But Kant, following (the
Pietist) Christian August Crusius, also disagreed with the view that to
know the good is the same as to will it. Above all, however, neither
Leibniz nor Wolff could adequately explain how the world could
already be perfect, through God’s choice, and yet have room for
human freedom.

Dogmatic empiricism restricted itself to the observations of empiri-
cal psychology about human motivation. Accordingly, Hume con-
strued ethical judgments as seeking merely to influence people’s
motivation. One of Kant’s objections to this approach was that these

BCritigue of Pure Reason, A 822 = B 850.
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empirical observations could yield only contingent judgments, whereas
genuine moral obligation must be absolute, not conditioned by this or
that particular purpose we happen to be pursuing. But his main
objection was that empirical observations can tell us only what is the
case, never (as Hume in fact acknowledged) what ought to be done,
as a moral judgment must.

The key premise for Kant’s own position is that we do, as a fact of
reason revealed to us a priori, have a moral consciousness.26 We are
conscious of ourselves as obligated by an a priori moral law. That law
commands us to fulfill our duty even where doing so requires that we
struggle against circumstances in nature or against our natural
inclinations. Hence the law commands absolutely or “categorically,”
rather than hypothetically, i.e., rather than with an if-clause specify-
ing the condition (“hypothesis™), such as this or that natural circum-
stance or inclination, under which we ought to act in a certain way.
This moral law is thus a “categorical imperative.” The categorical
imperative puts a restriction on the kind of “maxim,” i.e., subjective
rule devised by ourselves, that we may follow in our acts. It says: “Act
in such a way that the maxim of your will [could] always hold at the
same time as a principle laying down universal law.”2’ In other
words, we ought to act only on maxims that are universalizable and as
such do not cater to this or that inclination or excuse us from our
duty when circumstances make it difficult for us to perform it. What
we know practically, this fact of reason, is the moral law itseif,28 a
synthetic a priori proposition, and not merely that we are conscious
of such a law: for if I think of this law as obligating me then it is
obligating me.29 Hence what makes this synthetic proposition “pos-
sible” a priori is that it describes a fact of reason: it is not derived
from experience, yet it applies to all experience, has “objective reality,”

BCritique of Practical Reason, Ak. V,31.
Ibid., Ak.V, 30.

BCE. ibid., Ak.V, 31 and 42. Cf. also the Foundation of the Metaphysics of Morals,
Ak. IV, 448n.

BThis claim hinges on the fact that the moral law demands of our maxims only that
they be universalizable, and hence is a purely formal law. In the case of a more specific
rule, such as ‘Keep your promise to X, my mere consciousness of the rule would not
establish that the rule obligates me, for 1 could be mistaken in believing that I had
made such a promise.
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as we can discover through our own acts as manifested in experience
{below, Ak. 468).

This fact of reason presupposes another: that we have a will that is
free in the sense that it can indeed act independently of natural
influences. Hence, because we have both practical cognition and
knowledge of the moral law, we also have practical cognition and
knowledge of what this law presupposes: our supersensible freedom,
the freedom that the first Critique had established only as logically
possible. But the will’s freedom as presupposed by the moral law must
be more than mere independence from the efficient causes of nature;
for such mere independence would leave our “acts” random, not our
acts at all. This freedom must be, rather, an ability of the will to give
laws to itself {be “autonomous”) and to obey (or disobey) such laws
independently of nature. The will considered as autonomous, as
giving its own law, is called simply (pure) practical reason; the same
will (practical reason) considered as the ability to choose freely
between obeying or disobeying this law is called the power of choice.
As free from nature’s efficient causes, this will can, through its
choice, act “spontaneously”; i.e., it can initiate (be the “first cause”
in) a new series of efficient causes in nature. Hence freedom, as we
cognize and know it practically through the moral law, is itself a
special causality.

Respect for the moral law, together with our awareness that we
have the freedom to obey or disobey it, is what Kant calls ‘moral
feeling’ (cf. below, Ak. 267).

We saw that the moral law commands us to act only on uni-
versalizable maxims. Hence in obeying that law our reason imposes
on nature a universality, and this universality is a form that is super-
sensible inasmuch as nature as object of our sensibility (i.e., nature as
appearance) does not already have it. But our reason imposes this
form on nature not theoretically, as our understanding, by its legislation,
imposes on nature the form of the categories, but imposes it practically,
i.e., by prescribing a moral law and initiating in nature a causal series
that will add that supersensible form to the categorial form through
free action. In this way, once the moral law, when obeyed, has
“determined” the will (i.e., has induced it to act as it does), the will's
action “determines” practically something in the world, i.e., gives it
additional formal attributes.

How can the categorical imperative, which is a purely formal law
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(it commands only that our maxims be universalizable), have (practical)
application in nature with all the particular that nature includes?
Something like a schema is needed, as it was for the categories, that
will “mediate” between the universal moral law and the particular
effects which, in conformity with it, we produce in nature. This
mediator cannot be a schema, for a schema mediates the imagination's
exhibition of a concept and the categorical imperative, which is a
rational idea, cannot be exhibited, i.e., cannot structure a given
intuition to make it match the idea. The only possible mediator
between this moral law and those particular effects (which we bring
about through reason as helped by understanding) is what Kant calls
the typus of the moral law: the same law regarded as a law of
nature.*® The only cognition we can have of the moral law is practical,
but the typus can be cognized theoretically, can be understood;
hence the typus mediates between reason and (not imagination but)
understanding.

As free, i.e., as determinable by its own moral law, the will is our
“higher power of desire” (the lower being merely the will’s ability to
be influenced by incentives of sense, “inclinations”).3! Any object of
such higher desire is a purpose, in the sense given above.32 Now if we
consider together all the purposes we could pursue under all the
maxims that would satisfy the categorical imperative, they will form a
kind of hierarchy, some of them being pursued for other purposes,
these for others still, and so on. At the very top of this hierarchy is the
“final purpose”; this is the one purpose that is unconditioned, i.e., not
a means to (or “condition” of) any further purpose. The final purpose
at which, as the moral law commands, all our acts are to aim is the
highest good in the world: our own virtue (which lies in the will's
obedience to the moral law}, and happiness for everyone to the extent
that he or she is virtuous and thus worthy of such happiness.

This final purpose, as enjoined on us by the moral law, is not
something we can achieve in this life, because we are beings encum-
bered by sensibility, by certain obstacles which nature outside us and
especially nature within us puts in our way and to which we too easily

WCritique of Practical Reason, Ak. V, 69.
3ICE, ibid., Ak.V,9n and esp. 22-25.
32See above, xxv, and cf. the Metaphysics of Morals, Ak. V1, 384-85,
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succumb. Therefore the final purpose can never be manifested in
experience, and hence cannot be known, even practically. Yet the
final purpose can be cognized practically; for the concept of it does
have “practical reality” (is not empty): the final purpose is achievable
in principle, because the moral law commands it and the moral law is
a matter of fact (fact of reason). Because, with our weak wills, we can
only approach this final purpose by an infinite progression, while yet
we must conceive of it as achievable because the moral law com-
mands us to pursue it, we are forced to make two assumptions
{(*postulates”), which are thus also based on the moral law. One of
these is that we are not temporally finite, but are immortal souls. The
other assumption is that there is a God who has the infinite knowledge,
power, and benevolence required to make nature cooperate with our
infinite endeavor: for if the final purpose is to be achieved, nature
within us must cooperate with our endeavor to be virtuous, and
nature in general must cooperate with our endeavor to bring about
happiness for everyone in proportion to his or her virtue. As prerequi-
sites (“conditions”) of the final purpose, which the known moral law
establishes as not iltusory, the immortality of the soul and the exis-
tence of such a moral God can thus also be cognized practically; but,
like the final purpose of which they are the conditions, they cannot be
known, even practically; they are not matters of fact, but are matters
of faith, of a rational faith that is justified a priori by the moral law.
Thus the Critique of Practical Reason establishes what neither
dogmatic rationalism nor dogmatic empiricism had been able to
establish: we can have rational cognition, although practical rather
than theoretical, of all the important things that the Critique of Pure
Reason had to relegate to the merely regulative ideas. It establishes
that we can have practical knowledge of the moral law as obligating
us a priori, from which we can then derive a “metaphysics of morals,”
i.., a system of all a priori maxims satisfying the categorical imperative,
and establishes that we can have practical knowledge of our will as a
supersensible causality free from the necessity of natural causation. It
also establishes that we can have practical cognition of the final
purpose with its presuppositions of immortality and God. The first
Critigue had established these features of the supersensible as logi-
cally possible, by construing the world of nature as mere appearance,
but it had to leave the idea of this supersensible completely indeter-
minate. The second Critique, as Kant puts it, makes the idea of the
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supersensible determingte (and hence makes the supersensible cogni-
zable practically): through the final purpose as enjoined on us by the
known moral law, the concept of the supersensible is determined as
the concept of a nature in itself, including ourselves as immortal
souls, as created by a moral God in terms of the final purpose.

Kant restates much of this when, in the Critique of Teleological
Judgment, he discusses how teleclogy relates to theology, and how
the Critique of Judgment “mediates” between the first two Critiques
and so unites the three in a system.

4.

The Critique of
Aesthetic Judgment:
Background

As did the first two Critiques, the Critique of Judgment again exam-
ines our cognitive powers, this time in order to decide what justification,
if any, is possible for aesthetic judgments, above all judgments of
taste, and for teleological judgments. As regards judgments of taste,
the problem is this: How, if at all, is it possible to judge something in
nature (or in art) as beautiful on the basis of something very subjective,
a feeling of pleasure, and yet demand for our judgment a universal
assent? That we do demand such assent is implicit in the very fact
that we use the predicate ‘beautiful,’ as if beauty were a property of
things (which everyone ought to see). If these judgments do have
some kind of universal validity, they must “contain some necessity”
(claim something with necessity) and hence must be to some extent a
priori. And yet they are clearly not analytic but synthetic. How then,
if at all, are these synthetic propositions possible a priori, despite
their dependence on pleasure? Here again Kant’s answer can best be
understood as a reaction against the views of the dogmatic rationalists
and dogmatic empiricists. I have selected the key figures, and shall
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now set out their views somewhat more elaborately than I did for the
background to the first two Critiques.

Leibniz and Wolff maintained that we have two ways of knowing or
cognizing the world, a lower and a higher cognitive power. (In Leibniz
and Wolff ‘cognize’ means “know™ or “come to know.”) The lower
cognitive power is sense perception, the higher is thought. Yet the
distinction they drew between thought and perception by the senses
made the two different not in kind but only in degree. Using Descartes’s
terminology, as refined by Leibniz, of “clear” and “distinct” ideas,
Leibniz and Wolff held that the sole difference between sensation and
thought is that thought is distinct, while sensation is confused, though
both can be clear (rather than obscure). An idea is clear if we can
(without doubt) distinguish it from all other ideas, though we may not
know by what characteristics we do 50. An idea is distinct if it is clear
in all its parts (characteristics) and their combination, so that it can be
distinguished from all other ideas explicitly, by abstraction (from the
sensible detail) and definition. Sense perception cannot be made
distinct without turning it into thought; lower cognition is only &
preliminary stage of the same knowledge. By the same token, sense
perception can have no perfection of its own, and hence no rules of
its own to govern such perfection. The rules that apply to it are simply
the rules of all thought: the principle of contradiction, and the
principle of sufficient reason (which is the principle that God followed
in making this the best of all possible worlds).

Moreover, just as Wolff construed willing the good as mere knowl-
edge of the good. Leibniz and Wolff construed beauty and the plea-
sure we take in it in cognitive terms: beauty is perfection as cognized
through sense perception, and hence indistinctly; and the pleasure
we take in it is, at bottom, identical with that perception of the
perfection. Art too is construed in cognitive terms: Art presupposes
this cognition and makes it possible through its creations; art “imitates
nature” in the sense that it produces the best examples of perfection
of which nature (the world as phenomenon, i.e., as perceived by the
senses) is, ideally, capable. Art pleases to the extent that it teaches us
through such examples.

The first major innovation in this view concerning beauty and art
comes from Alexander Gottlieb Baumgarten (1714-62), the disciple
of Wolff to whom we owe the term ‘aesthetic’ in a sense close to the
current one. Baumgarten collaborated in his work with his former
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student, Georg Friedrich Meier (1718-77). Although the two differ on
certain points, it is not always easy to determine which of the two
contributed what to their published works. However, their views are
similar enough to be left undistinguished here.

Baumgarten and Meier®3 took over from Leibniz and Wolff the
view that sense perception and thought are, respectively, lower and
higher cognition, and the view that sense perception is confused
while thought is distinct. But they denied that sense perception can
be perfected only by making it distinct and thereby turning it into
thought. Sense perception, they maintained, can have a perfection of
its own, 2 perfection whose standard is not that of logic {although it is
analogous to that standard). Moreover, it is this standard peculiar to
sense perception which must be met if we are to perceive beauty.
Hence there are two different kinds, rather than just stages, of cogni-
tion (knowledge), and two kinds of theory (or “science”) of knowledge:
logic and aesthetics. Aesthetics in the broad sense is the science of
sense knowledge. (This is how Kant uses the term in the first Critique,
when he speaks of the “transcendental aesthetic”: A 19-49 = B
33-73.) Aesthetics in the narrow sense (the modern sense, which we
find in Kant’s third Critique) deals with the standards of perfection
that sense perception must meet in order for us to perceive beauty; it
is the science (or art) of the beautiful and of taste, i.e., of the power to
cognize beauty.

Perfecting sense perception in order to turn it into thought requires
that we make it more distinct, which we do by abstracting from the
individuality and singularity (i.e., from the detail and concreteness) it
presents to us. On the other hand, giving sense perception the perfec-
tion peculiiar to it involves emphasizing what individuality and singu-
larity it presents to us in an example. The standard of this perfection
is richness and vividness of detail in the singular perception; here the
perception must be indistinct, confused (i.e., fused with others, rather
than explicitly distinguished from them). This richness and vividness
of an image or idea is called its “extensive” clarity, as distinguished

BThe following sketch has been distilled mainly from Baumgarten’s Aestketica
(Aesthetics) of 1750-58 (Hildesheim: Georg Holms Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1961) and
Meier's Anfangsgriinde aller schiinen Wissenschaften (Foundations of all Fine Sciences)
of 1754 (Hildesheim and New York: Georg Holms Verlag, 1976).
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from the clarity, now called “intensive” clarity, of Descartes, Leibniz,
and Wolff.

According to Baumgarten and Meier, when our sense perception
has this perfection peculiar to it, this perfected perception allows us
to perceive perfection in the world (all perfection is multiplicity in
unity): the perfection of things, but above all the moral perfection of
persons. To perceive beauty is to perceive such perfection by sense
(as itself perfected by being made extensively clear); beauty is perfec-
tion insofar as we cognize this perfection not rationally and hence
distinctly, but by taste, i.e., extensively clear sense perception. Aes-
thetic pleasure is the result of cognizing perfection by sense as perfected
by being made extensively clear.

Because perfection (goodness) implies a standard, there are rules
of perfection; hence, there are also rules of beauty, which can be
derived from the rules of perfection in general. Thus we have two
kinds of rules for “beautiful cognition” in general: rules about the
cognition itself, and rules about the perfection of the objects we can
cognize in this way.

In addition to these rules, there are the practical rules that apply
those other rules to art. The aim of art is not simply to imitate nature,
not even by selecting the most perfect examples of which nature
is ideally capable, but to create a perfect whole out of indistinct
images (or, in the case of poetry, indistinct ideas) made extensively
clear, a whole that can then be judged in the same way as beauty in
general can. Hence the fine arts, as informed by such rules, are at the
same time “fine sciences”; and aesthetics, which is itself an art,
similarly becomes a science, the science of the beautiful, to the
extent that it offers higher-order rules (principles) for those other
rules.

Kant accepted and defended the major innovation offered by
Baumgarten and Meier: their insistence that sense perception is not
the same as thought and can be perfected without turning it into
thought. But Kant objected to the cognitive analysis that Baumgarten
and Meier offered for our perception of beauty (Ak. 207-09). He
objected to it because the analysis turns beauty into a property, viz., a
perfection that something has by reference to a purpose as expressed
by some concept, and because the analysis treats the perfection of
the sense perception itself (“extensive clarity”) as merely a prerequi-
site for perceiving the perfection of something else by means of
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sense. If judgments about beauty were conceptual, Kant argued, they
could be proved by rules (just such rules as Baumgarten and Meier
had tried to devise); yet this cannot be done (Ak. 284-85). By
the same token, there can be no “fine science” but only fine art,
and aesthetics cannot be a “science” of the beautiful but only
critique.34

Hence, while the dogmatic rationalists had indeed offered an account
of the universality of aesthetic judgments, viz., by construing them as
conceptual and as cognitive judgments about a property, this very
account assimilated judgments about beauty to judgments about the
good (Ak. 346) and hence failed to explain their aesthetic and there-
fore subjective character. Some analysis of aesthetic judgments must
be found that would preserve their universality without assimilating
them to judgments of cognition, theoretical or practical. Such an
analysis is just what the empiricists tried to provide.

Kant's own Observations on the Feeling of the Beautiful and Sub-
lime of 1764 were empirical, but they were not empiricist: they
offered no theory, as Kant did not yet think that an aesthetic theory
was possible. Instead the work consists of amateur social psychology;
it discusses beauty and sublimity in relation to the differences between
people, ages, sexes, nationalities, temperaments. Even in the Critigue
of Pure Reason (both first and second editions) Kant says that
Baumgarten's attempt to bring the rules for judging the beautiful
under rational principles is futile, because these rules are merely
empirical. (A 21n = B 35n.) :

As for the theories of beauty and art of the British empiricists, a
number of them were available in German translation by the time
Kant wrote the third Critigue. Kant was probably familiar with the
Inguiry into the Original of Our Ideas of Beauty and Virtue (1725) of
Francis Hutcheson {1694-1747);35 he was in general familiar with
Hume's views, although it is not clear that he had read “Of the
Standard of Taste” (1757);3¢ and he was clearly familiar with the
Philosophical Enquiry into the Origin of Our Ideas of the Sublime and

MSee Ak. 304 and 355. That critiqgc, on the other hand, can be scientific: Ak. 286.

¥See, e.g., Francis Hutcheson, An Inquiry Concerning Beauty, Order, Harmony,
Design, ed. Peter Kivy (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1973).

¥See, e.g., David Hume, Of the Standard of Taste and Other Essays, ed. John W. Lenz
(Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1965).
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Beautiful (1757) of Edmund Burke (1729-97),7 to whom he responds
by name.38

According to Hutcheson, beauty is not a quality of things; the term
‘beauty’ stands for the idea that certain qualities of things evoke in the
mind. Our natural power to receive the idea of beauty when confronted
by such qualities is analogous to perception: it is a “sense” of beauty.
Perceiving such qualities by this sense produces an immediate (i.e.,
direct) delight. Cne such quality is formal: the compound ratio of
uniformity in variety; if either of these is kept constant, “beauty”
varies with the other. Art imitates, but its “beauty” is not that of the
original; it is based on the unity found in the conformity of the work
with the original. Another quality that arouses the idea of beauty is
moral virtue. Moral virtue can be perceived by the mora/ “sense,” but
il can also produce gesthetic delight. (Vice can be represented beauti-
fully as well, but only insofar as the representation manifests unity in
its conformity with the original.) The standard of taste, the standard
for judging beauty, is empirical: it is our common human nature, the
sensibility we have for appreciating uniformity in variety; if we do not
find universal agreement regarding judgments of taste, it is only
because we become prejudiced by making irrelevant associations.

Hume, treating judgments of taste as he does moral judgments,
also denies that beauty is a quality of things, and speaks of a “sense”
or “feeling” of beauty, an ability to receive pleasure from the percep-
tion of certain qualities of things, or from association with such
qualities. Hume is not specific about what these qualities are; they
involve structural relations between parts and whole, or a thing's
utility as it appears to us. The standard of taste is again human nature,
but as subject to more qualifications than Hutcheson had speiled out.
A qualified perceiver must not only be impartial (unprejudiced): the
perceiver must be calm, as well as experienced in judging beauty,
especially beauty in art. By abstracting the common features of
objects that have pleased the sense of beauty of such qualified per-
sons over the ages, we may be able to tell what qualities in general
{e.g., what formal properties of objects) are capable of producing this
pleasure. If we fail in this attempt, we can still use such persons

37A medern edition is that edited by James T. Boulton (London: Routledge & Kegan
Paul, 1958).

BAk. 277. The following sketch is distilled mainly from the works just menticned.
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(including ourselves, insofar as we fulfill the same criteria) as our
standard for judging. Human nature does not vary so much that such
persons would greatly disagree, even though perhaps some disagree-
ment, e.g., that due to differences in temperament, cannot be resolved.
Burke again holds that all there is, as far as beauty is concerned, is
our idea of it. We have a “feeling” of beauty, and we call an object
beautiful if it evokes a certain idea, a certain feeling: love without
interest. To this account Burke adds an explanation, in terms of the
physiology of the day, as to how the object evokes this feeling (cf. Ak.
277 incl. br. n. 51). Burke does not say much as to what qualities in
objects arouse the idea of beauty. As for a standard of taste, Burke
seems to have assumed that taste is the same in all human beings.
The empiricist analysis of beauty by reference to a kind of “sense”
or “feeling," as combined with the denial that beauty is a property of
things, accounted well for the aesthetic and subjective character of
judgments of taste. Kant’s complaint against the empiricist analysis is
that it fails to account for the fact that judgments of taste demand
everyone’s assent and hence claim a universality and necessity (Ak.
237), which presupposes some necessary and hence a priori principle.
“Scouting about for empirical laws about mental changes” cannot
yield this necessity (Ak. 278), nor can “gathering votes and asking
other people what kind of sensation they are having” when facing a
beautiful object (Ak. 281), even if as a matter of empirical fact many
people happen to agree on a judgment of taste because “there is a
contingent uniformity in the organization of [different| subjects” (Ak.
345-46). Hence the empiricist analysis cannot adequately distinguish
between judgments of taste and judgments about the merely agree-
able (Ak. 346), which are also subjective but imply no universality.



5.

Kant’s Account of
Judgments of Taste as
Aesthetic Judgments
of Reflection

Kant’s main concern in the Critique of Aesthetic Judgment is judg-
ments of taste, i.e., judgments about the beautiful 39 above all about
the beautiful in nature.®¢ A paradigm would be the judgment, ‘“The
rose at which I am looking is beautiful’ (cf. Ak. 215), provided that
this judgment is made without using the concept (or “thought”) of the
rose, but is made, rather, with the mere intuition, i.e., with the rose as
“given” (Ak. 230). Although the fact that in such a judgment we use
the adjective ‘beautiful’ suggests that beauty is a property, beauty is
not a property: “apart from a relation to the subject’s feeling, beauty
is nothing by itself” (Ak. 218). Hence it is this “feeling” that must be
analyzed in such a way as to account for the judgment’s claim to
universality (universal validity). Because even judgments of taste have
reference to the understanding (Ak. 203 n.1), the categories play some
role in them. Accordingly, Kant explicates these judgments by refer-
ence to four ‘‘moments,”” which are based on the four category head-
ings: quality, quantity, relation, and modality. (I shall not follow
Kant’s order here.)

“Beautiful is what, without a concept [such as the concept of the
good], is liked universally” (Ak. 219). This universality is the aesthetic
quantity of a judgment of taste (second moment) and is what dis-
tinguishes it from judgments about the agreeable. (In logical quantity,
a judgment of taste is singular: Ak. 215.) But this universality is only
“subjective”: the judgment demands that all subjects give their assent
to the judgment. By the same token, the judgment’s “necessity”
(fourth moment, as to modality) is not apodeictic (as the necessity in

BJudgments about the sublime will be discussed below. See Section 9.

“01n sketching Kant's account, I shall largely disregard his own artificial and unhelpful
division of the Critique of Aesthetic Judgment into an “Analytic” and a “Dialectic.”

[iv
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a demonstration) but only “exemplary” (Ak. 237): we demand univer-
sal assent to a judgment that we make as an example of a certain
unstatable universal rule (Ak. 237). To make this demand is to claim
that we speak with a “universal voice” (Ak. 216) and to presuppose 2
priori that taste and the feeling by which it judges is common to
everyone and hence is a sensus communis, a “common sense” (Ak.
238). To justify this claim and presupposition is therefore to justify the
claim to subjective universality. Before we turn to this justification,
we must complete the analysis of judgments of taste.

Judgments about the agreeable and judgments about the beautiful
are both aesthetic judgments. But the former are aesthetic judgments
of sense: the pleasure (or “liking”) we feel in a judgment about the
agreeable is interested, viz., interested in the existence of some object
as related to sense. In judgments of taste, on the other hand, the
liking is “disinterested™ (first moment, as to quality): “beautiful is
what we like in merely judging it” (Ak. 306). Judgments of taste are
aesthetic judgments not of sense but of “reflection.”!

Reflective judgments in general, aesthetic as well as teleological %
are judgments that are not “determinative,” i.e., they do not deter-
mine objects. We saw above (xxxiv) that the judgment, “This is a dog,’
determines the dog (as appearance) by having the imagination structure
a matching empirical intuition in terms of the concept of “dog,” i.e.,
by subsuming the intuition under that concept. Hence determinative
judgments subsume a particular under some universal. We also saw
{x{fv) that judgments about the good {practical judgments) are determi-
native as well: they too use a concept to determine (give attributes to)
experience; but here the determination is not performed simply by
the understanding’s legislation, but instead practically, by the will and
its action. (The concept may be empirical, as when we produce some
object, or may be a priori, as in morality.) On the other hand,
reflective judgments, including aesthetic ones, do not give attributes
to objects and hence are not determinative. Though Kant will talk
about judgments as being “determined” by a feeling or a concept
(Ak. 221) and will even say such things as “a judgment of taste

4Judgments about the sublime are the other kind of aesthetic judgments of reflection,
They will be discussed in Section 9 below.

Teleological reflective judgments will be discussed in later sections of the Trans!ator’s
Introduction. See esp. Sections 10-13.
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determines the object . .. with regard to liking and the predicate of
beauty” (Ak. 219), and so on, yet in the strict and relevant sense of
‘determinative’ judgments of taste are not determinative. For they do
not determine an object in the sense of giving it an attribute, because
beauty is not an attribute (not a property), even though grammatically
the term ‘beauty’ functions as a predicate. Moreover, judgments of
taste do not use a determinate concept, as do cognitive judgments,
theoretical or practical. The reason for this is that reflective judgments,
including aesthetic ones, have no determinate concept available to
them, no universal under which to subsume the particular that is
given to us in intuition; rather, they try to find such a universal.

If this search for a universal is to succeed, it must be pursued not
haphazardly but on some principle; and since in this case the power
of judgment has no determinate concept available that could serve it
as such a principle, it must Jtself have a concept, though only an
indeterminate one, that can serve it as such a principle (Ak. 180-81,
and cf. Ak. 340-41).

This indeterminate concept is the concept of nature’s “subjective
purposiveness,” i.e., nature’'s purposiveness for our (the subject’s)
power of judgment; and the principle of judgment to which this
concept gives rise is simply the assumptton that nature in its particu-
lar (as we find it in empirical intuition) is “subjectively purposive,”
i.e., purposive for our power of judgment in the sense of lending itself
to being judged by us (Ak. 193). (Since judgment is a function of
understanding, Kant will also speak of nature’s purposiveness for our
understanding or for our cognitive power: Ak. 187; 184, 186.)

The difference between the concept of such subjective purposiveness
and the concept of a purpose (see above, xxv) is precisely that the first
concept is indeterminate, the second determinate. In order for nature’s
particular to be purposive for our power of judgment it must manifest
a certain regularity (order, lawfulness). This regularity is not deter-
minate, like the regularity that an intuition must have in order to
match a determinate concept; rather, it is an indeterminate regularity,
viz., the regularity that we need in general in order to match an
empirical intuition with -a concept so as to give rise to empirical
cognition. Since the particular in nature is contingent (because not
subject to our understanding’s legislation), nature’s subjective pur-
posiveness consists in the regularity or “lawfulness” that the contin-
gent must have (Ak. 404, 217) in order for us to cognize it. Accordingly,
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the principle of judgment is the assumption that nature manifests a
cognizable order not only in its {transcendental and metaphysical)
universat laws (which are based on the categories) but in terms of its
particular (and contingent) laws as well: Nature makes its universal
faws specific (Ak. 186) in such a way that the particular laws will not
be too “heterogeneous” (Ak. 188) for us to have coherent experience
even in terms of them (Ak. 180). Thus judgment assumes that nature
forms a hierarchy (Ak. 213', 185) of genera and species (each genus
and species representing a grouping and hence a “law”), and of
empirical laws in general (including particular causal laws), and hence
manifests simplicity and parsimony.43 On this assumption, it is “as if”
nature’s order had been given it {legislated to it) “by some under-
standing, even if not ours” (Ak. 180). This assumed lawfulness, though
indeterminate, is one that matches understanding as such, i.e., under-
standing considered indeterminately, apart from any specific concept.
Hence it is also one that matches the form that imagination as such
must have (as it apprehends, in general, something in empirical
intuition) in order to harmonize with understanding as such so that
cognition may arise. By the same token, the same assumed indetermi-
nate lawfulness is one that matches the form of the power of judg-
ment as such, i.e., it matches the harmony (which itself has that form)
between imagination as such and understanding as such that is required
for all (empirical: Ak. 190-91) judgment and cognition.

This principle of the power of judgment, that the power of judg-
ment presupposes for its reflection, is itself a reflective judgment.
Insofar as we only think this principle (rather than apply it directly to
intuition), it is a logical judgment: the indeterminate principle of
reflection as such. The two kinds of reflection, aesthetic and teleo-
logical, are both based on that principle.*4 Teleological judgments
are indeed reflective and presuppose judgment's principle; yet in
them the subjective purposiveness merely underlies an objective and
“material” purposiveness, because teleological judgments are made

43Ak. 182. The Critique of Pure Reason discusses reflection in fairly similar terms (A
260-92 = B 316-49), but attributes the concern and search for this unity of the
particular to reason (A 648-62 = B 676-90).

#“The principle is not really a third kind of reflective judgment, as Paul Guyer seems
to consider it: Kant and the Claims of Taste (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1979), 61-64. It is simply judgment's principle itself which underiies both aesthetic and
teleological reflective judgments.
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by reference to a determinate concept of a purpose (the “matter” of
purposiveness), so that there the purposiveness is a purposiveness
with a purpose. By contrast, in aesthetic reflective judgments the
purposiveness is not based on a concept (Ak. 220) and hence also not
on the concept of a purpose; so it is merely subjective, a “purposiveness
without a purpose” (third moment, in terms of the relation “of the
purposes we take into consideration”).4

We saw that in aesthetic reflective judgments we judge the subjec-
tive purposiveness that nature displays in the empirical intuition {of
something apprehended by the imagination) and that we judge this
purposiveness without a determinate concept. Hence in such judgments,
imagination and understanding harmonize without the constraint that
a determinate concept would introduce and thus are in “free play.”
Moreover, since the apprehended form is not compared (matched)
with a determinate concept, its purposiveness is not cognized but can
only be felt. This feeling (of pleasure) is nothing more than our
nonconceptual awareness (awareness without a [determinate] concept)
of the form’s purposiveness for our coguitive power as such, ie.,
purposiveness for the harmony of imagination as such with under-
standing as such. {Ak. 222.) Anything in nature, as long as our imagina-
tion can apprehend it in an intuition, can be judged aesthetically: it
could be a rose, or it might be some larger part of nature, such as a
certain order among species and genera; but in the first case we must
judge without the concept of a rose, in the second case without a
(single determinate) concept of such order among species and genera.
Judgment’s principle of nature’s purposiveness embodies a constant
expectation in accordance with an “aim” we have (Ak. 187), viz.,
our aim (or “endeavor,” as at Ak. 187} to cognize nature in an
experience that coheres even in the particular. Hence when we
actually find such order in nature, whether in the rose or in some
larger but still intuitable part, then we feel a pleasure, as equated by
Kant with our nonconceptual awareness of that purposiveness for our
cognitive power as such (Ak. 184). This is why the natural scientist
will frequently feel such pleasure upon discovering, and when judging
aesthetically (i.e.. without as yet having and using a [single determi-
nate| concept for this), an indeterminate (subjectively) purposive

45Ak. 219. The purposiveness as we merely think it in judgment’s principle itself is ia
subjective purposiveness) neither with nor without a purpose but covers both possibilities.
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order in parts of nature that he had, until then, conceptualized only in
terms of a multiplicity of determinate concepts of species and genera.*
If the scientist ceases to notice the pleasure, this is only because he is
concerned mainly with cognition of such purposive order and there-
fore tends to focus on that cognition and hence to make no attempt to
distinguish from it his ronconceptual awareness of such order (Ak. 187).

It is precisely this analysis of judgments of taste by reference to
cognition as such (though not by reference to determinate cognitions,
since then the judgments would be cognitive rather than aesthetic),
which enables Kant to provide a “deduction,” i.e., a justification, for
them and their claim to universality and hence for their presupposi-
tion of a “common sense” (sensus communis).

6.

The Deduction of
Judgments of Taste

In a judgment of taste we connect a noncognitive “predicate,” a
feeling, with the mere intuition of an object (Ak. 288), and to this
extent the judgment is (singular and) empirical (Ak. 289). What needs
ajustification (“deduction”) is only the a priori claim of the judgment,
the claim that the pleasure (and to this extent the judgment as well)
has universal validity (Ak. 289). Since a judgment of taste obviously is
not analytic but synthetic,%’ what the deduction tries to show is that
and how this kind of synthetic judgment is possible a priori (Ak. 289).
It does this as follows (Ak. 289-90).

In a judgment of taste the liking is not connected with the sensa-
tion (through which the “matter” of intuition would be given us: see

“Cf. the connection Kant makes between beauty and “orienting” oneself in the
immense diversity of nature at Ak. 193.

47“We can readily sec that judgments of taste are synthetic; for they go beyond the
concept of the object, and even beyond the intuition of the object, and add as a
predicate to this intuition something that is not even cognition: namely, [a}] feeling of
pleasure (or displeasure)”: Ak. 288.
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above, xxxiv) as it is when we judge something {e.g., ice cream) to be
agreeable; nor is it connected with a concept as it is in judgments
about the good. In other words, in a judgment of taste the liking
involves no interest in an object’s existence, whether as related to
sense (as in the case of something agreeable) or in terms of some
purpose (as in the case of the good). Rather, in a judgment of taste the
liking is disinterested: it is connected with the mere judging of the
form of the object. Hence this liking can be nothing but (our awareness
of) the form’s purposiveness for the power of judgment.®3 As the
power of judgment is not directed to the sensation or to a concept, it
can be directed only to the subjective conditions of (empirical) judg-
ment as such: the harmony of imagination and understanding that is
needed for all (empirical) cognition. These subjective conditions of
(empirical) judgment as such, i.e., the harmony of the cognitive
powers, can be assumed to be the same in everyone. Hence the liking
is nothing but (our consciousness of) the form’s purposiveness for that
harmony, a harmony that can be assumed to be the same in everyone.
Therefore the liking has universal subjective validity, i.e., it is indeed
a sensus communis (a “common sense”), viz., taste, by which we can
judge given forms as to whether they have such purposiveness with-
out a purpose. -

Kant’s key premise in this deduction is that the subjective condi-
tions of (empirical) judgment as such (the harmony of the cognitive
powers) can be assumed to be the same in everyone. He does not
argue for that premise in the deduction, because he has already done
so elsewhere: provided merely that (in accordance with the first
Critique) we reject skepticism, we can assume that our ordinary
(empirical) cognitions and judgments are universally communicable
(Ak. 238-39); in other words, we can assume that what we call
‘common understanding’ (not the sensus communis but what we
ordinarily call ‘common sense,” viz., sound judgment in everyday
matters) is indeed “common,” i.e., shared by everyone, and hence can
assume that the cognitive powers presupposed by this common under-
standing are shared universally as well (Ak. 292-93).

What makes it possible for this harmony to serve as a standard of

48 am inserting in parentheses what Kant often omits but regards as understood. He
clearly does identify this pleasure with the consciousness of the purposiveness (of the
form of an object) in the play of the cognitive powers: Ak. 222.
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taste, i.e., a standard for judging form (as to its beauty), is that,
although in any particular cognition the harmony varies (according to
the concept and intuition involved), the same does not hold for the
indeterminate harmony as such (which, like the purposiveness it
matches, cannot be cognized but can only be felt [Ak. 219]): since
understanding as such has whatever structure it has, and imagination
can harmonize with that structure only by adopting it, there must be a
harmony (having that same structure), an “attunement,” that is optimal
for empirical cognition as such (Ak. 238-39). On the other hand, we
must still make sure that we use that standard correctly. We must be
certain that our judgment is indeed disinterested, a judgment of
reflection rather than a judgment based on a concept or on a mere
sensation (cf. Ak. 216, 290-93). In other words, we must be certain
that the pleasure is indeed based on nothing but the {indeterminate)
subsumption of our imagination as such (as it apprehends a form in
intuition) under our understanding as such (Ak. 287).

7.

Beyond the Deduction:
Linking Beauty to Morality

Extensive debates have been carried on among scholars as to whether
the deduction, as just sketched in accordance with Kant's presenta-
tion of it in § 38 (Ak. 289-90), is complete: some (e.g., Crawford)
have argued that linking beauty to morality is still part of the deduction,
whereas others (e.g., Guyer) have argued that it is not.4

On the one hand, Kant's presentation certainly suggests that the
deduction is completed in § 38, even before the Comment that starts
just after it. The section is entitled simply ‘Deduction of Judgments of
Taste’; the beginning of the Comment, ‘“What makes this deduction so
easy ... (Ak. 290}, clearly implies that the deduction is finished; and

“Donald W. Crawford, Kant’s Aesthetic Theory (Madison: University of Wisconsin
Press, 1974), 142-59. Guyer, Kant and the Claims of Taste, 373-89.
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the explanation that the Comment offers for that remark, as to why
the deduction is “so easy,” is entirely in terms of the material in § 38.
Moreover, the point of the deduction was to justify the demand of
judgments of taste for universal assent; and establishing that we do
have a “common sense” (sensus communis), a taste that all subjects
must have (and can use correctly), is indeed sufficient to justify us in
demanding that anyone else who judges the same object reflectively
should agree with our judgment. This is why Kant says explicitly,

...[SJomeone who feels pleasure in the mere reflection on
the form of an object...rightly lays claim to everyone’s
assent, even though this judgment is empirical and a singular
judgment. For the basis of this pleasure is found in the
universal, though subjective, condition of reflective judgments,
namely, the purposive harmony of an object... with the
mutual relation of the cognitive powers (imagination and
understanding) that are required for every cognition (Ak. 191).

In other words, the conflict between the subjectivity of judgments of
taste and their claim to universality is solved by means of the indeter-
minate concept of nature’s purposiveness for our cognitive power.
On the other hand, when Kant presents the same conflict again, as
the “antinomy concerning the principle of taste” (Ak. 338-39), he
seems to have changed his mind. He now claims that the only way to
solve the antinomy and “save [the] claim [of a judgment of taste] to
universal validity” is by means of the indeterminate concept of the
supersensible (Ak. 340). Similarly, Kant says that “our liking for [the
beautiful] include[s] a claim to everyone else’s assent . . . only because
we refer the beautiful to...the intelligible” (Ak. 353), i.e., to the
supersensible. Now, the concept of the supersensible which according
to Kant will make the (seeming) contradiction in the antinomy
“disappear” and which “make[s] the judgment of taste valid for
everyone” is the indeterminate concept of the supersensible that
underlies nature’s purposiveness for our cognitive power (Ak. 340}.
Hence it seems that Kant, by switching to thfs indeterminate concept,
is suddenly equating (treating as equivalent) the indeterminate con-
cept of nature’s purposiveness for our cognitive power with the inde-
terminate concept of the supersensible basis of that same (subjective)
purposiveness. I shall argue, from textual evidence, that this is just
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what Kant is doing. Kant does not explain the equation at this point.
The explanation can be found in the Critique of Teleological Judgment,
where the same equation is made. Although Kant does not offer a
clear explanation even there, the evidence that he is making the
equation is overwhelming. I must delay my argument concerning this
point until the last section of this introduction. 1 shall refer to this
problem as ‘Problem L. In the meantime, I shall simply anticipate the
conclusion and ask the reader to assume that, however perplexing it
may seem, the two concepts are indeed equivalent.

However, the way in which Kant introduces the supersensible at
this point raises a further difficulty. Just before he calls it the supersen-
sible underlying nature’s purposiveness for our cognitive power, he
says that it is the supersensible “underlying the object (as well as
underlying the judging subject) as an object of sense and hence as
appearance” (Ak. 340). Moreover, Kant also says that the “intelligible”
(i.e., supersensible) which “taste has in view” and by reference to
which we demand universal assent to our judgments of taste is the
“morally good™ (Ak. 353), and “the pleasure that taste declares valid
for mankind as such ... must indeed derive from this [link to moral
ideas] and from the resulting increase in our receptivity for the feeling
that arises from moral ideas (and is called moral feeling)” (Ak. 356).
This last supersensible is the one that “the concept of freedom [and
hence the moral law] contains practically” (Ak. 176), viz., “the final
purpose . . . the appearance of which in the world of sense . . . ought
to exist™;50 in other words, it is our supersensible freedom and a
supersensible substrate of nature that will make nature as appearance
(especially the appearance of what nature we have within us: Ak.
196, 340), cooperate, through the agency of a moral God, with our
endeavor to achieve the final purpose.

This difficulty, the fact that Kant seems to introduce, in order to
solve the antinomy of taste, three supersensibles rather than just one,
has an easy solution: what we have here are three ideas of the
supersensible, but they are all ideas of the same supersensible. (Ak.
346.) The idea of the supersensible as required to solve the antinomy
of taste is the idea of the supersensible as underlying nature's

Ak, 195-96. Actually, Kant says, 'the final purpose which (or the appearance of
which in the world of sense),” but in order for the morally good (the highest good) to be
supersensible, we need the second disjunct, ‘the appearance of which.
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purposiveness for our judgment: but the supersensible to which this
idea refers is all of this: the substrate of objects and of ourselves as
subjects,! the substrate of nature’s purposiveness for our judgment,
and thesupersensiblethat“the conceptoffreedomcontainspractically.”

What, however, justifies regarding the “three” supersensibles as
one? Kant’s answer is this: it is the way in which the supersensible as
underlying nature's subjective purposiveness “mediates” the “transition”
between the other “two” and hence between the domains of nature
and of freedom (Ak. 176, 196-97). The idea of the supersensible as
mere substrate of nature was left wholly indeterminate by the Critigue
of Pure Reason, the Critique of Practical Reason, an the other hand,
made the idea of the supersensible as contained practically in the
concept of freedom determinate (and hence made it possible for us to
cognize this supersensible); and it is the idea that the Critique of
Judgment provides of the supersensible underlying nature’s subjec-
tive purposiveness which, although itself indeterminate and incapable
of giving rise to cognition, nevertheless makes the idea of the super-
sensible determinable (Ak. 196). How the indeterminate idea of the
supersensible basis of nature’s subjective purposiveness can make the
idea of the supersensible determinable (capable of being determined
by practical reason) is a problem—1 shall call it ‘Problem II'—whose
solution hinges on the solution of Problem I and hence must also wait
until the last section of this introduction.

But while the indeterminate concept that unites the “three”
supersensibles, and thus also unites the three Critiques in a system, is
the concept of reflective judgment in general, i.e., aesthetic as well as
teleological, Kant singles out aesthetic reflective judgment as special
(even) for this mediation role: the concept of nature’s subjective
purposiveness is made “suitable” for that mediation rote by the
“spontaneity in the play of the cognitive powers, whose harmony with
each other contains the basis of [the] pleasure [that we feel in judging
the beautiful]” (Ak. 197). How the spontaneity makes the concept
“suitable™ for this is what I shall call ‘Problem III," and this problem
too must be left for the last section of this introduction.

We are now in a position to resolve the seeming conflict between
those of Kant's comments implying that the deduction is complete

!Sometimes Kant calls it simply ‘the supersensible in us’ (e.g., Ak. 341). I shall have
more to say about this in n. 101 below.



7. BEYOND THE DEDUCTION Ixv

and those that suggest otherwise. First, a correct analysis of judg-
ments of taste, i.c., an analysis of them that avoids the antinomy of
taste, must indeed link beauty to the supersensible—to the supersen-
sible as basis of the subjective purposiveness of nature. The concept
of this supersensible is indeed needed to “save [the] claim [of judg-
ments of taste] to universal validity,” i.e., this link is needed for the
justification of these judgments. But this link does not take us beyond
the deduction; it is already implicit in the deduction, because—as the
solution of Problem I will show—a fuller analysis of the concept of
the subjective purposiveness of nature reveals it to be equivalent to
the concept of the supersensible basis of that same purposiveness.
Second, beauty is linked to the supersensible as substrate of objects
and of ourselves only indirectly, viz., only insofar as the three ideas of
the supersensible all refer to the same supersensible; the idea of the
supersensible as mere substrate of objects and of ourselves is as yet
utterly indeterminate and hence could not justify judgments of taste
at all. The idea of the supersensible as underlying the subjective
purposiveness of nature, although still indeterminate as well, is—as
we shall see in the last section of this introduction—not utterly
indeterminate but has just enough content to justify a claim to univer-
sal subjective validity, by the same token that it can make the concept
of the supersensible determinable (by practical reason). Third, the
link of beauty to the supersensible as thus determined, and hence
cognized, by practical reason not only is again indirect but must be
indirect. For otherwise, despite Kant's repeated and express insist-
ence to the contrary, his account of judgments of taste would become
cognitive after all and judgments of taste could be established a
priori, viz., practically. It is because the link of beauty to this last
supersensible is only indirect that Kant, in discussing the link between
beauty and morality, no longer speaks of justification or deduction.
Instead he speaks of “explanation” (Ak. 296) and “interpretation”
{Ak. 301). Moreover, this explanation or interpretation comes about
in a way in which justification of what these judgments claim would
never be possible, viz., through the mere analogy between beauty and
morality, i.e., through the mere fact that beauty is the “symbol” of
morality (Ak. 353, cf. 301). This explanatory or interpretive link can
at most pravide our taste with “guidance” (Ak. 297-98). Hence beauty
as such does not “gain” from morality, nor the other way round (Ak.
231). By the same token, although we do tend to take an interest in
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the existence and judging of the beautiful, an interest which is moral
“in terms of its kinship” (Ak. 300), our Ziking for the beautiful remains
nonetheless independent of all interest (Ak. 300); and even the inter-
est itself that we take in beauty is due not to the link between beauty
and morality but to “beauty’s own characteristic of qualifying for
such a link, which therefore belongs to it intrinsically” (Ak. 302).
Only in this limited sense do we “refer” the beautiful to “the intelligible”
that “the concept of freedom contains practically,” i.e., the supersen-
sible as made determinate practically; and only in this limited sense is
aesthetic reflective pleasure “derived” from the link of beauty to
morality; hence it is still “not practical in any way” (Ak. 222), as of
course it would be if the link were justificatory rather than merely
explanatory or interpretive.

Therefore, while the link of beauty to an as yet indeterminate
“supersensible” is part of, but is also already implicit in, the deduction
of judgments of taste as given in § 38, the link of beauty to morality is
not needed for the deduction and would in fact take the deduction
too far by making beauty cognizable. Taste, according to Kant, is not
based on the supersensible as determined (practically), but only “has
it in view” (Ak. 353), viz., insofar as both nature’s subjective pur-
posiveness and the supersensible basis of that purposiveness are
analogous to that supersensible and thus capable of making it
determinable.

8.
Beauty and Fine Art

There is “free” or “vague” beauty, Kant says, and “accessory” or
“fixed” beauty, beauty fixed by the concept of the thing’s purpose, the
concept of what the thing is (meant) to be (Ak. 229-32). Judgments
of taste about free beauty are pure, those about fixed beauty are
applied judgments of taste and are partly conceptual, partly “intel-
lectual” (Ak. 229-32). For example, beauty of which there can be an
“ideal” (Ak. 231-36) must involve a concept of the purpose of the
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beautiful thing; Kant argues that only man is capable of an ideal of
beauty, and this ideal involves the concept of man’s moral purpose.

Since all fine art5? (indeed, all art in general3d) involves the
concept of a purpose,>* all beauty in fine art is fixed beauty, and
hence judgments about this beauty are “logically conditioned” (Ak.
312), because we are also judging how perfect the object is in terms of
that purpose (Ak. 311). But although the artist is thus proceeding by
an intention (the intention to produce an object in accordance with
the concept he has of it), the intention must not show in the work: the
work must look like nature even though we are aware that it is art
(Ak. 306-07). In other words, beauty in art is the same beauty as
beauty in nature, except that it is restricted to the concept of the
thing’s purpose. By the same token, nature is beautiful if it also looks
like art; the beauty of nature is not fixed, however, because nature, as
judged in aesthetic reflective judgments, only “looks like” art, and we
do not judge that it is art.

Producing fine art, as distinguished from merely judging it by
means of taste, requires genius (Ak. 307), although taste is needed as
well: taste is needed to discipline genius, make it civilized by holding
it within determinate rules (which we need in order to achieve a
purpose: Ak. 310), and so keep it from producing nonsense (Ak. 319).
But genius is a talent that does not simply follow rules but is original
(Ak. 307-08); i.e., genius gives its own rule to art and hence produces
works that are models and therefore exemplary (Ak. 308). But even
the artist himself does not know what this rule is by which he
connects his ideas (Ak. 308), and by which he then hits on a way of
expressing them that communicates the “mental attunement” pro-
duced by these ideas (Ak. 317). This latter talent (of hitting on the
right expression) Kant calls ‘spirit’ (Ak. 317). Spirit in an aesthetic

S2Fine’ in this sense and ‘beautiful’ are the same term in German {schén), which is
used in both the classificatory and the laudatory senses.

3K ant distinguishes fine art from art in various other senses of the term at Ak.
303-04.

$Since “otherwise the product cannot be ascribed to any art at all, but would be a
mere product of chance™ Ak. 310.

33Crawford’s “paradox” about this reciprocal relation between nature and art seems
to arise mainly because, in both cases, he quotes Kant as saying ‘is like’ rather than
‘looks like’: Kant'’s Aesthetic Theory, 134.
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sense of the term is the “animating principle of the mind” (Ak. 313),
and is the ability to exhibit (darseellen, traditionally rendered as ‘to
present’>0) aesthetic ideas (Ak. 313-14). An aesthetic idea is an intui-
tionS7 that “prompts much thought” (Ak. 314); it is the “counterpart”
of a rational idea: Just as no intuition can be adequate to an idea of
reason, so there is no (determinate) concept that would be adequate
to an aesthetic idea (Ak. 314).

Kant goes on to offer a classification of the various fine arts, and to
discuss their similarities, differences, interrelations, and relative
“aesthetic value” (Ak. 320-36).

9.
Judgments about the Sublime

Judgments about the sublime are the other kind of aesthetic reflective
judgments. In analyzing them, Kant focuses on the sublime in nature,
“since the sublime in art is always confined to the conditions that [art]
must meet te be in harmony with nature” (Ak. 245). All sublimity
involves vast magnitude; and nature, Kant says, is most sublime in its
“chaos,” in its “wildest and most ruleless disarray and devastation”
(Ak. 246).

In Baumgarten and Meier, the notion that is closest to Kant's
“sublimity” is “aesthetic magnitude,” in a sense that includes largeness
as well as greatness. But for Baumgarten and Meier this aesthetic
magnitude is one of the necessary ingredients in beauty (another is
aesthetic richness, and both of these are needed to convey “truth”
aesthetically, i.e., needed for aesthetic “cognition”). A species of
aesthetic magnitude is indeed called ‘sublimity,” but in a rather older
and narrower sense, as meaning ‘grandeur,’ ‘splendor,’ ‘loftiness.
Hence both this “sublimity” and that “aesthetic magnitude” are treated
cognitively, as beauty is. Kant rejects this cognitive analysis {Ak. 268)

36See above, xxxw.

STActually, Kant says ‘presentation’ (Vorstellung, traditionally rendered as ‘repre-
sentation”: see below, Ak. 175 br. n, 17.)
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as he did in the case of beauty, offering instead an analysis of the
sublime in terms of reflection and a universally valid feeling.

Kant had discussed the sublime, along with the beautiful, empirically
in his Observations on the Feeling of the Beautiful and Sublime of
1764, but only, as [ have already mentioned, in terms of amateur
social psychology. The most important empiricist account of the
sublime is that of Edmund Burke, with which Kant was familiar.58
Burke analyzes the sublime along the same lines as the beautiful. We
merely call objects sublime; we do so if they evoke a certain idea, a
certain feeling. Here the feeling is one of “astonishment,” a certain
degree of “horror,” but a horror that we feel only as we contemplate,
without being in any actual danger. To this psychological account
Burke again adds a physiological explanation as to how objects evoke
this feeling. Kant quotes parts of Burke’s analysis (see Ak. 277 incl. br.
ns. 48 and 30), but rejects all such empiricist accounts of the sublime
for the same reason he rejected empiricist accounts of the beautiful:
judgments about the sublime claim universal validity and necessity,
and this “lifts them out of [the reach of] empirical psychology” (Ak.
266}, which can never provide us with more than contingent proposi-
tions about what is (rather than ought to be} the case.

According to Kant, the sublime, like the beautiful, is an object of
our liking (feeling of pleasure), and a judgment about the sublime is
again an aesthetic judgment that is reflective and disinterested (we
like the sublime, too, for its own sake: Ak. 244) and claims universal
validity and necessity. But in the case of the sublime the pleasure is
indirect and negative (Ak. 245): it presupposes a displeasure (Ak.
260). In other words, the pleasure we take in the sublime is (an
awareness of) a (subjective) purposiveness that presupposes {an
awareness of) a (subjective) contrapurposiveness (Ak. 245) or “unpur-
posiveness” (Ak. 260).

Kant distinguishes two kinds of sublimity: mathematical and
dynamical. In the mathematically sublime the vast magnitude is

58He must also have known the account given by his friend, Moses Mendelssohn:
Uber das Erhabene und Naive in den schénen Wissenschaften (On the Sublime and
Naive in the Fine Sciences), 1758; in Moses Mendelssohn, Asthetische Schriften in
Auswahl (Selected Writings on Aesthetics), ed. Otto F, Best (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche
Buchgesellschaft, 1974). Mendelssohn’s account has some similarity to Burke's.
Mendelssohn did in fact read Burke, but not until after his own theory had been
formulated: see Lewis White Beck, Early German Philosophy, 324-26.
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above all one of size (largeness), as in the case of “shapeless mountain
masses” (Ak. 256). (Greatness is also included, but [ shall set it aside
here.) In the dynamically sublime the vast magnitude is one of might,
as in the case of the “boundiess ocean heaved up” (Ak. 261).

The sublime is (subjectively) contrapurposive because our imagina-
tion tries to apprehend the object of vast magnitude (in size or might)
but fails. When we judge such an object, “this judging strains the
imagination [as it tries to exhibit the object] to its limits, whether of
expansion (mathematically) or of its might over the mind (dynamically)”
(Ak. 268). Any attempt to exhibit something vast brings in reason,
and reason (in accordance with its idea of totality) demands that
imagination exhibit the object as an absolute whole (Ak. 257}, an
absolute magnitude (Ak. 268), i.e., a magnitude beyond all compari-
son (Ak. 230). Yet nature as appearance can never have more than
comparative magpitude (Ak. 250); in other words, imagination (which
must structure empirical intuition so that it can become nature as
appearance) can exhibit only comparative magnitude. Therefore,
imagination cannot fulfill reason’s demand, and hence we feel a
displeasure, i.e., we are aware of the object’s contrapurposiveness for
the imagination and hence for our cognitive power.

On the other hand, this very failure makes the sublime (subjectively)
purposive at the same time. For, “finding that every standard of
sensibility [i.e., imagination] is inadequate to the ideas of reason is
[subjectively| purposive and hence pleasurable” (Ak. 258), because
this discovery “arouses in us the feeling of our supersensible [moral]
vocation” (Ak. 258) and of a “supersensible power” we have (viz.,
freedom as causality) for pursuing it (Ak. 250), in other words, the
feeling of our “superiority over nature” (Ak. 261), our ability to cross
(with a moral aim) “the barriers of sensibility” (Ak. 255). Hence the
sublime is judged subjectively purposive with regard to moral feeling.

By the same token, “when we speak of the sublime in nature we
speak improperly” (Ak. 280); properly speaking, only the mind is
sublime (Ak. 245). More specifically, what is sublime is the mind’s
“attunement” in judging the sublime (Ak. 256). In speaking of the
sublime “in nature” we merely attribute this sublimity of the mind to
certain objects in nature (Ak. 247), viz., those which make us aware of
the mind’s sublimity (Ak. 280). The mind, insofar as it is superior to

59Ak. 268. For “morai feeling,” see above, xiiv
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nature, is reason. Hence judgments about the beautiful and judg-
ments about the sublime both refer the imagination to our “power
li.e., faculty] of concepts” (Ak. 244). In the case of the beautiful
this power is understanding; in the case of the sublime, reason
(Ak. 256).

Because in judgments about the sublime “it is not the object ftself
that is judged to be purposivetl...[but what is purposive is the]
relation of the cognitive powers” {Ak. 280), i.e., imagination in rela-
tion to reason and our moral vocation, the exposition (analysis) of
these judgments is at the same time their deduction (Ak. 280). For the
will (which we know a priori through our moral consciousness)
presupposes a priori this harmonious relation (Ak. 280), because the
will is our “power of [carrying out] purposes |in nature]” (Ak. 280).
Hence in the case of the sublime the link to morality is not, as it is in
the case of the beautiful, merely explanatory or interpretive. Here
this link justifies the claim of judgments about the sublime to univer-
sal validity, on the (legitimate) presupposition that man does in fact
have moral feeling (Ak. 266).

10.

The Critique of Teleological
Judgment: Background

It was generally accepted in Kant's time that natural science had to
include, or be supplemented by, judgments in terms of purposes,5!
“final causes,” i.e., teleological judgments; only then could natural
science make sense of the striking order found in nature, above all in
organisms. On the other hand, natural scientists since the Renais-
sance had come to de-emphasize teleology, partly because it did not
seem empirical enough and partly because Aristotle’s physics, which

80This fact “turns the theory of the sublime into a mere appendix to our judging of the
purposiveness of nature”: Ak. 246.

61For this term, as used by Kant, see above, xxv.
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was teleological, had turned out to contain serious errors.62 They
emphasized, instead, observation and experimentation, careful mea-
surement and the search for discoverable regularities that would
allow prediction and explanation in terms of mechanical laws governing
the sizes and shapes of particles (ultimately, atoms) and the forces of
these particles that made them move in certain ways. On the other
hand, it was generally agreed that all attempts to explain the purposelike
things in the world (above all, organisms) mechanistically had met
with little success: mechanistic causal relations were indeed found in
these things, but they were not nearly sufficient to explain such things
as wholes. In addition, it was commonly held that even if the physical
universe were entirely mechanistic, this universe as a whole still
required explanation, which therefore had to be sought beyond nature.
For both of these reasons, explanation in terms of final causes seemed
indispensable.

Kant shared all of these concerns throughout his career. Even in
his earliest works we find him stressing the importance of investigat-
ing nature in terms of mechanism but also the need to go beyond
mechanism and to teleology.53 Hence the questions arose for Kani:
How much can teleology do? Can it explain? Can it give us knowledge?
Answering these questions requires a critique that will examine the
scope and limits of our cognitive powers once again, this time in
regard to teleological judgments. As happened in the case of all the
critiques already discussed, Kant’s Critique of Teleological Judgment
again leads him to a position between dogmatic rationalism and
dogmatic empiricism. Hence it will again be informative to discuss
representative examples of these positions.t4

Leibniz and Wolff (and Baumgarten, too) used the Cartesian ver-
sion of the ontological argument in an attempt to establish the exis-
tence of a God with all, and hence also the moral, perfections. This
God then served as the basis of their teleology as well: such a God
must have created the best possible world, a world of rich detail

62For some examples, see Andrew Woodfield, Teleology (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1976), 3-9.

83See, e.g., Dreams of a Spirit-Seer (1766), Ak. 11, 331, For a passage in the Critique of
Pure Reason which emphasizes the purposiveness in the world, see A 622 = B 650.

®] shall set aside here the views that expressly deny that there are in nature final
causes distinct from matter and the efficient causes governing it (see Ak. 390-93).
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harmoniously ordered to form a unity. The order of the world is one
in terms of final causes. The material world, as governed by efficient
causes, is simply that same world as it appears to us, i.e., as it is
cognized through the indistinct perception of our senses. Hence
whatever order we find in the world, including the purposelike order
in organisms, can be “explained” by saying that God must have had a
“sufficient reason” for choosing this order.

Kant has various objections against this kind of teleology. First, we
cannot explain the purposelike order in the world by reference to
causes that act intentionally unless we have insight into (i.e., theoreti-
cal cognition of) such causes (Ak. 394). But we do not have such
insight (Ak. 459-60). All the arguments that traditionally have been
offered as bases for such insight are inadequate. For his refutation of
the ontological argument in its Cartesian form and of the cosmological
argument, Kant refers us (Ak. 476) to the Critique of Pure Reason.$
The teleological argument® is criticized in the third Critique as
well. For one thing, Kant says, this argument would establish, at best,
the existence of an “artistic understanding” that could provide us with
“sporadic purposes”; it cannot establish the existence of a wisdom
that would order these and all of nature in terms of a final purpose
(Ak. 441). Moreover, the argument can “establish” even that much
only subjectively, for our limited power of judgment; it cannot do so
objectively (“dogmatically™), because then it would have to prove
what it cannot prove: that mechanism cannot account for the
purposelike order in the world (Ak. 395). Such dogmatic claims have
no place in physics (Ak. 383): not only will they make reason too
slothfulé7 to try to explain this order in natural terms (Ak. 382), but,
worst of all, reason moves in a vicious circle if it tries to explain this
order in the world by reference to a God whose existence it tries to
prove from this very order (Ak. 381).

Another rationalist, Baruch (Benedict) Spinoza (1632-77}, con-
strued God not as cause of the world but as the sole and simple
substance (with its two attributes, thought and extension) in which
everything in the universe (which this substance is), including organisms,

65See A 583-620 = B 611-48.
%1In the Critigue of Pure Reason, see A 620-30 = B 648-58.
§7Critique of Pure Reason, A 689-92 = B 717-20.
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“inheres” as accident. Hence Spinoza had no need to argue for the
existence of a God apart from the universe, although he did argue for
the necessary existence of the universe (i.e., God) by appealing to the
nature of “substance.” Kant's objection to this view (Ak. 393-94), as
regards teleology, is that, though inherence in one substance does
amount to a kind of unity (order), this sort of unity is not sufficient to
account for the purposive unity found in organisms.

On the empiricist side, Kant was closer to Hume than to Locke.
John Locke (1632-1704) argueds8 for the existence of a perfect God
on the ground that the self-evident existence of oneself, as a mind
capable of perception and knowledge (which cannot arise from mere
matter), presupposes such a God. For "whatsoever is first of all things
must necessarily contain in it, and actually have, at least, all the
perfections that can ever after exist...." Moreover, because God
made this mind, he made also the “less excellent pieces of the
universe.”0 Locke compared some of these, organisms, to watches
(although he regarded them as superior to watches in certain ways),
whose organization allows them to serve a “certain end.””®

Kant agreed that one’s own existence, as given in self-consciousness,
requires that something or other exists necessarily (Ak. 476), but he
argued that the step from this something or other to a supreme
being?! presupposes the (fallacious) ontological argument.”> More-
over, Kant added, it is inconsistent for Locke, as an empiricist, to
argue to the existence of something beyond the bounds of all
experience.”3

Hume, on the other hand, rejected all arguments for the existence
of God (as he rejected, in contrast to Locke, claims about the exis-
tence of substances in general, even in the case of objects and of
oneself as subject): existence is a matter of fact and hence is not
derivable a priori from the relations among our ideas. Hume’s objec-

8An Fssay Concerning Human Understanding, Bk. IV, ch. x.
9fbid., 12.
Orbid , Bk. 11, ch. xxvii, 5.

1] am refraining from capitalizing this expression. For my reasons, see below, Ak. 273
br. n. 43.

Critique of Pure Reason, A 605-09 = B 633-37.
BIbid., A 854-55 = B 882-83.
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tions against the teleological argument, which is a posteriori, are
similar to Kant's own (Ak. 438 incl. br. ns. 32 and 33, and 455 br. n.
49). As for teleology in general, Hume held that there is no basis for
distinguishing final causes from efficient causes: our idea of causal
“efficacy” is derived from the constant conjunction of two objects,
and hence it is already the idea of an efficient cause.’ Moreover,
there is not even a (legitimate) basis for the idea of any causal efficacy
or “power”: all (legitimate} ideas are derived from impressions and we
have no impression of causal efficacy and hence no (legitimate) idea
of causal efficacy.”> The idea of a necessary causal link between two
objects (and similarly for causal necessity in general} comes from my
mind’s habit of expecting an object because | have come to associate
it with another object.”® On Hume’s view, then, our teleological
judgments cannot give us genuine explanations of any kind.

Kant agrees that teleological judgments do not explain objectively.
He argues, however, that they do explain “for us.” Although this view
is largely compatible with Hume's position, Kant seems to have
thought that Hume denied it, and he criticizes Hume accordingly.”’
On the other hand, Hume would have denied that teleological judg-
ments involve any kind of a priori principle or that they could yield
cognition.

A Treatise of Human Nature, Bk. I, Part III, Section xiv.

BIbid. The parenthetical insertions are my own. Hume does hold, as the other
paraphrases show, that we have some sort of idea of causal efficacy, an idea that is
based on a mere mental habit {and hence is not legitimate).

Blbid.

7IAk. 420-21. Hume’s Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion appeared in German
translation in 1780. Evidence that Kant had read the work can be found in the Critique
of Pure Reason (see, e.g., A 745-46 = B 773-74), but in the Prolegomena of 1783 Kant
refers to the work explicitly: Ak. IV, 358. It is not clear, however, to what extent Kant
was influenced by Hume in this area of philosophy.



11.

Kant’s Account of
Teleological Judgments™:
Why They Are Needed

If our investigation of nature is to be scientific, and thus capable of
providing explanation (i.e., “distinct and determinate derivation from
a principle”: Ak. 412), then it must—so reason requires—consist of a
system of cognitions, not a mere “rhapsody” of them; it must (ideally)
be just as systematic as organisms are, e.g., an animal body.”

Now the a priori concepts (categories) of the understanding do
provide nature with its universal laws (Ak. 186, 187}, transcendental
as well as metaphysical, and thus with a certain {minimal) systematicity
{Ak. 203', 208'). As these laws are universal, there can be no natural
science without this systematicity. But the legislation of the under-
standing does not extend to nature’s particular (as particular: Ak.
404), which must be given empirically; hence in terms of nature's
universal laws, any order in the particular, as particular, is contingent,
as far as we can see.80 For example, the universal principle of cause
and effect tells us a priori that every event must have its cause, but it
leaves contingent what causes what.

Yet the principles based on the categories, and the concept of
nature we form by means of them, do imply that nature as a whole,
which includes the particular, is systematic. For they imply that all of
nature can be cognized and that, consequently, it has an order that
permits us to acquire empirical concepts {Ak. 180, 359, 208’). On the
other hand, those principles and the concept of nature tell us nothing
further about the systematicity of nature as a whole.

Now a demand (of reason) for a cognizable order of nature as a

73] shall largely disregard Kant's own artificial and unhelpful division of the Critique
of Teleological Judgment into an “Analytic,” a “Dialectic.” and a “Methodology.”

BCritique of Pure Reason, A 832-33 = B 860-61.

8 Ak, 183, 406. In the Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science, of 1786, Kant
does say that “science proper” must have apodeictic certainty, and hence must be a
priori (i.e., transcendental or metaphysical): Ak. TV, 468.

1xxvi
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whole (including the particular) is indeed embodied in the principle
of the power of judgment (cf. Ak, 185). For this principle presupposes
that nature is lawful even in the contingent (Ak. 404, 217') and hence
is purposive subjectively, i.e., for our cognitive power: judgment’s
principle presupposes that nature forms a hierarchy (Ak. 213’, 185) of
genera and species and of empirical laws in general {including particu-
lar causal laws).

But this principle is still not sufficient for natural science. It is
reflective and based on an indeterminate concept (the concept of
nature’s subjective purposiveness); hence it cannot itself provide
cognition, much less explanation. It is a heuristic maxim by which we
merely presuppose parsimony and simplicity in the particular in
nature. Even if we do find such order in nature and form empirical
concepts accordingly, the order in the particular (as particular) will
still be contingent (as far as we can see: Ak. 184), and so will be the
order of nature considered as a whole. Above all, the principle of
judgment by itself does not allow us to cognize, let alone explain, an
organism, even a mere blade of grass (Ak. 400, 409), any more than
does the concept of nature (Ak. 194, 359), or the universal laws of
nature. Rather, the principle of judgment permits and prepares us to
make judgments that go beyond that principle {Ak. 218', 193-94):
teleological judgments, which use the (determinate) concept of pur-
poses (Ak. 193), “final causes” (Ak. 380).

12.

Teleological Judgments
about Organisms

Teleological judgments use the determinate concept of a purpose.
They are logical reflective judgments about a purposiveness that is
objective and material: objective as opposed to subjective, as is the
purposiveness in aesthetic reflective judgments as well as in the
principle of judgment itself; material as opposed to objective and
formal, as is the purposiveness of geometric objects (Ak. 362-66). In
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other words, teleological judgments are logically reflective judgments
about a purposiveness that is based on a purpose.8! Although the
principle of judgment (of nature’s subjective purposiveness) permits
and prepares us to make teleological judgments, these judgments
themselves do not use (but only presuppose) the power of judgment's
own indeterminate concept of nature’s subjective purposiveness but
use only {reason’s) determinate concept of a purpose (cf. Ak. 243'-44').
By the same token, the teleological power of judgment, uniike the
aesthetic power of judgment, is not a special power but only the
reflective power of judgment as such (Ak. 194). The Critiqgue of
Judgment includes it only in order to determine what the full range of
the principle of judgment is (Ak. 244’).

Natural science needs teleological judgments above all for organisms,
beings that are “organized” in the sense that the idea of the whole is
what allows us to judge and cognize ail the parts in their systematic
combination (Ak. 373), and hence to judge and cognize the “inner
possibility”82 of this being. An organism has a purposiveness that is
not only objective and material but also intrinsic, as distinguished
from the extrinsic (or “relative”) purposiveness (which is also objec-
tive and material) that a thing has insofar as it is a means to something
else (Ak. 425, and cf. 366-69). Since organisms are judged as purposes
but also as products of nature, Kant calls them natural purposes (Ak.
374), as distinguished from “purposes of nature,” which implies an
(intentional) final purpose for nature as a whole (Ak. 378).

These judgments, though reflective, are cognitive (Ak. 221"). In
the first place, we cognize the organism, a material whole, in mechani-
cal terms, as the product of its parts and their forces and powers for
combining on their own (Ak. 408); this is ordinary theoretical cogni-
tion and involves only our understanding. But since the matter in an
organism is organized (Ak. 378) and forms a whole that is a natural
purpose {Ak. 408), its form is contingent in terms of mechanism and
hence carnot be judged by understanding alone, on which mecha-
nism is based: a concept of reason (the concept of a purpose) must

BlAk. 364. Sometimes Kant equates objective material purposiveness simply with
purpose Ak. 366.

82Ak. 408. Even though ‘intrinsic’ renders the German term ‘inner’ better in most
contexts dealing with natural] purposes, it cannot be used to modify ‘possibility’ here,
because ‘intrinsic possibility’ means something else, viz., ‘possibility in principle.”
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come in as well (Ak. 370). The idea of reason restricts the object to a
particular form for which “nature itself” (mechanism) contains no
basis whatsoever (Ak. 422), This particular form is the form of a
system: in an organism the parts produce one another (are cause and
effect of one another) and thereby produce a whole the idea of which
(as the idea of this whole as a purpose) could in turn, in a being
capable of acting on ideas, be the cause of such a whole (Ak. 373).
Only if we use reason’s concept of a purpose can we judge and
cognize, even empirically, the form of an organism in all its causal
relations (Ak. 370), because only through elaborate observation,
as guided by this concept, can we cognize the object’s objective
purposiveness (Ak. 194, and cf. 221’, 192, 383, 398, 400). Hence
teleological judgments are made by understanding and reason com-
bined (Ak. 193, 233', 243’, and cf. 386).

Our teleological judgments about organisms, then, use a determi-
nate concept. However, they are reflective rather than determinative,
for a determinative teleological judgment about organisms would
construe natural purposes as purposes of nature, i.e., as intentional,
and hence would be a transcendent judgment of reason (Ak. 236"). As
aconsequence, these judgments do not explain objectively, but explain
only for us, subjectively,8? i.e., only according to the character of
cur understanding and reason {Ak. 413, and cf. 388). Hence they give
us no insight into how organisms are produced {(Ak. 418, and cf. 411);
rather, they belong merely to the description of nature (Ak. 417).
Teleological judgments are therefore mere maxims that reason imposes
on judgment (Ak. 398, and cf. 379), maxims by which reason tells
judgment how it must think about organisms (Ak. 389). Hence reason’s
idea of a purpose is used regulatively by the power of judgment in its
concept of a natural purpose (Ak. 375, 237').

Although we think natural purposes by a remote analogy with
technically practical reason (Ak. 383), i.e., our causality in terms of
purposes (Ak. 375), teleological judgments of reflection must be
distinguished from judgments about practical purposiveness {(Ak.
243"). For natural purposes are products of nature {Ak. 376), and we

8Ak. 379 and 413. Sometimes Kant omits the qualification ‘subjective’ and does
speak simply of explanation: Ak. 383, 412, 414, 236'. Similarly. instead of saying that
mechanism cannot explain organisms for us (cf. Ak. 413, and cf. 389), he sometimes
says or implies that mechanism cannot account for them: Ak. 369, 411.
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observe no intention as underlying them (Ak. 399); hence we must
look for the purposive causality in nature itself (Ak. 382) rather than
outside it, as we would if nature were more than remotely analogous
to art (Ak. 374). On the other hand, even thinking of organisms
by analogy (even by remote analogy) with practical reason involves
the use of the concept of an intention (Ak. 398); but although
we thus speak of nature as if the purposiveness in it were inten-
tional (Ak. 383), we are not atfributing an intention to nature
(Ak. 236'). Similarly, when Kant calls nature's causality in terms
of purposes an “intentional” technic and equates an “unintentional
technic” with mechanism {Ak. 390-91), all he means is that, although
in mechanism we do not even think an intention, in nature’s causality
in terms of purposes we do. But although teleological reflective
judgments about organisms do not attribute an intention to nature,
they also do not deny that the objective purposiveness in organisms
is intentional. If these judgments either attributed or denied an
intention to nature, they would be determinative and transcendent
(Ak. 236'-37").

The only objective explanation of which we are capable is in terms
of mechanical laws (Ak. 218"), above all the laws of motion (Ak. 390).
If we are to have insight (theoretical cognition) into something, we
must gain it through mechanism (Ak. 387, 410}, because we ourselves
use mechanism when we produce things and hence have complete
insight only into mechanical production (Ak. 384). Now it may indeed
be possible (noncontradictory) for organisms to be produced in
terms of mechanism alone and hence possible for some under-
standing (a superhuman understanding) to explain organisms in terms
of mechanism alone (Ak. 408). But for us, given the (unchangeable)
character of our cognitive power, explaining organisms in terms of
mechanism alone, or even getting to know them in terms of their
inner possibility, is completely impossible and will forever remain so
(Ak. 400), even though we should nevertheless try to explain all
natural products mechanically as long as there is some probability of
success (Ak. 418).

Hence objective explanation of organisms is impossible for us on
mechanical as well as teleological principles, even though we do
judge organisms in terms of both. Hence both principles are to this
extent, i.e., as applied to organisms, mere maxims and hence merely
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regulative.8 We judge the connection among an organism’s parts in
terms of efficient causes and then judge this same connection as causa-
tion through final causes (Ak. 373), trying to gain as much insight as we
can in terms of mechanism, while using the teleological principle heur-
istically in order to discover all the characteristics of the organism and
what forms it has that (as far as we can see) go beyond mechanism (AKk.
389, 400). How it is possible to judge the same connections both in terms
of the principle of mechanism (which implies necessity) and in terms of
the principle of final causes (which implies a contingency) is the prob-
lem addressed by the Dialectic, which will be discussed in Section 13.

13.

Is Nature as a Whole
a Teleological System?

Once we judge organisms teleologically, Kant says, the concept of a
natural purpose leads us necessarily to the idea of all of nature as a
system in terms of the rule of purposes (Ak. 378-79), a “teleological
system” (Ak. 429). We then express that systematicity in the maxim:
Everything in the world is good for something or other; nothing in it is
gratuitous; {everything] is purposive in [relation to| the whole (Ak.
379). What prompts us (Ak. 414) to think nature as a whole as such a
system is the “example” of organisms (Ak. 379), because this example
shows that nature has the ability to produce organisms (Ak. 380).
Hence the idea of nature as a system in terms of purposes is reason-
able (Ak. 427) and justified (Ak. 380).

How systematic is nature as a whole? If nothing in nature were
gratuitous and everything in it were purposive in relation to the
whole, nature would have the same systematicity that an organism
has. If nature had that degree of systematicity, we could judge it, too,

84Ak. 386, 387. It is not mechanism as such that is regulative. I shall retum to this
point in the context of the antinomy of teleological judgment: see Section 15.
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as a natural purpose and look for the purposive causality within
nature (although, as we shall see in the next section, the purpose of
the existence of nature as a whole would still have to lie outside
nature). But it is simply not true for nature as a whole, as it is for an
organism, that its parts “produce one another.” It seems that all we
have (beyond the categories) for nature as a whole is the principle of
judgment, the maxim according to which nature must be thought as
purposive subjectively, i.e., purposive for our cognitive power, and
that the higher degree of systematicity we find in organisms is not
present in other parts of the universe.

Kant does in fact acknowledge that the products of nature do not
all have the same degree of {objective) purposiveness (Ak. 415). Only
organized matter must be judged by means of the concept of a
purpose (Ak. 378); mechanical laws (and what can be accounted for
in terms of them alone) do not (Ak. 414). Hence as applied to the
whole of nature the teleological maxim of judgment is “not indis-
pensable,” as it is for organisms, because “nature as a whole is not
given us as organized (in the strictest sense of organized. .. )" (Ak. 398).

What, then, entitles us to judge everything in nature as belonging
to a teleological system, even those products that do not have to be
judged in terms of purposes? (Ak. 380-81.) We are entitled to do this
because nature’s ability to produce organisms already leads us to the
tdea of the supersensible (Ak. 381): the mere thought of an intention,
as an intention in some cause beyond nature, is implicit in the
concept of a purpose even as that concept is used to cognize natural
purposes as natural. (This point will be spelled out somewhat more
fully below.) Moreover, we must judge nature as a whole as a system
of purposes because this maxim “may well allow us to discover many
further laws of nature that would otherwise remain hidden from us”
{Ak. 398). In other words, we must do so because reason demands
that our cognitions form, not a mere “rhapsody,” but a system (see
above, [xxvi).



14.

Moving Beyond Teleological
Cognition of Naturess

We have seen that there are two kinds of objective material purposive-
ness in nature: the intrinsic purposiveness of organisms, and the
extrinsic or “relative” purposiveness that something has insofar as it is
a means to something else. Now in order for us to judge some natural
thing as a means, we must judge it as serving (at least mediately, i.e.,
indirectly) an (intrinsic natural) purpose, an organized being (Ak.
425). Moreover, once we think of a natural product as a natural
purpose (which involves the thought of an intention), we must also
think of the natural product’s existence as (having) a purpose (Ak.
426). For example, we may judge that plants (a kind of organized
being) exist for the sake of herbivores, these for the sake of predators,
and predators for the sake of man (Ak. 426), so that we arrive at a
chain of purposes (Ak. 435). If this chain is not to go on forever but is
to be complete (Ak. 435), then there must be some purpose that does
not have yet another purpose as its condition, i.e., there must be a
final purpose (Ak. 434). But this final purpose cannot be in nature,
because everything in nature is always conditioned in turn (Ak. 435,
426). The last natural member in the chain of purposes Kant calls the
“ultimate” purpose (Ak. 426). That ultimate purpose of nature, Kant
argues, is man (Ak. 426-27). But man is this ultimate purpose subject
to a condition: he must “have the understanding and the will” to
pursue the final purpose (Ak. 431) enjoined by the moral law, i.e., the
highest good in the world; this highest good is man's virtue, and man's
happiness to the extent that he is virtuous (cf. above, xlv). Subject to
the condition that we pursue this final purpose, nature’s ultimate

85This move is the task of the “methodology” of teleological judgment (Ak. 416), as
distinguished from the “elementology.” Whereas the elementology (cf. Ak. 354) pro-
vides the materials for the edifice (system) of cognitions, the methodology provides the
plan for it {Critique of Pure Reason, A 707-08 = B 735-36}. Hence the methodology of
teleological judgment has the task of deciding how the science of teleclogy relates to
natural science and to theology. (There can be no methodology of aesthetic reflective
judgment because there can be no science of the beautiful: Ak. 354-55.)

Ixxxiii
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purpose is to cooperate and make it possible for man to pursue the
final purpose, viz., through the cultivation of man’s nature, the cultiva-
tion (or “culture”} of skill and discipline (Ak. 431-34).

Because all purposes in nature, including this ultimate purpose,
are thought of as intentional, they are thought of as purposes pursued
by an understanding as cause of that nature. Thus our teleological
cognition of the purposes in nature leads us to the thought of an
intelligent cause of the world (a cause of the world which has
understanding) and to the thought of a final purpose. It does not
enable us to cognize this cause, nor that final purpose (Ak. 378); it
does not even allow us to inquire into the final purpose (Ak. 437).

Teleology as taken beyond the cognition of nature becomes moral
teleology (Ak. 455), teleology from a practical point of view (Ak.
460). Indeed, once we think of an intelligent cause of all that objec-
tive purposiveness, we cannot help asking what objective basis in this
cause determines it to create those purposes, and that basis would be
the (idea of) the final purpose (Ak. 434-35). Although natural pur-
poses prompt the idea of this final purpose (Ak. 485), only reason can
have and use this idea (Ak. 454-35). One use of this idea is as the
highest point in the chain of causes (Ak. 390). But the most important
use of the idea of the final purpose is the one already outlined in the
sketch of the Critique of Practical Reason (above, Section 3): since the
moral law (and freedom) is a matter of fact and is known practically,
the idea of the final purpose enjoined on us by the moral law is also
determinate, and hence we have practical cognition of this final
purpose and its achievability as a matter of rational faith. As a
consequence, we 2lso have practical cognition of the two matters of
faith whose idea is in turn made determinate by the idea of the final
purpose: immortality of the soul and the existence of a God as moral
author of the world in itself, i.e., the world as substrate of objects and
of ourselves as free subjects. This “moral proof” of the existence of
God does not give us theoretical cognition, and knowledge 8 of God
as he is in himself (Ak. 456, 457). But what it does give us is fully
adequate for theology (Ak. 484-85) and for religion (Ak. 474, 481).
For it gives us practical cognition of God, as a matter of rational
faith, in terms of an idea of this supersensible being87 that the idea of

86For this terminology, see above, x/-xIii.

87Ct. above, n. 71.
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our own freedom (as a supersensible causality) can, by analogy (Ak.
484-85), make determinate: the idea of God as he relates (practically)
to the final purpose, the object of our practical reason (Ak. 457}, in
other words, as a moral being who makes this final purpose achiev-
able (Ak. 457). Teleology alone, on the other hand, could establish
only the existence of some understanding as cause of the world but
would be unable to make this concept any more determinate, espe-
cially in moral terms (Ak. 477). Hence teleology can serve only as a
propaedeutic to theology proper (Ak. 485); and to base religion on
this indeterminate concept of God would be to pervert religion (Ak.
460, 481).

Yet teleology does help. For it shows that from a theoretical point
of view the idea of God has some determination, some “reality”
(more than the completely empty idea of the supersensible as mere
possible substrate of nature), viz., the attribute ‘some understanding
as cause of the world.’ By showing that the idea of God has some
theoretical reality, teleology supports the reality that the idea of God
has, through the analogy with our own practical reason, from a
practical point of view (Ak. 456) and thereby confirms the moral
argument (AK. 479). (Teleology simitarly confirms our practical cogni-
tion of the final purpose, by leading at least to the thought of such a
purpose.) As [ have indicated before, it is the power of judgment that
mediates the transition from the completely indeterminate supersen-
sible as substrate of nature to the morally determined supersensible,
and hence from the realm of nature of the first Critique to the realm
of freedom of the second Critiqgue (Problem II: see above, &xiv). The
power of judgment, especially the aesthetic power of judgment
(Problem III: ixiv), performs this mediation by means of its indetermi-
nate concept of nature’s subjective purposiveness, as equivalent to the
indeterminate concept of the supersensible basis of this purposiveness
{Problem I: Ixii-Ixiii). 1t thereby unites the three Critiques in a system. |
shall now address these three outstanding problems.



13.

How the Critique of Judgment
Completes the Critical System

As regards aesthetic and teleological judgments (of reflection) as
analyzed by the two parts of the Critique of Judgment, two points are
beyond dispute: these judgments are indeed made, and they do make
certain claims that call for such analysis. Kant can take these two
points for granted and hence does not have to argue that the third
Critique is in fact needed. On the other hand, the justification that
Kant offers for these judgments involves assertions that he does not
expect to be accepted so readily: assertions about specific mental
powers and their interrelations, and, above all, assertions about at
least our ideas of the “supersensible.” Yet all of these assertions are to
be as scientific as the subject matter permits. Hence Kant must
establish that they are indeed far from arbitrary. He does so by
showing that everything these assertions claim is required as part of a
system and cannot be removed without destroying that system (cf.
Ak. 168); and he shows that something is required as part of a system
by pointing to already familiar parts of the system and showing how
the less familiar part is required as a “mediator” between them. We
have in fact already encountered, in the summaries of the first two
Critiques (Sections 2 and 3 above), two examples of this sort of justifica-
tion procedure. In the first Critique, Kant introduces the schema by
arguing that it is needed to mediate between the pure concepts of the
understanding and imagination {intuition). In the second Critique,
Kant similarly introduces the typus as needed to mediate between
reason’s moral law and understanding.

In the Critigue of Judgment, the same justification procedure
appears again. Kant justifies his treatment of judgment as (to some
extent) a cognitive power in its own right partly by showing how it
mediates between the other two higher cognitive powers, understand-
ing and reason (Ak. 168, 179): in a syllogism the power of judgment
subsumes the particular under some universal (i.e., under some
principle) supplied by understanding and thereby enables reason to
make an inference from that universal to the particular (Ak. 201"). In

Ixxxvi
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the same way feeling must, according to Kant, be considered an
independent member among the three general mental powers because
it mediates between the cognitive power (in general) and the power of
desire (Ak. 178); feeling mediates between the other two mental
powers insofar as both the lower power of desire (the will as influ-
enced by sense) and the higher (the will as determinable by its own
moral law)88 connect a pleasure with nature: the lower connects this
pleasure with nature cognized as it already is; the higher, with nature
cognized as it (morally) ought to be (Ak. 178-79). Thus Kant establishes
a twofold systematicity: among the higher cognitive powers and among
the mental powers in general. Moreover, because understanding legis-
lates in the domain of the concept of nature (i.e., in the domain of the
[theoretical] cognitive power) and reason legislates in the domain of
the concept of freedom (i.€., in the domain of the power of desire),
Kant can enhance that twofold systematicity further if he can estab-
lish that judgment, the mediator of the higher cognitive powers,
similarly legislates to feeling, the mediator of the mental powers in
general (Ak. 168, 177-79).

Now Kant’s “deduction” of judgments of taste (Section 6) estab-
lished the universal subjective validity of the feeling of pleasure in
these judgments, i.e., the universal subjective validity of the state of
awareness in which we are when we are judging, without a determi-
nate concept, nature’s purposiveness for our power of judgment, for,
Kant argued, this feeling cannot be directed to anything but the
conditions of (empirical) judgment as such (harmony of imagination
and understanding), and these conditions can be presupposed to be
the same in everyone. To this extent, then, Kant has already estab-
lished that the power of judgment, with its indeterminate concept of
nature’s subjective purposiveness, governs, or “legislates to,” feeling;
hence to this extent he has already enhanced the mentioned twofold
systematicity among the mental powers. On the other hand, such
systematicity among the mental powers, including the higher cogni-
tive (and legislative} powers, would mean very little if there were no
similar systematicity among the “worlds” with which these powers
deal; and as Kant’s account of aesthetic and teleological judgments
(of reflection) involves claims about the supersensible, Kant cannot
complete the (full) justification of that account by pointing to such

8CE. above, xiv.
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systematicity unless he can show that there is such systematicity
among those “worlds” even as they are in themselves, i.e., as super-
sensible. Now understanding and the (theoretical) cognitive power
deal with the “world” of appearance as it is but tell us nothing
about the “world” underlying it, the supersensible “world” in itself,
except that it is logically possible. Reason and the (higher) power of
desire deal with the “world” of appearance as it ought to be and also
tell us about the supersensible conditions of making it so: supersen-
sible freedom, immortality of the soul, and God. As Kant sees it, he
has not (fully) justified his claims about the supersensible, and the
three Critiqgues cannot form a system {and thus be scientific), unless
not only the mental powers but also those “worlds,” especially as they
are in themselves, are shown to form a system. That is why it is
especially important for Kant to show not only that the power of
judgment, just like understanding and reason, also points to a super-
sensible, viz., the supersensible basis of nature’s subjective purposive-
ness, but also that this supersensible mediates between the other
“two” supersensibles and thus unites the “three” supersensibles in
one.

The key to this mediation among the supersensibles lies in the
solution to Problem I (see above, Lxii-Ixiif), concerning Kant's equating
(treating as equivalent) judgment’s indeterminate concept of nature’s
subjective purposiveness and the indeterminate concept of the super-
sensible basis of that same purposiveness. I shall now show how, in
the Dialectic of teleological judgment, this equation arises from the
antinomy of teleological judgment, how this equation (as well as the
antinomy itself) applies not only to teleological judgments but to
judgments of taste as well, and hence to the principle of judgment
as such,

As Kant presents the antinomy of teleological judgment initiaily, it
is a (seeming) conflict between these two maxims: the thesis that all
production of material things and their forms must be judged possible
in terms of merely mechanical laws, and the antithesis that some
products of material nature cannot be judged possible in terms of
merely mechanical laws but that judging them requires a quite differ-
ent causal law, that of final causes (Ak. 387). It then seems as if this
“conflict,” which (as becomes clear from the way Kant addresses it
throughout the remainder of the Dialectic) actually turns out to be a
conflict between judging the same object in terms of both a necessary
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mechanism and a contingent purposiveness,3 is resolved by Kant's
pointing out that the two principles are indeed only maxims, i.e., only
regulative: they regulate our judgments of reflection and do not
assert, for determinative judgment, that all objects are, or that they
are not, possible on mechanism alone (Ak. 387-89). This has led a
number of commentators to suppose that Kant solves the antinomy
by construing both mechanism and the principle of final causes as
regulative principles.%® But, first, Kant is by no means revoking the

89K ant seems to have thought that the conflict must be stated in a form that at least
looks propositional. In the third antinomy of the first Critigue (cf. also the second and
fourth antinomies) he states the conflict between causal necessity and freedom in terms
of propositions that are interestingly similar to the ones under consideration here. See
A 444-45 = B 472-73.

HFor a list of such commentators and their works, along with the specific references,
see John D. McFarland, Kant’s Concept of Teleology (Edinburgh: Edinburgh Univer-
sity Press, 1970), the n. on 120-21. More recently, this view has been defended by
Robert E. Butts in his Kant and the Double Government Methodology (Dordrecht:
D. Reidel, 1984), 272-73. As Butts puts it, “regulative principles, . . . [u]nlike . . . declarative
sentences, . . . cannot logically oppose one another. . . . " “They [can conftict| only . . . in
the sense that it would be irrational to adopt both for the same purpose,” i.e., in the
same “context.” (fhid., 262, as applied to 272.) It is true that in the strict sense of
‘contradiction’ two principles can contradict each other only if they are declarative. It
is also true that Kant must have this strict sense of ‘contradiction’ in mind when he says
that the thesis and antithesis contradict each other only if taken as determinative bt
not if taken as regulative (§ 70, Ak. 387) Moreover, he presumably means such a
contradiction again when, near the end of § 71 (Ak. 389), he says, roughly, that any
semblance of an “antinomy” arises only when we forget that the two principles are only
maxims. That Kant’s use of the term "antinomy’ in this remark must be a slip is clear
not only from what he does in the (sizable) remainder of the Dialectic, but also from
the fact that the remark is still part of the “preliminary™ to the solution of the antinomy.
Now the antinomy itself. i.e., the conflict between judging the same object in terms of
both a necessary mechanism and a contingent purposiveness, does indeed not involve a
centradiction in that strict sense; if it did, it could not be solved. What it does involve,
however, as [ am about to show, is the fhreat of a contradiction, even if not one
involving declarative sentences, between our judging both mechanistically and teleo-
logically in the very same “context.” Judging in contradictory terms would indeed be
“irrational,” but in so serious a sense of this term that neither Kant nor we could accept
such “irrationality”. our “judgments” would cancel each other; i.e., we would in fact
not be judging at all. Hence we must reject, as McFarland does, the kind of interpreta-
tion put forward by Butts and by the commentators McFarland lists, according to
which Kant “solves” the antinomy of teleological judgment by making both mechanism
and the teleological principle regulative. As for McFarland's own interpretation of how
Kant “solves™ the antinomy of teleological judgment, it also seems to me untenable, as
I shall explain below: xcix-c.
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central doctrine of the first Critique, according to which the univer-
sal laws of nature—in particular, the principle of necessary efficient
(mechanical) causality —are legislated to nature by our understanding
and hence are constitutive and determinative, not regulative.9! Rather,
the maxims involving mechanism that are here said to be regulative
concern merely the sufficiency or insufficiency of mechanism for
judging objects in general (including organisms). Second, the fact that
the section that comes after the presentation of the antinomy offers a
“preliminary” to its solution (Ak. 388) makes it clear that the solution
has not yet been given.92 Above all, third, the conflict between a
necessary mechanism and a contingent teleological principle, as 1
shall now explain, cannot be resolved by turning the two into maxims,
and Kant will in fact come up with a quite different®3 and rather
sophisticated solution.

When we judge an object (an organism) as a natural purpose, we
are judging it in terms of both mechanism and final causes: in terms
of mechanism insofar as the object is a product of nature, in terms of
final causes insofar as it is a purpose. Now mechanism involves the
necessity implicit in the principle of causality which is based on the
categories; on the other hand, we cannot think of an object as a
purpose without thinking of it as contingent, viz., contingent in terms
of the universal natural laws {Ak. 398). Hence it seems that we are
judging as both necessary and contingent “one and the same product”
(Ak. 413), indeed, even the same causal connections within that
product (Ak. 373, and cf. 372-73). Hence we are contradicting ourselves
(Ak. 396) unless we can reconcile the two principles (Ak. 414). Only
if we reconcile the two principles can we actually judge an object in
terms of both of them, i.e., only then is the concept of a natural
purpose a possible concept (Ak. 405) rather than a contradiction in
terms. The fact that we are using these principles as mere maxims, as

91Butts argues that actually Kant does, even in the first Critique, revoke that doctrine
and construe the categories as regulative. I shall offer some brief comments on this
view below, n. 107.

92The single piece of counterevidence is a remark at the end of § 71 (Ak. 389) which I
just mentioned in n. 90. All the remainder of the evidence, including the title of that
section and everything else Kant does in the rest of the Dialectic, seems to me to
require that we discount this one remark rather than alf that other evidence.

93The solution differs both from the one just rejected and from the one suggested by
McFarland: see below, xcix-c.
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merely regulative, does not resolve this conflict at all: if the concepts
that the two maxims use contradict each other, then we have not
even a concept of a natural purpose; for the concepts and maxims
will cancel each other, so that we shall not be “judging” at all. This is
precisely why Kant himself points out that in order for the “conflict”
between the two principles to be merely a seeming conflict we must
have assurance that the two principles can be reconciled objectively
t00.94 (It is mechanism and the causality in terms of purposes that
must be reconcilable objectively; the determinative versions of the
thesis and antithesis as Kant states them initially are not reconciled
by Kant’s solution of the antinomy and could not be reconciled by
anything whatsoever, as Kant himself points out at Ak. 387.)

Kant solves the antinomy between the necessary mechanism and
the contingent teleological principle as he solves all his antinomies:
by invoking the supersensible (cf. Ak. 344-46). In the present case the
supersensible is introduced as follows. Our understanding, Kant argues
{(see Section 2 above), has the peculiarity of being discursive, con-
ceptual; and all concepts abstract (to some extent) from the particular:
hence our understanding does not determine (legislate) the particular
but determines only the universal, leaving the particular contingent (Ak.
406). As for our a priori intuitions, they too cannot determine all the
particular that understanding leaves contingent. If they could, then
the form (or “unity”) of mere space (our a priori intuition which
applies to all appearances in nature outside us) would be able, in
conjunction with the categories, to determine completely and thus
constitute (and in that sense give rise to) an organism; yet clearly the
form of space is not sufficient for this (Ak. 409).95 On the other hand,
the very awareness that our human understanding has the peculiarity
of determining the universal while leaving the particular contingent

94 Ak. 413. In other words, it must be at least possible that the “necessity™ is not in fact
anecessity or that the “contingency” is not in fact a contingency. Kant says ‘objectively,’
rather than ‘determinatively,’ because for the same object or the same causal connec-
tions to be determined as both necessary and contingent would imply that they in fact
are both necessary and contingent, which would indeed be contradictory and hence
would not be possible.

95 As Kant puts it, space with its unity “is not a basis [responsible] for the reality of
products but is only their formal condition. . .. ” The determination being denied here
would not involve the concept of a purpose; this determination would be theoretical
rather than practical.
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implies the idea of a possible different understanding (Ak. 405), viz.,
an understanding that is not discursive (i.e., does not omit the particu-
lar in its legislation) but is intuitive (Ak. 406). Such an understanding
would legislate a “synthetic” universal, i.e., a universal in the sense of
a whole that includes determination of the particular in that whole
(Ak. 407). An intuitive understanding would thus be an understanding
that simply determines, and hence would be an understanding “in the
most general sense” (Ak. 406); for, while any understanding requires
intuition (to supply the particular needed for cognition: Ak. 406), we
are not entitled to assume that any understanding must have, as ours
does, an intuition which is separate from it and through which the
particular is merely given (empirically) rather than legislated along
with the universal (Ak. 402-03).

Such an understanding’s intuition would thus not be a mere
receptivity (which is passive), and hence not a sensibility as our
intuition is, but would be an intellectual intuition, a complete
spontaneity (i.e., it would be completely active): it would determine
objects completely. It would not require for this determination (and
cognition) a harmony between itself and some other, separate cogni-
tive power (an imagination dealing with a passive intuition), but
would determine objects in terms of the harmony within this under-
standing itself.

Moreover, because an intuitive understanding would not require
that the particular be supplied from elsewhere but would itself supply
the particular along with the universal, it would constitute its objects
as complete, as things in themselves, not as mere appearances. It
would constitute these objects through its theoretical legislation rather
than “produce” (or “create”) them, for it would not bring objects
about practically and hence as contingent, i.e., conditioned by the
concept of a purpose (i.¢., by an intention) (Ak. 407), but would bring
them about without an idea as producing cause (Ak. 408): nature in
itself would simply be the intellectual (supersensible) intuition of this
intuitive understanding, just as our world of experience simply is the
experience that consists of our empirical intuition as structured in
harmony with our categories. By the same token, such a supersensible
understanding with its supersensible intuitions cannot be called a
God; rather, the idea of it 1s utterly indeterminate, negative, the mere
idea of an understanding that “is not discursive” (Ak. 406).

With this mere idea of an “intuitive understanding,” Kant can now
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solve the antinomy of teleological judgment. As an intuitive under-
standing would necessitate even the particular, the mere idea of such
an understanding permits us to think of the “contingency” of the
particular as being only a seeming contingency, a “contingency for”
our understanding with its peculiarity, but as in fact being a necessity.
A merely seeming contingency that is in fact a necessity does not
conflict with the necessity implicit in mechanism. Hence “objectively
too” it is at least possible to reconcile the mechanistic principle with
the teleological (Ak. 413), for it is at least possible that the causal
connections that we have to judge in terms of purposes and hence as
contingent are in fact legislated theoretically and are therefore
necessary. The laws covering those necessary but yet particular causal
connections would then either have the same basis as mechanism
(viz., the intellectual intuition of that intuitive understanding) or
would perhaps even be identical with the mechanism familiar to
us—identical in the sense of forming part, along with the mechanism
familiar to us, of some broader, ideal mechanism (Ak. 390), in which
case even organisms would be possible on this {ideal) mechanism
alone. Since we human beings do not have insight into the basis of the
mechanism familiar to us (Ak. 395, 398) —that basis might be such a
supersensible intuition, or it might not—we cannot tell if it forms part
of such an ideal mechanism, and hence we are incapable of establishing
whether organisms {can or) cannot come about mechanically (Ak.
395); a higher understanding, on the other hand, might be able to
account for organisms in mechanistic terms (Ak. 406, 418).

Now although this antinomy is called the antinomy of “teleological”
judgment, both it and its solution (as just sketched) actually apply to
reflection in general. Kant does indeed discuss the antinomy mainly
by reference to organisms, i.e., natural purposes, and hence by refer-
ence to objective purposiveness, i.e., purposiveness with a purpose.
Yet the antinomy of “teleological” judgment and its solution apply
just as much to the subjective purposiveness of nature which is claimed
in the principle of reflective judgment itself, for this purposiveness too
is clearly contingent in terms of mechanism and yet is a purposiveness
of nature and as such is subject to nature’s necessity. Hence it too can
be thought without contradiction only if we think of the “contingency”
it implies as in fact being a necessity legislated by an intuitive under-
standing with its intellectual intuition. Indeed, when Kant introduces
the antinomy of teleological judgment, the purposiveness he first
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mentions is the subjective purposiveness of nature (Ak. 386). Similarly,
although Kant does of course apply the solution of this antinomy to
organisms and the contingency we find in them, he does not confine it
to organisms; rather, he clearly applies it (Ak. 406, 407) to all the con-
tingency in all the particular in nature (even though nature as a whole
does not have the same high degree of systematicity that organisms
have and hence is not itself a natural purpose: cf. Section 13 above):
“{Slince universal natural laws have their basis in our understanding, . . .
the particular empirical laws must . .. be viewed in terms of such a
unity as [they would have] if they too had been given by an under-
standing {even though not ours) so as to assist our cognitive powers...”
(Ak. 180, 181, and cf. 184). Moreover, Kant says (Ak. 345) that apart
from the antinomies of the first and second Critiques, there is, in the
Critique of Judgment, “an” (i.e., one) antinomy. In other words, he
implies that the antinomy of aesthetic judgment and the antinomy of
teleologicai judgment are merely two manifestations of the same
antinomy.9

Furthermore, since the antinomy of teleological judgment, along
with its solution, applies not only to objective but also to subjective
purposiveness of nature, it clearly applies, a fortiori, to nature's
subjective purposiveness as judged aesthetically, i.e., to nature's
“purposiveness without a purpose.”97 For, this purposiveness too
implies a contingency, while yet, as a purposiveness of nature, it also
implies necessity; hence it too can be thought without contradiction
only if we have recourse to the idea of a supersensible intuition as
necessitating the particular. Indeed, when Kant implies that the
antinomy of aesthetic judgment and the antinomy of teleological
judgment are merely manifestations of one antinomy, he calls that
one antinomy an antinomy of reason concerning aesthetic judgment
(Ak. 345).

We are now ready to solve Problem I (see above, Ixii-ixii), which
concerns the mysterious switch that Kant, in solving the antinomy of
aesthetic judgment, makes from the concept of nature’s subjective

9The four antinomies of the first Critique are similarly referred to collectively as ‘the
antinomy’ of pure reason: A 405 = B 432. See also the headings of § 69 {Ak. 385) and
§ 70 (Ak. 386), which refer to the antinomy of teleological judgment simply as ‘antinomy
of judgment’

97See also above, n. 45,
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purposiveness to the concept of the supersensible basis of that same
purposiveness. Nature's subjective purposiveness is the indeterminate
form (or “lawfulness,” i.e., regularity or order: see /vi) that nature has
in the particular; and the indeterminate concept of this purposiveness
is the indeterminate concept of that form of the particular. But this
concept is contradictory (because of the antinomy) unless we think of
this purposive form as necessitated (a priori) by an intellectual intuition.
Moreover, just as our a priori concepts and intuitions are the forms
that we give to all objects of appearance, so the purposive form that
would be necessitated by this intellectual intuition would simply be
that intuition. (As this form already includes all the particular, the
particular would not be attributable to any “matter,” whereas in our
intuition the particular is found in the matter that is given to us in
sensation.) Hence, according to our indeterminate concept of this
supersensible intuition, the world in itself would e the completely
determinate form which that intellectual intuition is.98 (The intuitive
understanding, which is merely the power of legislating the form that
this intuition is, would not itself be but would only “have” that form,
just as our understanding has, rather than is, the form consisting of all
the categories taken together.) Because, then, in order to think of
nature’s subjective purposiveness without contradicting ourselves we
must think of this form as being identical with the form that such
an intellectual intuition would be, and because this intellectual intui-
tion is thought of as the supersensible basis of nature’s subjective
purposiveness, we can see how the concept of nature’s subjective
purposiveness is indeed equivalent to the concept of the supersen-
sible basis of that same purposiveness: although the two concepts are
not synonymous, because the one refers to the purposiveness and the
other to the “basis” of that purposiveness, the “two” forms to
which the two concepts refer “are” strictly identical. Now this equiva-

BActually, the purposive form of nature’s particular might be only part of the form
that the intellectual intuition is, the intuitive understanding might through the same
intuition legislate, in addition, in terms of the mechanism familiar to us, or in terms of
laws pertaining to both the purposive and the mechanistic forms in nature, in nature
outside and within us, and perhaps pertaining to our cognitive powers themselves
which are responsible {in part) for nature's appearing to us as it does. But even if the
purposive form of nature's particular were only part of the form that the intellectual
intuition is, it would still be necessitated by, and hence would still be based on and (in
that part) be, that intellectual intuition.
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lence between the two concepts would already suffice to give some
justification to Kant’s switch from the one concept to the other;
but the full justification lies in the fact that the concept of na-
ture’s subjectively purposive form is contradictory unless the switch
is made.%? Thus Kant's solution of the antinomy of aesthetic judg-
ment includes the solution of the antinomy of teleological judg-
ment. Accordingly, in order for us to judge, without contradiction,
an object as beautiful, this judgment must be taken to imply (non-
cognitively) that the object has the kind of form that only a super-
sensible understanding could have given it through its intellectual
intuition.

Because the concept of nature's subjective purposiveness is inde-
terminate, it can be equated with the concept of the supersensible
basis of that purposiveness only if the latter concept is indeterminate
as well. Now in certain ways the concept that we human beings can
form of such an intellectual intuition must indeed be indeterminate,1®
despite the fact that we think of this intuition as one that would
determine objects “completety.” For we have no cognition of what all
these determinations in their completeness are. (The concept of an
intuitive understanding with its intellectual intuition is indeterminate
in other ways as well: e.g., it tells us nothing whatsoever about a
“being” that might “have” that understanding.) Hence our concept of
the form that such an inteliectual intuition would be and that such an
intuitive understanding would have is indeed indeterminate. 10!

9We may well ask why Kant does not explain this equation in the Critique of
Aesthetic Judgment, but simply takes it for granted when he mysteriously switches
from the indeterminate concept of nature’s subjective purposiveness to the indetermi-
nate concept of the supersensible basis of that purposiveness. If he considered the
explanation too long, he could at least have referred us to the antinomy of teleological
judgment. Such a referral would not have made Kant's aesthetics dependent on his
teleology; but perhaps it would somehow have offended against his idea of what the
proper structure of the Critique of Judgment should be.

10Even if not in all its details, as I shall explain in a moment.

101 A5 we have already seen in the context of Problem II (&xiv), for which I am about to
offer a solution, Kant considers the supersensible basis of nature's subjective purposiveness
to be the same supersensible as the supersensible substrate of both objects and subjects
and the supersensible that “the concept of freedom contains practically”; this “same”
supersensible is referred to in all these ways in the context of the solution to the
antinomy of aesthetic judgment. Sometimes, however, still in that same context, Kant
refers to it simply as the supersensible “within us” (see esp. Ak. 341). Now Kant does
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On the other hand, even though this concept is indeterminate
as a whole (as one concept), some details (specific determinations)
in it must be determinate. For most of the reasoning just used
concerning nature's subjective purposiveness applies to nature’s objec-
tive purposiveness as well. For we saw that both the antinomy of
teleological judgment and its solution apply not only to subjective
but also to objective purposiveness in nature (the purposiveness
found in natural purposes, organisms). Therefore, if the concept of
nature’s objective purposiveness is not to be contradictory, then this
purposiveness also must be thought of as based on an intellectual
intuition, and hence the concept of this purposiveness must likewise
be equated with the concept of an intellectual intuition as basis
of that purposiveness. And since objective purposiveness, despite
presupposing judgment’s general and indeterminate concept of nature’s
subjective purposiveness, does also involve determinate concepts of
purposes, such concepts of determinate purposes must be included as
details in the otherwise indeterminate concept of that intellectual
intuition.

The solution just offered for Problem I can now be used to solve
Problem II (see above, Ixiv): how can the concept of the supersensible
basis of nature’s subjective purposiveness make determinable the
concept of the supersensible that is contained practically in the idea
of freedom, and thus help make the supersensible cognizable practically,
even though the concept of the supersensible as basis of nature's
subjective purposiveness is indeterminate, indeed, “intrinsically inde-
terminable and inadequate for cognition” (Ak. 340}, even practical
cognition (Ak. 176)? How can this supersensible mediate between
the other “two” so that the “three” supersensibles turn out to be one
and the same?

indeed identify this supersensible also with the “others.” Does he emphasize “within us”
because this is where “the” supersensible is somehow “closest” to us? Or does he do so
because he considers the indeterminate harmony between imagination and under-
standing as such to be itself based on, and identical with, parts of that same intellectual
intuition? If the form in a beautiful cbject of nature must be thought of as identical
both with the form of that harmony and with the form that an intellectual intuition
would be, it would indeed follow (even if our cognitive powers were not based on an
intuitive understanding’s intellectual intuition) that the form of the harmony between
our imagination and understanding as such is (not in origin, but simply as that form)
supersensible as well (despite the fact that these powers themselves are not supersen-
sible any more than the beautiful object is).
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The key to this mediation role of the concept of the supersensible
basis of nature’s subjective purposiveness lies in the following three
points; (1) by the solution of Problem I, this concept is equivalent to
the concept of nature’s subjective purposiveness; {2) the concept of
nature’s subjective purposiveness belongs to the power of judgment;
and (3) the power of judgment is a function of understanding. From
these three points it follows that our understanding must be able to
think not only the concept of nature’s subjective purposiveness but
also the concept of the supersensible basis of that purposiveness.
Indeed, since even the concept of nature’s objective purposiveness
must be thought as equivalent to (at least to certain details in) such a
supersensible basis, our understanding must be able to think the
concept of such a basis whenever it exercises its function of judging
either kind of purposiveness in nature. Yet the concept of the super-
sensible basis we have been discussing, i.e., the concept of an intui-
tive understanding with its intellectual intuition, is a concept that
only reason can think. For the very fact that our own understanding is
not intuitive but discursive keeps it from being able to conceive of an
intuitive understanding, i.e., an understanding that could legislate not
merely the universal but the particular as well; in other words, our
discursive understanding is incapable of conceiving of an understand-
ing that legislates a “synthetic” universal, a whole that makes possible
the character and combination of the parts (rather than the other way
round, viz., a whole that is made possible by the character and
combination of the parts, and hence made possible mechanically, as
our understanding must conceive of wholes). (Ak. 407.) The best that
our understanding can do in this regard is to conceive of the idea of a
whole as making possible the character and combination of the parts
{and hence the whole itself); in other words, the best our understand-
ing can do is to conceive of this whole as produced, i.e., a purpose
brought about by means of an intention, i.e., by means of an idea of
the purpose (Ak. 407-08). Hence our understanding, because of its
own peculiarity, can indeed think of another understanding as causing
the particular (and its form), i.e., as determining it practically; but it
cannot think of another understanding as legislating the particular,
L.e., as determining it theoretically. Hence our understanding must
think of the (subjectively or obiectively) purposive form of the particular
in nature by analogy with our own technically practical ability, i.e.,
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our ability to produce objects through art!9? (Ak. 397) by means
of understanding and reason. Thus our understanding too thinks,
in judgment’s concept of the (subjective or objective) purposive-
ness that nature has in its particular, a supersensible understand-
ing; but it thinks this understanding as an intelligent cause of the
world in terms of purposes. This (i.e., our understanding’s) concept
of the supersensible basis of nature’s purposiveness is still indeter-
minate!3 (and inadequate for cognition); yet, through the analogy
with our technically practical ability, this concept is somewhat more
determinate (has more content) than the concept of the intuitive
understanding.

Because what enables our understanding to give some content
(determination) to the concept of the supersensible basis of nature’s
(subjective or vbjective) purposiveness is the analogy with our own
technically practical ability, our understanding can go on to make
further use of the same analogy. It can use this analogy to make some
sense of the relation between mechanism and causation in terms of
purposes, viz., by subordinating mechanism to that causality (Ak.
379, 422): once our understanding has conceived of the world with
all its purposiveness as caused by some intelligence, it can go on
to conceive of this intelligent cause as using mechanism, just as
we human beings do, as the means to the purposes it pursues
(Ak. 414, 390), “as an instrument, as it were” (Ak. 422). Moreover, our
understanding can do this in different ways: in terms of occasional-
ism, in terms of the theory of preestablished harmony, and so on
(Ak. 422-24).

It is important to realize, however, that in thus subordinating the
principle of mechanism to the principle of (subjective or objective)
purposiveness, understanding does not itself resolve the antinomy
between mechanistic necessity and the contingency in the purposive
form of the particular. When Kant says that no conflict arises if our
power of judgment (and hence our understanding) uses both the
mechanistic and the teleological principles because these two ways of
explaining do not contradict each other (Ak. 409), he takes as under-

1021n the broad sense of this term, which includes craft.

13E.¢, the concept in no way implies that the “intelligent cause” has the properties,
esp. the moral properties, that would qualify it as a “God.”
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stood the addition: subject to the solution of the antinomy of teleo-
logical judgment by which the “contingency” in the form of the
particular is thought of as merely a seeming contingency; Kant is not
saying that merely subordinating the principle of mechanism to the
principle of purposiveness would itself remove the conflict between
the two, as plainly it would not. Hence this subordination cannot
possibly be, as McFarland takes it to be, Kant's solution to the
antinomy of teleological judgment.!94 Qur understanding and power
of judgment can without contradiction use the two principles (even in
the very same contexts), not because the two principles can be sub-
ordinated to each other, nor because they are regulative (see above,
lexxviii-xc), but because our understanding and power of judgment
are aware that reason has solved the antinomy by means of the idea
of an intuitive understanding with its intellectual intuition. Under-
standing and judgment themselves are incapable of thinking of the
order in nature’s particular, which to them seems purposive, as in fact
involving necessity; hence as far as they are concerned the particular
laws covering that order do not have genuine (i.e., apodeictic) necessity,
but are only “rutes” {Ak. 391, 360). Such rules, though “lawful” (Ak.
359), are still contingent; the only necessity they can involve would be
a practical necessity (cf. Ak. 172, 450).105

Now, we saw a moment ago that our understanding’s concept of an
intelligent cause of the world is somewhat more determinate than the
concept of an intuitive understanding as legislator of the purposive
form of nature. But it is also somewhat more determinate than the
concept of the supersensible as it was left by the Critique of Pure
Reason, viz., the concept of the supersensible as mere “basis” (substrate)
of nature; for this latter concept says nothing whatsoever as to what
this supersensible substrate includes. Does it include only a nature in
itself, or also an “intelligence” (understanding) as “cause” of that

104K ant’s Concept of Teleology, 127-29.

105And they can involve even 2 practical “necessity” only after the supersensible
causality has been determined further as a moraf cause that acts in terms of the moral
law (which is a necessary law). Such a supersensible moral cause, a God, would have a
“holy” will, a will incapable of acting on maxims that conflict with the moral law
(Critigue of Practical Reason, Ak.V,32). Perhaps this is the necessity Kant has in mind
when, occasionally (e.g., at Ak. 183), he speaks of particular laws as “‘necessary’’
even as a result of causation rather than theoretical legislation.
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nature in itself in terms of “purposes”? It is true that even the addition
of these further predicates leaves the concept of the supersensible
indeterminate: How much understanding should we conceive that
cause of nature in itself as having? How great should we conceive its
might to be (to affect that nature in itself)? Should we even conceive
of this understanding as a single being rather than several? (Ak. 480.)
Yet those further predicates do suffice to make that completely
indeterminate concept of the “supersensible” determinable: the con-
cept can now be determined practically, morally, by reason. For while
we could not intelligibly have described a mere (utterly indeterminate)
“supersensible basis of nature” in moral terms, viz., as being a “nature
in itself created, in terms of the final purpose, by a God having all the
divine perfections,” we certainly can intelligibly describe in such
terms a nature in itself created, as an intentional purpose, by an
intelligent cause. In other words, we can now think of this cause as
moral author of the world by reference to the final purpose, and
hence we can also think of nature as being forced by this moral
author to cooperate with our attempt to achieve the final purpose.
The moral argument for the existence of God was indeed sufficient to
determine the concept of the supersensible in this way; but it is
judgment’s concept, as thought by reason but then adapted by
understanding, of the supersensible basis of nature’s purposive order
which made that determination possible and thus prepared us for that
moral argument.

The solution to Problem 1I is therefore this. The antinomy of
teleological judgment (which applies to aesthetic judgment and its
antinomy as well) gives rise, in its solution, to the concept of the
supersensible basis of nature’s (subjective or objective) purposiveness.
The concept of the supersensible basis of nature’s purposiveness is
the concept of an intuitive understanding with its intellectual intuition;
but our understanding, unable to think the concept of an intuitive
understanding, instead thinks of the supersensible basis of nature's
purposiveness as an intelligent cause of the world in terms of purposes.
The concept of an intelligent cause of the world in terms of purposes
makes determinable the concept of the supersensible as mere basis of
nature (as this latter concept arises from the antinomies of the Critique
of Pure Reason), and thus “mediates” between this latter concept and
the concept of the supersensible which is determined practically and
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contained in the idea of freedom (this concept arises from the antin-
omy of the Critique of Practical Reason). Through this mediation
judgment’s concept of the supersensible basis of nature’s (subjective
as well as objective) purposiveness {as equivalent to the concept of
that purposiveness itself) unites the “three” supersensibles in one. For
the substrate of nature was merely made determinate enough to be
nature in itself as the “purpose” brought about by an intelligent cause,
and then to be nature in itself as caused by a moral author, a God.
Hence, in this way, the Critique of Judgment mediates between the
other two Critiques and thus unites the three Critiques in the critical
system.

We are now in a position to solve Problem III (see above, ixiv). This
problem was Kant’s assertion that what makes the concept of nature’s
purposiveness “suitable” for its mediation role is “the spontaneity in
the play of the cognitive powers, whose harmony with each other
contains the basis of [the| pleasure [that we feel in judging the
beautiful [’ (Ak. 197). Kant also claims, similarly, that in the Critique
of Judgment the “essential” part is the Critique of Aesthetic Judgment
(Ak. 193). He makes this claim because, whereas teleological judg-
ments go beyond the power of judgment and also bring in reason with
its determinate concepts of purposes, judgments of taste are based
solely on reflection and hence solely on the power of judgment (Ak,
193-94). By the same token, Kant says that only the power of aes-
thetic judgment is a “special” power (Ak. 194); this is why, when Kant
says that apart from the antinomies of the first and second Critiques
there is, in the Critigue of Judgment, “an” (i.e., one) antinomy, he
calls that one antinomy (as ] have already indicated) an antinomy of
reason ‘for the feeling of pleasure and displeasure,” an antinomy
“concerning the aesthetic use of judgment” (Ak. 345).

None of these claims imply that teleological judgment plays no role
in the mediation. Not only are teleological judgments reflective and
hence based, as judgments of taste are, on judgment’s indeterminate
concept of nature’s subjective purposiveness, but—as we have seen—
even the determinate concept used in a teleological judgment, viz.,
the concept of objective natural purposiveness (in natural purposes)
must, if it is not to be contradictory, be equated with the concept of
the supersensible basis of this purposiveness; and this latter concept
can then be adapted by our understanding, as discussed above, and
thus play its mediation role. Why, then, does the fact that teleological
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judgments bring in reason with its determinate concepts of purposes
make them less “suitable” for the mediation than judgments of taste
are?

First of all, although this mediation is a mediation among the
“supersensibles,” it is just as much—--as we saw (bexxvi-lxxxvii)—a media-
tion among our mental powers, including the higher cognitive (and
legislative) powers. The mediation in its entirety is 2 mediation among
these powers and among the “worlds” of appearance with which these
powers deal along with the supersensible substrates of these “worlds.”
Specifically, the power of judgment is to mediate between the realm
of nature and the realm of freedom. But judgment's concept of
nature’s subjective purposiveness is especially “suitable” for mediat-
ing between these two realms only if no objective purposiveness
(purposiveness with 4 purpose) has been based on it, i.e., only if the
subjective purposiveness is merely subjective, a purposiveness without
a purpose, and hence a purposiveness as judged aesthetically. For
only such purposiveness without a purpose is “analogous” to or
“’symbolic’’ of the supersensible form that the moral law enjoins us to
impose on nature (see Ak. 353, 356, and above, x/iv). What makes this
purposiveness analogous to supersensible (moral) form is that, since it
involves no determinate concept of a natural purpose with its objec-
tive (and material: see [xxvii) purposiveness, it is a purely formal and
free purposiveness. It is formal, as the moral law is formal; it is free,
as our will is free to obey or disobey the moral law {cf. Ak. 354).
Moreover, the “play” in which our cognitive powers are when we
judge subjective purposiveness aesthetically is “spontaneous”; i.e.,
this play is “active” inasmuch as it sustains itself (Ak. 313,222, and cf.
220), and in this respect it is again similar to our will’s freedom, which
is active by being a special causality.

This same special mediation role of aesthetic reflective judgment
manifests itself in our consciousness. In judgments of taste we are
conscious nonconceptually (i.e., without a [determinate]| concept) of
the free harmonious play of imagination and understanding; this
nonconceptual consciousness is the feeling of pleasure we have in a
judgment of taste. Because of the link, just described, between this
play and the moral law as well as our freedom, our nonconceptual
consciousness of this play is linked to moral feeling (see x&iv), t.e.,
respect for the moral law together with our awareness that we have
the freedom we need in order to carry it out. This is why the
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spontaneity in the play of the cognitive powers, as accompanied by
our awareness of it, can lead to moral feeling and thus can “promote”
the mind’s “receptivity” for moral feeling {Ak. 197, 356).

In conclusion, then, it is indeed the power of judgment, but
above all the aesthetic power of judgment, i.e., the power of judg-
ment as unaided by reason, that is responsible for the mediation
between the “world” of the first Critique and the “world” of the
second Critique by which the three Critiques come to form a
system.

In this introduction, on the whole, I have had to limit myself to an
explanation of the Critique of Judgment and to leave aside criticism,
I must now make an exception and raise one problem beyond the
three already discussed. This is a problem for which I can see
no solution that does not create other serious trouble for Kant's
doctrines. I must raise the problem because it concems the key
concept of the Critique of Judgment, viz., the concept of nature's
(subjective or objective) purposiveness, as we must think this con-
cept in accordance with the solution to the antinomy of teleological
judgment.

There is, [ am afraid, a conflict between the antinomy of teleo-
logical judgment and the third antinomy of the Critique of Pure
Reason; the two give rise, as it were, to an “antinomy between
antinomies.”

In order for the antinomy of teleological judgment to work, i.e., to
be an antinomy at all, the necessity in nature must be so strict as to
contradict the contingency in the form of nature’s particular unless
we remove the contingency by solving the antinomy. For if the
necessity were less strict than that, then we would not need, as
solution of the antinomy, the idea of an intuitive understanding that
legislates the form of the particular and thus makes it, too, strictly
necessary; rather, we could then interpret the form of the particular
{as our mere understanding with its “peculiarity” is forced to do: see
xeviti=xcix) in practical terms, and hence as having only the lawfulness
of a “rule” that is still contingent (c).

Now the conflict that Kant presents in the third antinomy of the
Critique of Pure Reason is a very similar conflict, viz., a conflict
between the necessity in nature and our freedom (which again implies
contingency in terms of natural laws) to affect nature in alternative
ways. Yet Kant does not solve that antinomy as he solves the antin-
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omy of teleological judgment: he does not say that we must think of
our practical freedom as being only a seeming freedom and as in fact
being a theoretical necessity due to the legistation of some higher and
intuitive understanding with its intellectual intuition. Instead, his
solution of that antinomy consists in pointing out that we can attribute
the necessity to nature as mere appearance and still also think of our
freedom as a supersensible (noumenal) causality, although a supersen-
sible causality that can nevertheless affect nature as appearance in
alternative ways. If the necessity in nature is strict enough for the
antinomy of teleological judgment to arise at all, and if our freedom
with its contingency can be reconciled, as just described, with that
strict necessity despite having to manifest itself in that nature as
appearance with its necessity, why should the antinomy of teleologi-
cal judgment require a solution that is so different? Why could we not
solve it by thinking, not a supersensible understanding that is intuitive
and hence removes the contingency in the particular, but a super-
sensible understanding that determines things only practically and
hence leaves the contingency intact? We could then go on to claim,
as Kant does in the case of freedom, that such a supersensible
contingency, even as affecting the world as appearance, “does not
conflict” with the mentioned strict necessity. The trouble with such
an alternative “solution” to the antinomy of teleological judgment
is, of course, that it does not seem to work; for if the world as
appearance can be affected in alternative ways, how can it still
involve strict necessity? By the same token, Kant’s solution to the
third antinomy of the first Critigue is in the same trouble if our
freedom, as something to be manifested in the world as appearance,
must indeed be reconciled with such a strict necessity.106 It seems,
therefore, that if the third antinomy is to be capable of being solved,
and if our freedom is not to be denied, then the necessity in nature
cannot be allowed to be a strict necessity but must be weakened in
some way.

One way to weaken the necessity in nature is to make regulative,
rather than constitutive, not only the idea of freedom (which from the
theoretical point of view taken by the first Critique is already regulative)
but the categories as well, since it is on them that nature’s mechanism

W08See, e.g., Lewis White Beck, A Commentary on Kant's Critique of Practical Reason
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1960), 191-92,
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with its necessity is based.!%” One serious problem with such a move is
that it would undermine the first Critiqgue, which could no longer
support any claim to propositions that are synthetic and yet a priori
and necessary {(cf. n. 107). But a far worse problem is that such a

107This is how Beck proposes to remove the difficulty with Kant’s solution to the third
antinomy. (fbid., 192-94.) Beck's suggestion has been developed further by Butts. Butts
argues that Kant himself makes the categories regulative in the first Critique. (Kant
and the Double Government Methodology, esp. 261-63.) It seems to me, however, that
this view involves at least the following four major difficulties. First, it flies in the face
of Kant's entire immanent metaphysics as developed in the Analytic. (Butts emphasizes
Kant's epistemology, but acknowledges that it entails an immanent or “local” ontology:
ibid., 243, 225.) Second, it undermines Kant’s epistemology, which tries to show that
there are (theoretical) synthetic judgments that are indeed a priori and necessary, and are
not merely considered to be so. Third, the evidence Butts offers for his view can easily
be interpreted in a different way, one that does not involve any of the difficulties I am
mentioning here: as far as I can see, none of the citations given by Butts show that Kant
is making regulative anything but the ideas of reason. That holds even for the passage
that Butts seems to consider (ibid., 261) his most important piece of evidence (viz., A
561-62 = B 589-90): In discussing the fourth antinomy, Kant does indeed include, as
the initial part of the regulative principle of reason, a brief characterization of the
phenomenal world in categorial terms. Yet the principte then continues in nothing but
the familiar regulative terms: it seeks to regulate our investigation of nature, by telling
us (as Kant tells us so often), roughly, that we should try to account for things in
mechanical terms as far as we can and not appeal too hastily to causes beyond nature.
Why, then, should we assume that the initial instruction to regard the phenomenal
world first of all in categorial terms is rore than a reminder not to forget that the
phenomenal world is indeed mechanistic? After all, a methodology (“regulation™) can
be based on an ontology, as Butts himself points out (ibid., 226, and cf. 241). The fourth
difficulty with Butts’ view strikes me as even more serious than the mentioned three:
making the categories regulative does not in fact solve the third antinomy. For even if
both the idea of freedom and the concept of causal necessity are regulative, 1 still
cannot without contradiction think them together, i.e., in the same context. And yet I
must think them together; for though I can study nature without thinking of freedom, I
cannot think about freedom without bringing in nature, because it is in nature that my
free will is to make a difference, as Kant points out again and again (e.g., in the Critigue
of Judgment, at Ak. 176 and 196). (We can of course choose to think of only one half of
the antinomy at a time; but that holds even for all genuine contradictions and does not
begin to remove the contradiction.) I find it interesting that after Butts construes
Kant's solution of the antinomy of teleological judgment along the same lines as he
does the third antinomy of the first Critique (see above, n. 90), he himself attributes to
Kant the view that adopting even the maxims of mechanism and teleology would not
be “consistent” (ibid., 279) unless we invoke the supersensible (which, like McFarland
[see above, xcix-c}, he takes to be an intelligent cause of the world). Yet all that Butts says
about this remaining conflict between the two regulative principles, along with Kant's
alleged solution of it, is that it “does no harm” to Kant’s “essential position on
teleology” (ibid., 278), as Butts has interpreted that position.
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sacrifice would not even help. For just as construing the principle of
mechanism and the teleological principle as regulative does not resolve
the conflict between them and hence cannot solve the antinomy of
teleological judgment (see Ixxxviii-xc), so making the categories
regulative would still leave them in conflict with a regulative principle
of freedom. For we cannot even think of (categorial) necessity together
with the contingency implied in the concept of freedom (cf. n. 107),
since the two thoughts still contradict and hence cancel each other.

A less radical way to weaken the necessity in nature’s mechanism
would be the following. We might leave the categories constitutive,
determinative, and strictly necessary, including the category on which
mechanism is based above all, viz., the category of cause and effect;
we might then go on to weaken just what the principle of causality, as
based on that category, says with that strict necessity. According to
that principle, every event must have “its” {efficient) cause (Ak. 183),
though the principle does not determine what that cause is. We could
weaken that principle to this: Every event has some (efficient) cause,
and not only does the principle not determine what that cause is, but
the cause need not even be the same in each otherwise similar event.
It is at least possible that Kant has in mind this weak version of the
causal principle (rather than merely the denial that the causal prin-
ciple determines what causes what) when he says such things as that
understanding does not determine the particular (Ak. 179, 185, 407),
or that “nature, considered as mere mechanism, could have structured
itself differently in a thousand ways” (Ak. 360).108

Weakening the principle of causality in this way (or construing
Kant as defending only this weaker principle) has a twofold major
advantage: allowing individual links in (unbroken) chains of efficient
causes to vary leaves some contingency; hence it leaves room for
freedom as well as for nature’s purposiveness. It would allow us to
think of nature’s purposiveness as produced by an intelligent cause of
the world; and it would allow us to think of our will as a free causality.
Indeed, this free causality could, in obedience to the moral law,
produce purposive order in nature in precisely those contexts where

108Henry E. Allison has argued, on the basis of more such textual evidence, that Kant
does indeed intend his causal principle to say no more than this: Kant's Transcendental
Idealism (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1983), 216-34, esp. 216 and 229.
Cf. also Lewis White Beck’s “A Prussian Hume and a Scottish Kant,” in his Essays on
Kant and Hume (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1978), 111-29.
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nature, including nature within ourselves, does not already have it but
is seriously defective in ways that go against the moral law. Hence we
could think of nature as governed practically in two ways: as governed
by a moral God and as governed by human beings in those respects in
which that God has chosen to leave the world imperfect and improv-
able by us. Moreover, even apart from such divine and human action
directed toward making the world more “purposive” (orderly), the
described variability that the weakened causal principle would permit
would not make nature chaotic. For the variations among the effi-
cient causes could still be (as, on Kant's view, particular causes
already are) governed by particular laws; the variations would be
regularities involving some contingency (Ak. 404). Hence we can
still, on this view, predict eclipses, or human behavior, with a
“certainty”19? proportionate to this “lawfulness.” Where regularities
are already present, we could ascribe them to God; we would do so
especially in the case of organisms, less so in the case of nature as a
whole, and least in the case of “contrapurposive” arrangements in
nature, i.e., whatever manifests least order and is most in conflict with
the idea of nature as a system of purposes subordinated to the final
purpose. Where such regularities are absent but are required morally,
our free will could “initiate” causal series in nature in the sense of
determining what sort of efficient cause is to appear in this or that
position in certain chains of efficient causes.

Unfortunately, weakening the causal principle in this way has at
least three major disadvantages as well. First, it does more than
“solve” Kant’s third antinomy: it destroys it. Kant could indeed sug-
gest a seeming contradiction between categorial necessity and free-
dom and then point out that the causal principle is weak enough to
allow for freedom; but he could no longer use the antinomy to get to
anything supersensible (he then would have to rely on other routes).
Second, weakening the causal principle as described would also
destroy the antinomy of teleological judgment and with it another
route to the supersensible: to the supersensible as an intuitive under-
standing with its intellectual intuition (the contingency in the particu-
lar would remain rather than be considered as merely a “seeming”
one); to the supersensible as an intelligent cause of the world; and to

9¢Critique of Practical Reason, Ak. V, 99; and cf. the Critique of Pure Reason, A
549-50 = B 577-78.
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the supersensible basis of nature’s purposiveness as mediator between
other “supersensibles” {if indeed there would be any supersensibles
left between which to mediate) and as “needed” to solve the antinomy
of aesthetic judgment. By the same token, if we say that Kant already
considers his causal principle to be of this weaker sort, we saddle him
with the difficulty of having set up “antinomies” where none can arise
and of having introduced supersensibles without any justification.
Moreover, third, the “antinomy between antinomies,” i.e., the conflict
between the antinomy of teleological judgment and the third antin-
omy of the first Critique, as Kant presents and handles these antinomies,
would also remain a problem.
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PREFACE

TO THE
FIRST EDITION, 1790

Our ability to cognize from a priori principles may be called pure
reason, and the general inquiry into the possibility and bounds of
such cognition? may be called critique of pure reason. These terms
are appropriate even if, as I did in my Critique of Pure Reason, we
mean by this power3 [ Vermdgen)] only reason in its theoretical use,
without yet seeking to investigate what ability [ Vermdgen] and what
special principles it may have as practical reason. A critique of pure
reason, in this narrow sense, is concerned merely with our ability to

II'This is the full title of the Preface as it appeared in the second edition {1793), on which
the Akademie edition is based. ]

2| Erkenntnis. In Kant's philosophy, ‘cognition’ most often refers to the process of
acquiring knowledge or to the product of this process; but there is also a practical (as
opposed to theoretical) cognition, and most practical cognition (e.g., that of the
existence of God), is not (and does not yield) Wissern (knowledge). See Ak. 475. Cf.
also Ak. 174-76. See also the Translator’s Introduction, xi-x/ii. |

31 am using ‘power,’ rather than ‘faculty,” in order to disassociate Kants theory
(of cognition, desire, etc.) from the traditional faculty psychology; i.e., I am trying
to avoid reifying the Kantian powers (which are mere abilities), in other words,
avoid turning them into psychological entities such as compartments, sources, or
agencies “in” the mind. Hence, in this translation, expressions like ‘the power of
judgment,’ ‘the power of thought, ‘the power of concepts,’ ‘the power of desire,
and so on, always refer to an ability (a “faculty” in thar sense). In such expres-
sions, ‘power’ is never used to mean anything like strength or forcefulness (of concepts,

desire, and so on).|
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cognize things a priori. Hence it deals only with the [theoretical]
cognitive power, to the exclusion of the feeling of pleasure and
displeasure and of the power of desire; and among the cognitive
powers it deals with the understanding as governed by its a priori
principles, to the exclusion of judgment? as well as reason (both of
which are also powers involved in theoretical cognition). The under-
standing is singled out in this way because, as that critique discovers,
it is the only one among the cognitive powers capable of providing
principles of cognition that are constitutive [rather than merely
regulative| a priori. The critique [discovers this as it] inspects every
one of the cognitive powers to decide what each has [in fact] contrib-
uted from its own roots to the cognition we actually possess, [as
distinguished from| whatever it might pretend to have contributed to
it. Nothing, it turns out, {passes this inspection] except what the
understanding [through its a priori concepts} prescribes a priori as a
law to nature, as the sum total of appearances (whose form is also
given a priori). All other pure concepts the critique relegates to the
ideas, which are transcendent for our theoretical cognitive power,
though that certainly does not make them useless or dispensable,
since they serve as regulative principles: they serve, in part, to restrain
the understanding’s arrogant claims, namely, that (since it can state a
priori the conditions for the possibility of all things it can cognize) it
has thereby circumscribed the area within which all things in general
are possible; in part, they serve to guide the understanding, in its
contemplation of nature, by a principle of completeness—though the
understanding cannot attain this completeness—and so further the
final aim of all cognition.5

4 Urteilskraft, literally ‘power of judgment.’ Since this “power” is nothing more than
our ability 20 judge (cf. Kant's translation of 'Urteilskraft’ with Latin ‘tudicium’:
Anthropology from a Pragmatic Point of View, Ak. VII, 199), ‘power of will be omitted
where it may be regarded as understood and where there is no confusing reference to
an individual judgment in the same context. (‘Urteil’ by itself, unlike ‘judgment,’ can
refer only to an individual judgment ) This is one of several cases where [ have revised
the opinions on translation which I expressed in 2 paper whose main purpose was to
defend my rendering of one key term: “How to Render Zweckmdpigkeit in Kants
Third Critique,” in Inferpreting Kant, ed. Moltke S. Gram (Iowa City: University of
Iowa Press, 1982).]

5|Concerning the “regulative use of the ideas of pure reason,” see the Critique of Pure
Reason, A 642-68 = B 670-96.]
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So it was actually the understanding, which has its own domain as
a cognitive power insofar as it contains principles of cognition that
are constitutive a priori, which the critique that we all call the
critique of pure reason was to make the secure and sole possessor [of
that domain] against all other competitors. Similarly reason, which
does not contain any constitutive a priori principles except [those] for
the power of desire, was given possession |of its domain] by the
critique of practical reason.

The present critique, the critique of judgment, will deal with the
following questions: Does judgment, which in the order of our
[specific] cognitive powers is a mediating link between understand-
ing and reason,® also have a priori principles of its own? Are
these principles constitutive, or are they merely regulative (in which
case they would fail to prove [that judgment has] a domain of its
own)? Does judgment give the rule a priori to the feeling of pleasure
and displeasure, the mediating link between the cognitive power
[in general] and the power of desire? (just as the understanding
prescribes laws a priori to the cognitive power and reason to the power
of desire)?

A critique of pure reason, i.e., of our ability to judge according
to a priori principles, would be incomplete if it failed to include,
as a special part, a treatment of judgment, which, since it is a
cognitive power, also lays claim to a priori principles; judgment
must be treated, in a special part of the critique, even if, in a system
of pure philosophy, its principles are not such that they can form a
special part between theoretical and practical philosophy, but may
be annexed to one or the other as needed. For if a system of pure
philosophy, under the general title metaphysics, is to be achieved
some day (to accomplish this quite completely is both possible and
of the utmost importance for our use of reason in all contexts), the
critique must already have explored the terrain supporting this edi-
fice, to the depth at which lies the first foundation of our power of
principles independent of experience, so that no part of the edifice
may give way, which would inevitably result in the collapse of the
whole.

§Cf. Ak. 177.]
7(C{. Ak. 178.]
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On the other hand, the nature of the power of judgment (whose
correct use is so necessary and universally required that this power is
just what we mean by sound understanding) is such that an attempt to
discover a principle of its own must plainly be accompanied by great
difficulties (and it must contain some principle a priori, since otherwise,
despite being a distinct cognitive power, it would not be subject even
to the most ordinary critique): for this principle must, nevertheless,
not be derived from a priori concepts, since these belong to the
understanding and judgment only applies them. So judgment itself
must provide a concept, a concept through which we do not actually
cognize anything but which only serves as a rule for the power of
judgment itself — but not as an objective rule, to which it could adapt
its judgment, since then we would need another power of judgment
in order to decide whether or not the judgment is a case of that
rule.8

This perplexity about a principle (whether subjective or objective)
arises mainly in those judgments [Beurteilungen),® called aesthetic,
which concern the beautiful and the sublime in nature or in art. And
yet a critical inquiry [in search] of a principle of judgment in them is
the most important part of a critique of this power. For though these
judgments do not by themselves contribute anything whatever to
our cognition of things, they still belong to the cognitive power
alone and prove a direct relation of this power to the feeling of
pleasure or displeasure according to some a priori principle, without
there being any confusion of this principle with the one that can
be the basis determining the power of desire, since that power has
its a priori principles in concepts of reason. |The fact that this

8|Cf. On the Saying That May Be Correct in Theory but Is Inadequate for Practice
(1793), Ak. VIII, 275, and the Anthropology, Ak. VII, 199.]

9In one place (Ak. 211"), Kant makes a distinction between Beurteilung and Urteil
(judgment), using the first term to stand for a reflective judgment. But he does not
repeat this distinction anywhere else, nor does he consistently adhere to it. The reason
for this seems to be that in German grammar adding ‘be-’ to the intransitive ‘wrretlen’
simply turns it into the transitive ‘beurteilen.’ By the same token, it is misteading to use
‘to judge’ (which is both transitive and intransitive) for ‘wrteilen’ but a different term for
‘beurteilen,” especially such a term as ‘to estimate,’ or ‘to assess, or 'to appraise,’ all of
which tend to imply evaluation rather than just reflection. (The context tells us when
the judging is reflective.}]
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aesthetic judging is directly referred to the feeling of pleasure and
displeasure distinguishes it from a certain kind of} logical judging
of nature: when experience manifests in things a lawfulness that
understanding’s concept of the sensible is no longer adequate to
[help us] understand or explain, judgment can find within itself
a principle that refers the natural thing to the uncognizable super-
sensible, though judgment must use this principle for cognizing
nature only in relation to itself. In these cases such an a priori
principle can and must indeed be employed if we are to cognize the
beings in the world, and it also opens up prospects advantageous
to practical reason. Yet here the principle has no direct relation to
the feeling of pleasure and displeasure, while it is precisely this
relation which gives rise to that puzzle regarding judgment’s principle,
which necessitates a special division for this power in the critique:
for the [mentioned kind of] logical judging according to concepts
{from which no direct inference can ever be drawn to the feeling
of pleasure and displeasure) could at most have formed an appendix,
including a critical restriction on such judging, to the theoretical part
of philosophy.

Since this inquiry into our power of taste, which is the aesthetic
power of judgment, has a transcendental aim, rather than the aim to
{help] form and cultivate taste (since this will continue to proceed, as
it has in the past, even if no such investigations are made), I would
like to think that it will be judged leniently as regards its deficiency
for the latter purpose. As a transcendental inquiry, however, it must
be prepared to face the strictest examination. Yet even here, given
how difficult it is to solve a problem that nature has made so involved,
I hope to be excused if my solution contains a certain amount of
obscurity, not altogether avoidable, as long as I have established
clearly enough that the principle has been stated correctly. [1 say this
because] the way in which I have derived from that principle this
phenomenon, viz., judgment, may fall short of the clarity we are
entitled to demand elsewhere, namely, where we deal with cognition
according to concepts, and which I do believe I have achieved in the
second part of this work.!0

With this, then, 1 conclude my entire critical enterprise. I shall

10{ That is, in the Critique of Teleological Judgment. |
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proceed without delay to the doctrinal one, in order to snatch from
my advancing years what time may yet be somewhat favorable to the
task. It goes without saying that judgment will have no special part in
doctrine, since in the case of this power critique takes the place of
theory. Rather, in accordance with the division of philosophy, and of
pure philosophy, into a theoretical and a practical part, the doctrinal
enterprisc will consist of the metaphysics of nature and that of morals.!!

1[The Metaphysics of Morals appeared in 1797. The case of the metaphysics of nature
is less clear. In 1786, four years before the publication of the Critique of Judgment,
Kant had already published the Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science. 1t is not
clear in what respect he considered that work, as conjoined with the Critigue of Pure
Reason, as falling short of a metaphysics of nature. (Cf, the Critique of Pure Reason,
B xliii.} Perhaps the missing part was the projected Transition from the Metaphysical
Foundations of Natural Science to Physics, on which Kant worked until a year before
his death and which appeared (in unfinished form) in what is now called the Opus
Postumum (Ak. XXI and XXII). Cf. James W. Ellington, *“The Unity of Kant's
Thought in His Philosophy of Corporeal Nature,”” 135-219 {(esp. 213-219) in Book II
of his translation of the Prolegomena and the Metaphysical Foundations of Natural
Science: Immanuel Kant, Philosophy of Material Nature (Indianapolis: Hackett Pub-
lishing Company, 1985).]



INTRODUCTION"

I
On the Division of Philosophy

Insofar as philosophy contains principles for the rational cognition of
things through concepts (and not merely, as logic does, principles of
the form of thought in general without distinction of objects!3), it is
usually divided into theoretical and practical. That division is entirely
correct, provided there is also a difference in kind between the
concepts that assign to the principles of this rational cognition their
respective objects: otherwise the concepts would not justify a division,
since a division presupposes that the principles of the rational cogni-
tion pertaining to the different parts of a science are opposed to one
another.

There are, however, only two kinds of concepts, which [ thus] allow
for two different principles concerning the possibility of their respec-
tive objects. These are the concepts of nature and the concept of
freedom. Concepts of nature make possible a theoretical cognition
governed by a priori principles, whereas the very concept of free-

12[This is the second introduction Kant wrote for the work. Cf. the Translator’s
Introduction, xxix. The (longer) First Introduction appears, as the Translator’s Supple-
ment, below, 383-441 (Ak. 1937-251).]

13CE. the Logic, Ak. IX, 12-13.]
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dom carries with it, as far as nature is concerned, only a negative
principle (namely, of mere opposition), but gives rise to expansive
principles for the determination of the will, which are therefore called
practical; hence we are right to divide philosophy into two parts
that are quite different in their principles: theoretical or natural
philosophy, and practical or moral philosophy (morality is the term
we use for reason’s practical legislation governed by the concept
of freedom). In the past, however, these terms have been badly
misused for dividing the different principles and along with them
philosophy. For no distinction was made between the practical gov-
erned by concepts of nature and the practical governed by the
concept of freedom, with the result that the same terms, theoretical
and practical philosophy, were used to make a division that in fact
did not divide anything (since the two parts might have the same kind
of principles).

For the will, as the power of desire, is one of the many natural
causes in the world, namely, the one that acts in accordance with
concepts; and whatever we think of as possible (or necessary) through
a will we call practically possible {or necessary), as distinguished
from the physical possibility or necessity of an effect whose cause
is not determined to [exercise] its causality through concepts (but
through mechanism, as in the case of lifeless matter, or through
instinct, as in the case of animals). It is here, concerning the practical,
that people leave it undetermined whether the concept that gives
the rule to the will’s causality is a concept of nature or a concept of
freedom.

Yet this distinction is essential. For if the concept that deter-
mines {the exercise of]| the causality is a concept of nature, then
the principles will be technically'® practical; but if it is a con-
cept of freedom, then the principles will be morally practical.
And since the division of a rational science [-wissenschaft] de-
pends entirely on that difference between the respective objects
which requires different principles for [their| cognition, the tech-
nically practical principles will belong to theoretical philosophy
(natural science [-lehre]), while the morally practical ones alone

Y4{In the sense derived from the Greek Téxwzn (téchne), i.e., ‘art’ in the sense that
includes craft.|
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will form the second part, practical philosophy (moral theory
[-lehreis)).

All technically practical rules (i.e., those of art and of skill in
general, or for that matter of prudence, i.e., skill in influencing
people’s volition), insofar as their principles rest on concepts, must be
included only in theoretical philosophy, as corollaries. For they con-
cern nothing but the possibility of things according to concepts of
nature; and this includes not only the means we find in nature for pro-
ducing them, but even the will (as power of desire and hence as a natural
power), as far as it can be determined, in conformity with the men-
tioned rules, by natural incentives. However, such practical rules are not
called laws (as are, e.g., physical laws), but only precepts. This is because
the will is subject not merely to the concept of nature, but also to the
concept of freedom; and it is in relation to the latter that the will’s prin-
ciples are called laws. Only these latter principles, along with what fol-
lows from them, form the second, i.e., the practical, part of philosophy.

The point is this: Solving the problems of pure geometry does not
belong to a special part of geometry, nor does the art of land survey-
ing deserve the name of practical geometry (as distinct from pure), as
a second part of geometry in general. But it would be equally wrong,
even more so, to consider the art of experimentation or observation
in mechanics or chemistry to be a practical part of natural science,
or, finally, to include any of the following in practical philosophy, let
alone regard them as constituting the second part of philosophy in
general: domestic, agricultural, or political economy, the art of social
relations, the precepts of hygiene, or even the general theory [Lehre]
of [how to attain] happiness, indeed not even—with that goal in
mind—the taming of our inclinations and the subjugation of our
affects. For all of these arts contain only rules of skill, which are
therefore only technically practical, for producing an effect that is
possible according to concepts of nature about causes and effects;
and since these concepts belong to theoretical philosophy, they are
subject to those precepts as mere corollaries of theoretical philoso-
phy (i.e., of natural science), and so cannot claim a place in a special

15[For Lehre as Theorie, see Perpetual Peace, Ak. VIIL, 370; for the term ‘Theorie’ as
applied to the practical (not just the theoretical), see ibid., but especially On the
Saying That May Be Correct in Theory, Ak. VIII, 275-89.}
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philosophy called practical. Morally practical precepts, on the other
hand, which are based entirely on the concept of freedom, all natural
bases determining the will being excluded, form a very special kind of
precepts. Just as the rules that nature obeys are called laws simply, so
too are these; but, unlike laws of nature, practical laws do not rest on
sensible conditions but rest on a supersensible principle; [hence] they
require just for themselves another part of philosophy, alongside the
theoretical one, to be called practical philosophy.

What the above shows is that a set of practical precepts provided
by philosophy cannot form a special part of philosophy, placed along-
side the theoretical part, merely because they are practical; for they
could be practical even if their principles (as technically practical
rules) were taken entirely from our theoretical cognition of nature.
Rather, they form such a special part when and if their principle is in
no way borrowed from the concept of nature, which is always condi-
tioned by the sensible, but rests on the supersensible that the concept
of freedom alone enables us to know [kennbar] through formal laws,
so that these precepts are morally practical, i.e., they are not just
precepts and rules for achieving this or that intention, but are laws
that do not refer to any purposes or intentions we already have.

I

On the Domain of
Philosophy in General

The range within which we can use our power of cognition according
to principles, and hence do philosophy, is the range within which a
priori concepts have application.

We refer these concepts to objects, in order to bring about cogni-
tion of these objects where this is possible. Now the sum total of all
these objects can be divided in accordance with how adequate or
inadequate our powers are for this aim.

Insofar as we refer concepts to objects without considering whether
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or not cognition of these objects is possible, they have their realm;
and this realm is determined merely by the relation that the object of
these concepts has to our cognitive power in general. The part of this
realm in which cognition is possible for us is a territory (territorium)
for these concepts and the cognitive power we need for such cognition.
That part of the territory over which these concepts legislate is the
domain (ditio) of these concepts and the cognitive powers pertaining
to them. Hence empirical concepts do have their territory in nature,
as the sum total of all objects of sense, but they have no domain in it
(but only residence, domicilium); for though they are produced accord-
ing to law, they do not legislate; rather, the rules that are based on
them are empirical and hence contingent.

Our cognitive power as a whole has two domains. that of the
concepts of nature and that of the concept of freedom, because it
legislates a priori by means of both kinds of concept. Now philosophy
too divides, according to these legislations, into theoretical and
practical. And yet the territory on which its domain is set up and on
which it exercises its legislation is still always confined to the sum
total of the objects of all possible experience, insofar as they are
considered nothing more than mere appearances, since otherwise it
would be inconceivable that the understanding could legislate with
regard to them.

Legislation through concepts of nature is performed by the under-
standing and is theoretical. Legislation through the concept of free-
dom is performed by reason and is merely practical. Only in the
practical sphere can reason legislate; with regard to theoretical cogni-
tion (of nature), all it can do (given the familiarity with laws that it has
attained by means of the understanding) is to use given laws to infer
consequences from them, which however remain always within nature.
But the reverse does not hold: if rules are practical, that does not yet
make reason legislative, since they might only be technically practical.

Hence understanding and reason have two different legislations on
one and the same territory of experience. Yet neither of these legisla-
tions is to interfere with the other. For just as the concept of nature
has no influence on the legislation through the concept of freedom,
so the latter does not interfere with the legislation of nature. That it is
possible at least to think, without contradiction, of these two legisla-
tions and the powers pertaining to them as coexisting in the same
subject was proved by the Critique of Pure Reason, for it exposed the
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dialectical illusion in the objections against this possibility and thus
destroyed them.16

Now although these two different domains do not restrict each
other in their legislation, they do restrict each other incessantly in
the effects that their legislation has in the world of sense. Why do
these two domains not form one domain? This is because the concept
of nature does indeed allow us to present!? its objects in intuition,
but as mere appearances rather than as things in themselves, whereas
the concept of freedom does indeed allow us to present its object as a
thing in itself, but not in intuition; and so neither concept can provide
us with theoretical cognition of its object (or even of the thinking
subject) as things in themselves, which would be the supersensible.
We do need the idea of the supersensible in order to base on it the
possibility of all those objects of experience, but the idea itself can
never be raised up and expanded into a cognition.

Hence there is a realm that is unbounded, but that is also inacces-
sible to our entire cognitive power: the realm of the supersensible. In
this realm we cannot find for ourselves a territory on which to set up a
domain of theoretical cognition, whether for the concepts of the
understanding or for those of reason. It is a realm that we must
indeed occupy with ideas that will assist us in both the theoretical and
the practical use of reason; but the only reality we can provide for
these ideas, by reference to the laws [arising] from the concept of
freedom, is practical reality, which consequently does not in the least
expand our theoretical cognition to the supersensible.

Hence an immense gulf is fixed between the domain of the concept
of nature, the sensible, and the domain of the concept of freedom,
the supersensible, so that no transition from the sensible to the

16See the Third Antinomy (A 444-51 = B 472-79) and its solution (A 532-58 =
B 560-86).

17 Vorstellen. The traditional rendering of this term as ‘to represent’ (similarly for the
noun} suggests that Kant’s theory of perception {(etc.) is representational, which,
however, it is not {despite the fact that Kant sometimes adds the Latin repraesentatio).
Since ‘to present’ too is awkward, it will be replaced by a more specific term where
clarity requires and no risk of distortion arises for Kant’s point or his other views. The
German term ‘darstellen’ (similarly for the noun) has traditionally been translated as ‘to
present’ but will here be rendered as ‘to exhibit,” which seems both closer to Kant's
meaning and less misleading. On the meaning of ‘presentation,’ see below, Ak. 203 br.
n. 4.}
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supersensible (and hence by means of the theoretical use of reason) is
possible, just as if they were two different worlds, the first of which
cannot have any influence on the second; and yet the second is to
have an influence on the first, i.e., the concept of freedom is to
actualize in the world of sense the purpose enjoined by its laws.
Hence it must be possible to think of nature as being such that the
lawfulness in its form will harmonize with at least the possibility of
[achieving] the purposes that we are to achieve in nature according to
laws of freedom. So there must after all be a basis uniting the
supersensible that underlies nature and the supersensible that the
concept of freedom contains practically, even though the concept of
this basis does not reach cognition of it either theoretically or practi-
cally and hence does not have a domain of its own, though it does
make possible the transition from our way of thinking in terms of
principles of nature to our way of thinking in terms of principles of
freedom.

II1

On the Critique of Judgment
as Mediating the Connection
of the Two Parts of Philosophy
to [Form| a Whole

A critique that assesses what our cognitive powers can accomplish a
priori does not actually have a domain as regards objects. For it is not
adoctrine: its only task is to investigate whether and how our powers
allow us {when given their situation) to produce a doctrine. The
realm of this critique extends to all the claims that these powers
make, in order to place these powers within the boundaries of their
rightful [use]. But if something [for lack of a domain] cannot have a
place in the division of philosophy, it may still enter as 2 main part
into the critique of our pure cognitive power in general, namely, if it
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contains principles that by themselves are not fit for either theoretical
or practical use.

The concepts of nature, which contain a priori the basis for all theo-
retical cognition, were found to rest on the legislation of the under-
standing. The concept of freedom was found to contain a priori the basis
for all practical precepts that are unconditioned by the sensible, and
to rest on the legislation of reason. Therefore, both these powers,
apart from being applicable in terms of logical form to principles of
whatever origin, have in addition a legislation of their own in terms of
content which is not subject to any other (a priori) legislation, and hence
this justifies the division of philosophy into theoretical and practical.

And yet the family of our higher cognitive powers also includes a
mediating link between understanding and reason. This is judgment,
about which we have cause to suppose, by analogy, that it too may con-
tain a priori, if not a legislation of its own, then at least a principle of its
own, perhaps a merely subjective one, by which to search for laws. Even
though such a principle would lack a realm of objects as its own domain,
it might still have some territory; and this territory might be of such a
character that none but this very principle might hold in it.

But there is also (judging by analogy) another basis, namely, for
linking judgment with a different ordering of our presentational powers,
an ordering that seems even more important than the one involving
judgment’s kinship with the family of cognitive powers. For all of the
soul’s powers or capacities can be reduced to three that cannot be
derived further from a common basis: the cognitive power, the feeling
of pleasure and displeasure, and the power of desire.!8 The under-

I81f concepts are used as empirical principles and there is cause to suppose that there
is a kinship between them and the pure a priori cognitive power, then it is useful to
attempt, on account of that relation, to give a transcendental definition of them, i.e.,a
definition by means of pure categories, insofar as these suffice by themselves to
indicate how the concept at hand differs from others. This procedure follows the
example of the mathematician, who leaves the empirical data in his problem undetermined
and only brings the relation they have in their pure synthesis under the concepts of
pure arithmetic, thereby universalizing his solution of the problem. I have been
reproached for following a similar procedure {Preface to the Kritik der praktischen
Vernunft, p. 16!9), namely, for defining the power of desire as the pawer of being the
cause, through one's presentations, of the actuality of the objects of these presentations.
The criticism was that, after all, mere wishes are desires t00, and yet we all know that

I9[Of the first edition (1788} of the Critique of Practical Reason, Ak.V,9n.]
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standing alone legislates for the cognitive power when this power is re-
ferred to nature, namely, as a power of theoretical cognition, (as indeed
it must be when it is considered by itself, without being confused with
the power of desire); for only with respect to nature (as appearance) is
it possible for us to give laws by means of a priori concepts of nature,
which are actually pure concepts of the understanding. For the power
of desirc, considered as a highcr power governed by the concept of
freedom, only reason (which alone contains that concept) legislates a
priori. Now between the cognitive power and the power of desire lies
the feeling of pleasure, just as judgment lies between understanding
and reason. Hence we must suppose, at least provisionally, that

they alone do not enable us to produce their object. That, however, proves nothing
more than that some of man’s desires involve him in self-contradiction. inasmuch as he
uses the presentation by itself to strive to produce the object, while yet he cannot
expect success from it. Such is the case because he is aware that his mechanical forces
(if I may call the nonpsychological ones that), which would have to be determined by
that presentation in order to bring the object about (hence to be the means for it} are
either insufficient, or perhaps even directed to something impossible, such as to undo
what is done (O mihi praeteritos, etc.20), or as being able, as one is waiting impatientty
for some wished-for moment, to destroy what time remains. In such fanciful desires we
are indeed aware that our presentations are insufficient (or even unfit) to be the cause
of their objects. Still their causal relation, and hence the thought of their causality, is
contained in every wish and is especially noticeable [sichtbar] when that wish is an
affect, namely, longing For since these desires |alternately] expand the heart and
make it languid, thus exhausting its forces, they prove that these forces are repeatedly
tensed by presentations, but that they allow the mind each time to relapse into
weariness as it considers again the impossibility. Even prayers that ask for the deflec-
tion of some great and, as far as we can see, unavoidable evil, and also various
superstitious means aimed at achieving purposes unattainable through nature prove
the causal relation of these presentations to their objects; and this relation is such that
even an awareness of its insufficiency for producing the effect cannot keep it from
striving for the effect. But why our nature was given a propensity toward desires of
whose futility we are aware is an anthropological-teleological question. It seems that if
we had to assure ourselves that we can in fact produce the object, before we could be
determined |[by the presentation]| to apply our forces, then our forces would remain
largely unused. For usually we do not come to know what forces we have in the first
place except by trying them out. Hence the deception contained in vain wishes is only
the result of a bencficent arrangement in our nature.?!

W[ Vergil's Aeneid, viii, 560: O mihi praeteritos referat si Iuppiter annos; i.c., If Jupiter
would only restore to me those bygone years. {All translations given in footnotes are my
own, and this fact is not indicated in each such footnote individually.)]

2fOn defining the power of desire, cf. also the Metaphysics of Morals, Ak. VI,
356-57.]
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judgment also contains an a priori principle of its own, and also
suppose that since the power of desire is necessarily connected with
pleasure or displeasure (whether this precedes the principle of this
power, as in the case of the lower power of desire, or, as in the case of
the higher one, only follows from the determination of this power by
the moral law),22 judgment will bring about a transition from the
pure cognitive power, i.e., from the domain of the concepts of nature,
to the domain of the concept of freedom, just as in its logical use it
makes possible the transition from understanding to reason.

Hence, even if philosophy can be divided into only two main parts,
theoretical and practical, and even if everything we might need to say
about judgment’s own principles must be included in the theoretical
part of philosophy, i.e., in rational cognition governed by concepts of
nature, yet the critique of pure reason, which must decide all of this
before we attempt to construct the mentioned system so as to inform
us whether this system is possible, still consists of three parts: the
critiques, respectively, of pure understanding, of pure judgment, and
of pure reason, which are called pure because they legislate a priori.

Iv®

On Judgment as a Power
That Legislates A Priori

Judgment in general is the ability to think the particular as contained
under the universal. If the universal (the rule, principle, law) is
given, then judgment, which subsumes the particular under it, is
determinative (even though [in its role] as transcendental judgment
it states a priori the conditions that must be met for subsumption
under that universal to be possible).2* But if only the particular

22[CH. ibid., Ak. V1], 212-13 and 377-78.]

23On this and the next section, cf. the Critique of Pure Reason, A 650-68 = B
678-96.]

M(CH. ibid., A 131-36 = B 170-75.]
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is given and judgment has to find the universal for it, then this power
is merely reflective.

Determinative judgment, {which operates] under universal tran-
scendental laws given by the understanding, is only subsumptive. The
law is marked out for it a priori, and hence it does not need to devise a
law of its own so that it can subsume the particular in nature under
the universal. On the other hand, since the laws that pure understand-
ing gives a priori concern only the possibility of a nature as such (as
object of sense), there are such diverse forms of nature, so many
modifications as it were of the universal transcendental concepts of
nature, which are left undetermined by these laws, that surely there
must be laws for these forms too. Since these laws are empirical, they
may indeed be contingent as far as our understanding can see; still, if
they are to be called laws (as the concept of a nature does require),
then they must be regarded as necessary by virtue of some principle
of the unity of what is diverse, even though we do not know this
principle. Hence reflective judgment, which is obliged to ascend from
the particular in nature to the universal, requires a principle, which it
cannot borrow from experience, precisely because it is to be the basis
for the unity of all empirical principles under higher though still
empirical principles, and hence is to be the basis that makes it possible
to subordinate empirical principles to one another in a systematic way.
So this transcendental principle must be one that reflective judgment
gives as a law, but only to itself: it cannot take it from somewhere else
(since judgment would then be determinative); nor can it prescribe it
to nature, because our reflection on the laws of nature is governed by
nature, not nature by the conditions under which we try to obtain a
concept of it that in view of these conditions is quite contingent.

Now this principle can only be the following: since universal natu-
ral laws have their basis in our understanding, which prescribes them
to nature (though only according to the universal concept of it as a
nature), the particular empirical laws must, as regards what the
universal laws have left undetermined in them, be viewed in terms of
such a unity as [they would have] if they too had been given by an
understanding (even though not ours) so as to assist our cognitive
powers by making possible a system of experience in terms of particu-
lar natural laws. That does not mean that we must actually assume
such an understanding (for it is only reflective judgment that uses this
idea as a principle, for reflection rather than determination); rather,
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in using this principle judgment gives a law only to itself, not to
nature.

Now insofar as the concept of an object also contains the basis for
the object’s actuality, the concept is called the thing’s purpose, and a
thing’s harmony with that character of things which is possible only
through purposes is called the purposiveness of its form. Accordingly,
judgment’s principle concerning the form that things of nature have
in terms of empirical laws in general is the purposiveness of nature in
its diversity. In other words, through this concept we present nature
as if an understanding contained the basis of the unity of what is
diverse in nature’s empirical laws.

Hence the purposiveness of nature is a special a priori concept that
has its origin solely in reflective judgment. For we cannot attribute to
natural products anything like nature’s referring them to purposes,
but can only use this concept in order to reflect on nature as regards
that connection among nature’s appearances which is given to us in
terms of empirical laws. This concept is also quite distinct from
practical purposiveness {in human art or in morality), though we do
think it by analogy with practical purposiveness.

v

The Principle of the
Formal Purposiveness
of Nature Is a
Transcendental Principle
of Judgment

A transcendental principle is one by which we think the universal a
priori condition under which alone things can become objects of our
cognition in general; on the other hand, a principle is called meta-
physical if it is one | by] which [we] think the a priori condition under
which alone objects whose concept must be given empirically can be
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further determined a priori.2> Thus the principle by which we cog-
nize bodies as substances and as changeable substances is transcen-
dental if it says that a change in them must have a cause; but it is
metaphysical if it says that a change in them must have an external
cause. For in order for us to cognize the proposition a priori in the
first case, we must think the body only through ontological predicates
{pure concepts of the understanding), e.g., as a substance; but in the
second case we must base the proposition on the empirical concept
of a body (as a movable thing in space), after which we can, however,
see completely a priori that the latter predicate (of motion that must
have an external cause) applies to the body. Accordingly, as I will
show in a moment, the principle of the purposiveness of nature (in
the diversity of its empirical laws) is a transcendental principle. For
the concept of objects, insofar as they are thought as subject to this
principle, is only the pure concept of objects of possible empirical
cognition in general and contains nothing empirical. On the other
hand, the principle of practical purposiveness, the purposiveness that
must be thought in the idea of the determination of a free will, is a
metaphysical principle, because the concept of a power of desire,
considered as a will, does have to be given empirically (i.e., it does
not belong to the transcendental predicates).26 Still, both principles
are a priori rather than empirical, because in such judgments we need
no further experience in order to connect the predicate with the
empirical concept of the subject, but can see this connection completely
a priori.

That the concept of a purposiveness of nature belongs to the
transcendental principles is sufficiently evident from the maxims of
judgment which we use as an a priori basis for our investigation of
nature but which yet concern no more than the possibility of experi-
ence and hence of our cognition of nature, though not merely of
nature as such but of nature as determined by a diversity of particular
laws. These maxims occur only sporadically but fairly frequently in
the course of the science of metaphysics, as pronouncements of its
wisdom, when it formulates certain rules whose necessity cannot be
established from concepts: “Nature takes the shortest way (lex
parsimoniae); yet it makes no leap, either in the sequence of its

BICL. the Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science, Ak. IV, 469-70.]
2| Ct. the Metaphysics of Morals, Ak. VI, 216-17.
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changes or in the juxtaposition of forms that differ in kind {lex
continui in natura); its great diversity in empirical laws is nonetheless
a unity under few principles (principia praeter necessitatem non sunt
multiplicanda)},”?" and so forth.

If we try to indicate the origin of these principles by following the
psychological route, then we go wholly against their meaning. For
they do not say what happens, i.c., by what rule our cognitive powers
actually play their role {ihr Spiel treiber], and how we judge: they
rather say how we ought to judge; and if these principles are merely
empirical, they cannot yield this logical objective necessity. Hence
the purposiveness of nature for our cognitive powers and their use,
which manifestly shines forth from these principles, is a transcenden-
tal principle of judgments; and hence it too requires a transcendental
deduction [i.e., justification], by means of which we must try to find
the basis for such judging in the a priori sources of cognition.

It is true that we do initially find something necessary in the bases
of the possibility of experience, namely, the universal laws without
which nature as such (as object of sense) cannot be thought. These
laws rest on the categories, applied to the formal conditions of all
intuition that is possible for us, as far as it too is given a priori. Under
these laws judgment is determinative, for all it has to do is to subsume
under given laws. For example, the understanding says: All change
has its cause ([this is a] universal law of nature), and transcendental
judgment need only state the condition for subsumption under the a
priori concept of the understanding offered to it, and this condition
is successiveness of states [Bestimmungen] of one and the same
thing. Now for nature as such (as object of possible experience) we
cognize that law as absolutely necessary. But apart from that formal
temporal condition, objects of empirical cognition are still deter-
mined |bestimmt], or—if we confine ourselves to what we can judge a
priori—determinable, in all sorts of additional ways. Therefore, spe-
cifically different natures, apart from what they have in common as
belonging to nature as such, can still be causes in an infinite diversity
of additional ways; and each of these ways must (in accordance with
the concept of a cause as such) have its rule, a rule that is a law and
hence carries necessity with it, even though the character and limits

27| Respectively, the principle of parsimony, the principle of continuity in nature, and
(the principle that) principles must not be multiplied beyond necessity.]
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of our cognitive powers bar us altogether from seeing that necessity.
Hence we must think nature, as regards its merely empirical laws, as
containing the possibility of an endless diversity of empirical laws that
[despite being laws| are nonetheless contingent as far as we can see
(i.e., we cannot cognize them a priori); and it is in view of this
possibility that we judge the unity of nature in terms of empirical
laws, as well as the possibility of the unity of experience (as a system
in terms of empirical laws) to be contingent. And yet we must neces-
sarily presuppose and assume this unity, since otherwise our empiri-
cal cognition could not thoroughly cohere to [form] a whole of
experience;28 for though the universal natural laws do make things
cohere in terms of their genus, as natural things as such, they fail to
provide them with specific coherence in terms of the particular
natural beings they are. Hence judgment must assume, as an a priori
principle for its own use, that what to human insight is contingent in
the particular (empirical) natural laws does nevertheless contain a
law-governed unity, unfathomable but stili conceivable by us, in the
combination of what is diverse in them to {form| an experience that is
intrinsically [an sich) possible. Now when we find in such a combina-
tion a law-governed unity cognized by us as conforming to a neces-
sary aim that we have (a need of our understanding), but at the same
time as in itself [an sich] contingent, then we present this unity as a
purposiveness of objects (of nature, in this case). Hence judgment,
which with respect to things under possible (yet to be discovered)
empirical laws is merely reflective, must think of nature with regard
to these laws according to a principle of purposiveness for our cogni-
tive power; and that principle is then expressed in the above maxims
of judgment. Now this transcendental concept of a purposiveness of
nature is neither a concept of nature nor a concept of freedom, since
it attributes nothing whatsoever to the object (nature), but [through]
this transcendental concept [we] only think of the one and only way
in which we must proceed when reflecting on the objects of nature
with the aim of having thoroughly coherent experience. Hence it is a
subjective principle (maxim) of judgment. This is also why we rejoice
(actually we are relieved of a need) when, just as if it were a lucky

28 Cf, Kant's response to Johann August Eberhard in On a Discovery According to
Which Any New Critigue of Pure Reason Has Been Made Superfluous by an Earlier
One (1790, yust before the Critique of Judgment), Ak. VIII, 250.]
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chance favoring our aim, we do find such systematic unity among
merely empirical laws, even though we necessarily had to assume that
there is such unity even though we have no insight into this unity and
cannot prove it.

To convince ourselves of the correctness of this deduction |i.e.,
justification] of the concept in question and of the necessity of
assuming the concept as a transcendental cognitive principle, we
need only consider the magnitude of the task, which lies a priori in
our understanding, of making coherent experience out of given per-
ceptions of nature even though this nature could contain an infinite
diversity of empirical laws. Itis true that the understanding is a priori
in possession of universal laws of nature, without which nature could
not be the object of experience at all. Yet there is required in addition
that nature also have a certain order in its particular rules—rules that
the understanding can come to know only empirically and that, as far
as it is concerned, are contingent. [But since] without these rules
there would be no way for us to proceed from the universal analogy of
a possible experience as such to the particular one, the understanding
must think of these rules as laws (i.e., as necessary)—even though it
does not cognize, nor could ever see, their necessity—for otherwise
such laws would not form an order of nature. Hence, though the
understanding cannot determine anything a priori with regard to
these (objects),2? still it must, in order to investigate these empirical
so-called laws, lay an a priori principle at the basis of all reflection on
nature: the principle that a cognizable order of nature in terms of
these laws is possible. A principle like this is expressed in the follow-
ing propositions: that there is in nature a subordination graspable by
us of species under genera; that genera in turn approach one another
under some common principle so as to make possible a transition
from one to another and so to a higher genus; that, while initially it
seems to our understanding unavoidable to assume as many different
kinds of causality as there are specific differences among natural
effects, they may nevertheless fall under a small number of principles
which it is our task to discover, etc. This harmony of nature with our
cognitive power is presupposed a priori by judgment, as an aid in its
reflection on nature in terms of empirical laws. For understanding
acknowledges at the same time that this harmony is contingent

29 Objects of experience insofar as their form is particular rather than universal.]
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objectively, and only judgment attributes it to nature as a transcenden-
tal purposiveness (in relation to the subject’s cognitive power), since
without presupposing this harmony we would have no order of nature
in terms of empirical laws, and hence nothing to guide us in using
empirical laws so as to experience and investigate nature in its diversity.

For it is quite conceivable that, regardless of all the uniformity of
natural things in terms of the universal laws, without which the form
of an empirical cognition in general would not occur at all, the
specific differences in the empirical laws of nature, along with their
effects, might still be so great that it would be impossible for our
understanding to discover in nature an order it could grasp [fassen] —
i.e., impossible for it to divide nature’s products into genera and
species, so as to use the principles by which we explain and under-
stand one product in order to explain and grasp [begreifen]| another
as well, thereby making coherent experience out of material that to
us is so full of confusion (though actually it is only infinitely diverse
and beyond our ability to grasp [it]).

Hence judgment also possesses an a priori principle for the possibil-
ity of nature, but one that holds only for the subject, a principle by
which judgment prescribes, not to nature (which would be autonomy)
but to itself (which is heautonomy), a law for its reflection on nature.
This law could be called the law of the specification of nature in
terms of its empirical laws. It is a law that judgment does not cognize
a priori in nature, but that, in dividing nature’s universal laws, it
assumes a priori when it seeks to subordinate to them a diversity of
particular laws, so that the division will have an order that our
understanding can cognize. So if we say that nature makes its univer-
sal laws specific in accordance with the principle of purposiveness for
our cognitive power—i.e., in a way commensurate with the human
understanding with its necessary task of finding the universal for the
particular offered by perception, and of finding interconnection,
under the unity of this principle, with regard to what is different
[across species] (though universal within any one species)—then we
are neither prescribing a law to nature, nor learning one from it
by observation (although observation can confirm the mentioned
principle). For it is a principle not of determinative but merely of
reflective judgment. We insist only that, however nature may be
arranged in terms of its universal laws, any search for its empirical
laws should follow both this principle of purposiveness and the maxims
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based on it, because only to the extent that this principle has applica-
tion can we make progress in using our understanding in experience
and arrive at cognition.

VI

On the Connection of
the Feeling of Pleasure with
the Concept of the
Purposiveness of Nature

In thinking of nature as harmonizing, in the diversity of its particular
laws, with our need to find universal principles | Aligemeinheit der
Prinzipien| for them, we must, as far as our insight goes, judge this
harmony as contingent, yet as also indispensable for the needs of our
understanding—hence as a purposiveness by which nature harmo-
nizes with our aim, though only insofar as this is directed to cognition.
The universal laws of the understanding, which are at the same time
laws of nature, are just as necessary for nature (even though they arise
from spontaneity) as are the laws of motion regarding matter; and the
generation of such natural laws does not presuppose {on nature’s part]
any aim concerning our cognitive powers, because only through such
laws do we first get a concept of what a cognition of things (of nature)
is, and because these laws belong necessarily to nature taken as
object of our cognition in general. But it is contingent, as far as we
can see, that the order of nature in terms of its particular laws should
actually be commensurate with our ability to grasp [that order],
despite all the diversity and heterogeneity by which such order at
least might go beyond that ability. Moreover, the discovery of this
order is an occupation of the understanding conducted with regard to
a necessary purpose of its own—the unification of this order under
principles. And hence it is judgment that must then attribute this
purpose to nature, because the understanding cannot prescribe a law
regarding this [unity] to nature,
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The attainment of an aim [Absicht| is always connected with the
feeling of pleasure; and if the condition of reaching the aim is an a
priori presentation—as, in this case, it is a principle for reflective
judgment as such—then [there is] a basis that determines the feeling
of pleasure a priori and validly for everyone. And the feeling of
pleasure is determined a priori and validly for everyone merely because
we refer the object to the cognitive power; [for] in this case the
concept of purposiveness does not in the least concern the power of
desire and hence is quite distinct from any practical purposiveness of
nature.

The facts bear out this connection. Now it is true that we do not
find that the concurrence of our perceptions with the laws governed
by universal concepts (the categories) has the slightest effect upon
our feeling of pleasure; nor can there ever be any such effect,
because the understanding proceeds with these [laws] unintentionally
[unabsichtlich], by the necessity of its own nature, On the other hand,
it is a fact that when we discover that two or more heterogeneous
empirical laws of nature can be unified under one principle that
comprises them both, the discovery does give rise to a quite notice-
able pleasure, frequently even admiration, even an admiration that
does not cease when we have become fairly familiar with its object. It
is true that we no longer feel any noticeable pleasure resulting from
our being able to grasp nature and the unity in its division into genera
and species that alone makes possible the empirical concepts by
means of which we cognize nature in terms of its particular laws. But
this pleasure was no doubt there at one time, and it is only because
even the commonest experience would be impossible without it that
we have gradually come to mix it in with mere cognition and no
longer take any special notice of it. So, if we are to feel pleasure in
[response to] the harmony, which we regard as merely contingent, of
nature’s heterogeneous laws with our cognitive power, we need some-
thing that in our judging of nature makes us pay attention to this
purposiveness of nature for our understanding—namely, an endeavor
to bring, tf possible, these heterogeneous laws under higher though
still empirical laws, when this endeavor is met with success. By
contrast, we would certainly dislike it if nature were presented in a
way that told us in advance that if we investigated nature slightly
beyond the commonest experience we would find its laws so heteroge-
neous that our understanding could not unify nature’s particular laws
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under universal empirical laws. For this would conflict with the
principle of nature’s subjectively purposive specification in its genera,
and with the principle that our reflective judgment follows in dealing
with nature.

Yet judgment’s presupposition [about this unity] is so indetermi-
nate regarding the extent of that ideal purposiveness of nature for our
cognitive power that if we are told that a deeper or broadened
knowledge of nature based on observation must ultimately meet with
a diversity of laws that no human understanding can reduce to a
single principle, then we will be content with that too. But we would
still prefer to hear others offer hope that if we had deeper insight into
nature, or could compare the nature [we know] more broadly with
the parts of it we do not yet know, then we would find nature ever
simpler as our experience progressed and ever more accordant despite
the seeming heterogeneity in its empirical laws. For judgment bids us
proceed in accordance with the principle of nature’s being commensu-
rate with our cognitive power, as far as that principle extends, without
deciding whether this principle has any bounds (since that rule is not
given us by a determinative power of judgment). For though we can
determine what the bounds are for the rational use of our cognitive
powers, we cannot do so in the empirical realm.

VII

On the Aesthptic Presentation
of the Purposiveness of Nature

What is merely subjective in the presentation of an object, i.e., what
constitutes its reference to the subject and not to the object, is its
aesthetic3 character; but whatever in it serves, or can be used, to
determine the object (for cognition) is its logical validity. In the
cognition of an object of sense these two references [to the subject
and to the object] occur together. When the senses present things

30[From Greek aioc¥éova: (aisthésthai), ‘to sense.’)
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outside me, the quality of the space in which these things are intuited
is the merely subjective [feature] of my presentation of them (and
because of this [feature] I cannot tell what such things may be as
objects in themselves), and because of this subjective reference the
object is moreover thought as merely appearance. But despite its
merely subjective quality, space is still an element in our cognition of
things as appcarances. [Now the term] sensation (in this case, outer
sensation) also stands for what is merely subjective in our presenta-
tions of things outside us, though in its proper meaning it stands for
what is material (real) in them {that through which something existent
is given),3! just as [the term] space stands for the mere a priori form
that enables us to intuit things; yet sensation is also required for
cognition of objects outside us.

On the other hand, that subjective |feature] of a presentation
which cannot at all become an element of cognition is the pleasure or
displeasure connected with that presentation. For through this plea-
sure or displeasure I do not cognize anything in the object of the
presentation, though it may certainly be the effect of some cognition.
Now a thing’s purposiveness, insofar as it is presented in the percep-
tion of the thing, is also not a characteristic of the object itself {for no
such characteristic can be perceived), even though it can be inferred
from a cognition of things. Therefore, the subjective [feature] of the
presentation which cannot at all become an element of cognition is
the purposiveness that precedes the cognition of an object32 and that
we connect directly with this presentation even if we are not seeking
to use the presentation of the object for cognition. Therefore, in this
casc we call the object purposive only because its presentation is
directly connected with the feeling of pleasure, and this presentation
itself is an aesthetic presentation of purposiveness. The only question
is whether there is such a presentation of purposiveness at all.

When pleasure is connected with mere apprehension (apprehensio)
of the form of an object of intuition, and we do not refer the apprehen-
sion to a concept so as to give rise to determinate cognition, then we
refer the presentation not to the object but solely to the subject;
and the pleasure cannot express anything other than the object’s
being commensurate with the cognitive powers that are, and insofar

3I[Ct. the Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science, Ak. IV, 481.]

3Y1.e., the purposiveness that we present in mere ‘ntuition. |
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as they are, brought into play when we judge reflectively, and hence
[expresses| merely a subjective formal purposiveness of the object.
For this apprehension of forms by the imagination could never occur
if reflective judgment did not compare them, even if unintentionally,
at least with its ability [in general] to refer intuitions to concepts. Now
if in this comparison a given presentation unintentionally brings the
imagination {the power of a priori intuitions) into harmony with the
understanding (the power of concepts), and this harmony arouses a
feeling of pleasure, then the object must thereupon be regarded as
purposive for the reflective power of judgment. A judgment of this
sort is an aesthetic judgment about the object’s purposiveness; it is
not based on any concept we have of the object, nor does it provide
such a concept. When the form of an object (rather than what is
material in its presentation, viz., in sensation) is judged in mere
reflection on it (without regard to a concept that is to be acquired
from it) to be the basis of a pleasure in such an object’s presentation,
then the presentation of this object is also judged to be connected
necessarily with this pleasure, and hence connected with it not merely
for the subject apprehending this form but in general for everyone
who judges [it]. The object is then called beautiful, and our ability to
judge by such a pleasure (and hence also with universal validity) is
called taste. For the basis of the pleasure is posited merely in the form
of the object for reflection in general, and hence not in a sensation of
the object, nor with a reference to any concept that might involve
some intention or other. Therefore, the harmony we are dealing with
is only 2 harmony in reflection, whose a priori conditions are valid
universally, betwecen the presentation of the object and the lawfulness
[inherent] in the empirical use in general of the subject’s power of
judgment (this lawfulness being the unity between imagination and
understanding}. And since this harmony of the object with the powers
of the subject is contingent, it brings about the presentation of a
purposiveness of the object with regard to the subject’s cognitive
powers.

Here then is a pleasure that, like any pleasure or displeasure that is
not brought about by the concept of freedom (i.e., by the prior
determination of the higher power of desire by pure reason), we
cannot possibly gain insight into by means of concepts, as necessarily
connected with the presentation of an object, but is a pleasure that
must always be recognized only through a perception upon which we
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reflect [and] that must be recognized as connected with the perception.
Hence [a judgment of taste, which involves] this pleasure[,} is like any
empirical judgment because it cannot proclaim objective necessity or
lay claim to a priori validity; but, like any other empirical judgment, a
judgment of taste claims only to be valid for everyone, and it is always
possible for such a judgment to be valid for everyone despite its
intrinsic contingency. What is strange and different about a judgment
of taste is only this: that what is to be connected with the presentation
of the object is not an empirical concept but a feeling of pleasure
{hence no concept at all), though, just as if it were a predicate
connected with cognition of the object, this feeling is nevertheless to
be required of everyone.

A singular empirical judgment, ¢.g., the judgment made by some-
one who perceives a mobile drop of water in a rock crystal, rightly
demands that anyone else must concur with its finding, because the
judgment was made in accordance with the universal conditions of
the determinative power of judgment under the laws of a possible
experience in general. In the same way, someone who feels pleasure
in the mere reflection on the form of an object, without any concern
about a concept, rightly lays claim to everyone’s assent, even though
this judgment is empirical and a singular judgment. For the basis of
this pleasure is found in the universal, though subjective, condition of
reflective judgments, namely, the purposive harmony of an object
(whether a product of nature or of art) with the mutual relation of the
cognitive powers (imagination and understanding) that are required
for every empirical cognition. Hence the pleasure in a judgment of
taste is indeed dependent on an empirical presentation and cannot be
connected a priori with any concept (we cannot determine a priori
what object will or will not conform to taste; we must try it out); but
the pleasure is still the basis determining this judgment, solely because
we are aware that it rests merely on reflection and the universal
though only subjective conditions of the harmony of that reflection
with the cognition of objects generally, the harmony for which the
form of the object is purposive.

That is why judgments of taste, since their possibility presupposes
an a priori principle, are also subject to a critique concerning their
possibility, even though that principle is neither a cognitive principle
for the understanding, nor a practical one for the will, and hence is
not at al] determinative a priori.
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But our receptivity to a pleasure arising from our reflection on the
forms of things (both of nature and of art) does not always indicate a
purposiveness of objects in relation to the subject's reflective power
of judgment, in accordance with the concept of nature; sometimes,
on the contrary, it indicates a purposiveness of the subject with regard
to objects in terms of their form, or even their lack of form, in
conformity with the concept of freedom. And this is why not all
aesthetic judgments are judgments of taste, which as such refer to the
beautiful; but some of them arise from an intellectual feeling and as
such refer to the sublime, so that this Critique of Aesthetic Judgment
must be divided into two main parts corresponding to these.

VIII

On the Logical Presentation
of the Purposiveness of Nature

When an object is given in experience, there are two ways in which
we can present purposiveness in it. We can present it on a merely
subjective basis: as the harmony of the form of the object (the form
that is [manifested] in the apprehension (apprehensio) of the object
prior to any concept)?3 with the cognitive powers—i.e., the har-
mony required in general to unite an intuition with concepts so as to
produce a cognition. But we can also present it on an objective basis:
as the harmony of the form of the object with the possibility of the
thing itself according to a prior concept of the thing that contains the
basis of that form, We have seen that the presentation of the first kind
of purposiveness rests on the pleasure we take directly in the form of
the object when we merely reflect on it. Since the presentation of the
second kind of purposiveness does not refer the object’s form, in its
apprehension, to the subject’s cognitive powers, but instead to a
determinate cognition of the object under a given concept, the presen-
tation of this purposiveness has nothing to do with a feeling of

33 Quter parentheses added.]
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pleasure in things but rather with the understanding in our judging of
them. When the concept of an object is given and we use it for
cognition, the task of judgment is to exhibit (exhibere) the concept,
i.e., to place beside the concept an intuition corresponding to it.34
Exhibition may occur by means of our own imagination, as happens
in art, where a concept which we have already formed of an object
that is a purpose for us is made real. Or it may come about by nature,
through its technic3S (as in the case of organized bodies), where we
attribute to nature our concept of a purpose in order to judge its
product; in that case we present not just a purposiveness of nature in
the form of the thing, but present the product itself as a natural
purpose. Although our concept of a subjective purposiveness [mani-
fested| in nature’s forms in terms of empirical laws is not at all a
concept of the object, but is only a principle of judgment by which it
provides itself with concepts in nature’s immense diversity (so that
judgment can orient itself in this diversity), we are still attributing to
nature, on the analogy of a purpose, a concern, as it were, for our
cognitive power. Hence we may regard natural beauty as the exhibition
of the concept of formal (merely subjective) purposiveness, and may
regard natural purposes as the exhibition of the concept of a real
{objective) purposiveness, the first of which we judge by taste
(aesthetically, by means of the feeling of pleasure), and the second by
understanding and reason (logically, according to concepts).

This is the basis for dividing the critique of judgment into that of
aesthetic and that of teleological judgment. By the first I mean the
power to judge formal purposiveness (sometimes also called subjec-
tive purposiveness) by the feeling of pleasure or displeasure; by the
second I mean the power to judge the real (objective) purposiveness
of nature by understanding and reason.

In a critique of judgment, the part that deals with aesthetic judg-
ment belongs to it essentially. For this power alone contains a prin-
ciple that judgment lays completely a priori at the basis of its reflection
on nature: the principle of a formal purposiveness of nature, in terms
of its particular {empirical) laws, for our cognitive power, without

34(Cf. Ak. 232 br. 1. 51.]

35[In § 72, Kant characterizes the technic of nature as “nature’s power to produce
|things] in terms of purposes” (Ak. 390-91). The term is derived from the Greek ré'xvn
(téchne), i.e., ‘art’ in the sense that includes craft.]
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which principle the understanding could not find its way about in
nature. By contrast, we cannot indicate any a priori basis whatever
[for saying] that there must be objective purposes in nature, i.e.,
things possible only as natural purposes; indeed, the concept of
nature as object of experience, whether in its universal or in its
particular [aspects], does not tell us that such a basis is even possible.
Rather, judgment, without containing a priori a principle for such
[objective purposiveness|, merely contains the rule for using the
concept of purposes for the sake of reascn when cases (certain
products) occur, after the former transcendental principle [of the
formal purposiveness of nature|] has already prepared the understanding
to apply the concept of a purpose (at least in terms of form) to nature.

But as a principle for judging the form of a thing, the transcenden-
tal principle of presenting in the form a purposiveness of nature, with
regard to the subject and his cognitive power, leaves it wholly
undetermined where and in what cases when judging a product I am
[to regard the product as having arisen] in accordance with a prin-
ciple of purposiveness rather than merely in accordance with univer-
sal natural laws; the principle leaves it to aesthetic judgment to
ascertain by taste whether the thing (its form) is commensurate with
our cognitive powers (as far as judgment decides by feeling rather
than by a harmony with concepts). On the other hand, when judg-
ment is used teleologically, it indicates determinately the conditions
under which something (e.g., an organized body) is to be judged in
terms of the idea of a purpose of nature; but judgment cannot adduce
a principle [derived] from the concept of nature, taken as object of
experience, authorizing it to assert a priori that nature [makes products]
by reference to purposes, or authorizing it even to assume in an
indeterminate way that actual experience will manifest anything of
the sort in such products. The reason for this is that, in order for us
to cognize only empirically that a certain object has objective
purposiveness, we would have to engage in many particular experi-
ences and examine them under the principle that unites them. Hence
aesthetic judgment is a special power of judging things according to a
rule, but not according to concepts. Teleological judgment is not a
special power, but is only reflective judgment as such proceeding
according to concepts (as it always does in theoretical cognition),%

36/ Parentheses added. ]
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but proceeding, in the case of certain natural objects, according to
special principles, namely, according to principles of a power of
judgment that merely reflects upon but does not determine objects.
Hence, as regards its application, teleological judgment belongs to
the theoretical part of philosophy; because of its special principles,
which are not determinative (as would be required in a doctrine),¥7 it
must also form a special part of the critique. Aesthetic judgment, on
the other hand, contributes nothing to the cognition of its objects;
hence it belongs only to the critique that is the propaedeutic to all
philosophy—viz., to the critique of the judging subject and his cogni-
tive powers insofar as these are capable of [having| a priori principles,
no matter what their use may be (theoretical or practical).

IX

How Judgment Connects
the Legislations
of the Understanding
and of Reason

The understanding legislates a priori for nature, as object of sense, in
order to give rise to theoretical cognition of nature in a possible
experience. Reason legislates a priori for freedom and for freedom’s
own causality, in other words, for the supersensible in the subject, in
order to give rise to unconditioned practical cognition. The great gulf
that separates the supersensible from appearances completely cuts
off the domain of the concept of nature under the one legislation, and
the domain of the concept of freedom under the other legislation,
from any influence that each (according to its own basic laws) might
have had on the other. The concept of freedom determines nothing
with regard to our theoretical cognition of nature, just as the concept
of nature determines nothing with regard to the practical laws of

37| Parentheses added. ]
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freedom; and to this extent it is not possible to throw a bridge
from one domain to the other. And yet, even though the bases
that determine the causality governed by the concept of freedom
(and by the practical rule contained in this concept) do not lie
in nature, and even though the sensible cannot determine the super-
sensible in the subject, yet the reverse is possible (not, indeed,
with regard to our cognition of nature, but still with regard to the
consequences that the concept of freedom has in nature); and this
possibility38 is contained in the very concept of a causality through
freedom, whose effect is to be brought about in the world {but|
in conformity with formal laws of freedom. It is true that when
we use the word cause with regard to the supersensible, we mean
only the basis that determines natural things to exercise their causal-
ity to produce an effect in conformity with the natural laws proper
to that causality, yet in accordance with the formal principle of
the laws of reason as well. Though we have no insight into how
this is possible, the objection that alleges a contradiction in it can
be refuted adequately.3® The effect [at which we are to aim| according
to the concept of freedom is the final purpose which {or the appear-
ance of which in the world of sense) ought to exist; and we [must]
presuppose the condition under which it is possible [to achieve]
this final purpose in nature (in the nature of the subject as a
being of sense, namely, as a human being). It is judgment that pre-
supposes this condition a priori, and without regard to the practical,
[so that] this power provides us with the concept that mediates between
the concepts of nature and the concept of freedom: the concept of a

34 0Of the supersensible’s (i.e., freedom’s) determining the sensible (nature).}

30ne of the various supposed contradictions in this complete distinction of natural
causality from the causality through freedom is given in the following objection to it. It
is held that when I talk about nature putting obstacles in the way of the causality
governed by laws of freedom (moral laws}, or about nature furthering it, I do after all
grant that nature influences freedom. But this is a misinterpretation, which is easily
avoided merely by understanding what I have said. The resistance or furtherance is not
between nature and freedom, but between nature as appearance and the effects of
freedom as appearances in the world of sense; and even the causality of freedom (of
pure and practical reason} is the causality of a natural cause (the subject, regarded as a
human being and hence as an appearance) subject to [the laws of}] nature. It is this
causality’s determination whose basis is contained, in a way not otherwise explicable,
in the intelligible that is thought of when we think freedom (just as in the case of the
intelligible that is the supersensible substrate of nature).
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purposiveness of nature, which makes possible the transition4? from
pure theoretical to pure practical lawfulness, from lawfulness in terms
of nature to the final purpose set by the concept of freedom. For it is
through this concept that we cognize the possibility of [achieving] the
final purpose, which can be actualized only in nature and in accord-
ance with its laws.

The understanding, inasmuch as it can give [aws to nature a priori,
proves that we cognize nature only as appearance, and hence at the
same time points to a supersensible substrate of nature; but it leaves
this substrate wholly undetermined. Judgment, through its a priori
principle of judging nature in terms of possible particular laws of
nature, provides nature’s supersensible substrate {within as well as
outside us) with determinability4! by the intellectual power. But
reason, through its a priori practical law, gives this same substrate
determination. Thus judgment makes possible the transition from the
domain of the concept of nature to that of the concept of freedom.

Regarding the powers of the soul in general, insofar as they are
considered as higher ones, i.e., as powers that have autonomy, [the
following can be said]: for the power of cognition (theoretical cogni-
tion of nature), the constitutive a priori principles lie in the under-
standing; for the feeling of pleasure and displeasure, they lie in
judgment, [as far as it is] independent of concepts and sensations,
which might have to do with determining the power of desire and
hence be directly practical; for the power of desire, they lie in reason,
which is practical without the mediation of any pleasure whatsoever,
regardless of origin, and which determines for this power, insofar as it
is the highcr power of desire, the final purpose that also carries with it
pure intellectual liking for its object. Judgment’s concept of a pur-
posiveness of nature still belongs to the concepts of nature, but only
as a regulative principle of the cognitive power, even though the
aesthetic judgment about certain objects (of nature or of art) that
prompts this concept of purposiveness is a constitutive principle with
regard to the feeling of pleasure or displeasure. The spontaneity in
the play of the cognitive powers, whose harmony with each other

4 On this “transition” and “mediation,” see the Translator’s Introduction, Ixiv and
xcvit-cii. |

4| This point is closely related to the mediation and transition just mentioned. See the
references in n. 40.]
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contains the basis of this pleasure, makes that concept of purposiveness
suitable*Z for mediating the connection of the domain of the concept
of nature with that of the concept of freedom, as regards freedom’s
consequences, inasmuch as this harmony also promotes the mind's
receptivity to moral feeling. The following table may facilitate an
overview of all the higher powers in their systematic unity.43

All the Cognitive Powers A Priori Application
Mental Powers Principles to
cognitive power understanding lawfulness nature
feeling of plea-  judgment purposiveness  art
sure and dis-
pleasure
power of desire  reason final purpose  freedom

420n why this is so, see “Problem III” in the Translator's Introduction, kiv and
cli-civ.]

43That my divisions in pure philosophy almost always turn out tripartite has aroused
suspicion. Yet that is in the nature of the case. If a division is to be made a priori, then it
will be either analytic or synthetic. If it is analytic, then it is governed by the principle
of contradiction and hence is always bipartite (quodiibet ens est aut A aut non A%), i
it is synthetic, but is to be made on the basis of a priori concepts (rather than, as in
mathematics, on the basis of the intuition corresponding a priori to the concept), then
we must have what is required for a synthetic unity in general, namely, (1) a condition,
(2) something conditioned, (3) the concept that arises from the union of the condi-
tioned with its condition; hence the division must of necessity be a trichotomy.

4 Any entity is either A or not A.]
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4[There can be no methodology concerning taste, and this appendix explains why
that is so: § 60, Ak. 354-36.]
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ANALYTIC OF
AESTHETIC JUDGMENT

BOOK 1

ANALYTIC OF
THE BEAUTIFUL

First Moment
of a Judgment of Taste,’
As to Its Quality

!The definition of taste on which I am basing this [analysis] is that it is the ability to
judge the beautiful. But we have to analyze judgments of taste in order to discover what
is required for calling an object beautiful. I have used the logical functions of judging?
to help me find the moments that judgment3 takes into consideration when it reflects
(since even a judgment of taste still has reference to the understanding). I have
examined the moment of quality first, because an aesthetic judgment about the
beautiful is concerned with it first.

[ They fall under four headings: quantity, quality, relation, modality. See the Critique
of Pure Reason, A 70 = B 95.|

3 Urteilskraft, in this case. Cf. above. Ak. 167 br. n. 4.]
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§1

A Judgment of
Taste Is Aesthetic

If we wish to decide whether something is beautiful or not, we do not
use understanding to refer the presentation4 to the object so as to
give rise to cognition;> rather, we use imagination {perhaps in
connection with understanding) to refer the presentation to the sub-
ject and his feeling of pleasure or displeasure. Hence a judgment of
taste is not a cognitive judgment and so is not a logical judgment
but an aesthetic one, by which we mean a judgment whose deter-
mining basis cannot be other than subjective. But any reference of
presentations, even of sensations, can be objective (in which case it
signifies what is real [rather than formal] in an empirical presenta-
tion); excepted is a reference to the feeling of pleasure and displeasure—
this reference designates nothing whatsoever in the object, but
here the subject feels himself, [namely| how he is affected by the
presentation.

To apprehend a regular, purposive building with one’s cognitive
power® (whether the presentation is distinct or confused) is very
different from being conscious of this presentation with a sensation of
liking. Here the presentation is referred only to the subject, namely, to
his feeling of life, under the name feeling of pleasure or displeasure,
and this forms the basis of a very special power of discriminating and
judging.” This power does not contribute anything to cognition, but
merely compares the given presentation in the subject with the entire
presentational power, of which the mind becomes conscious when it
feels its own state. The presentations given in a judgment may be

4 Vorstellung, traditionally rendered as ‘representation. (See above, Ak. 175 br. n.
17.) ‘Presentation’ is a generic term referring to such objects of our direct awareness as
sensations, intuitions, perceptions, concepts, cognitions, ideas, and schemata. Cf. the
Critique of Pure Reason, A 320 = B376-77 and A 140 = B 179.]

5| Erkenntnis. Cf. above, Ak. 167 br. n. 2.]
6{For my use of ‘power,” rather than ‘faculty,’ see above, Ak. 167 br. n. 3.]

7| Beurteilung. On Kant's attempt to make a terminological distinction between
‘beurteilen’ and ‘urteilen,’ see above, Ak. 169 br. n, 9.]
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empirical (and hence aesthetic?), but if we refer them to the object,
the judgment we make by means of them is logical. On the other
hand, even if the given presentations were rational, they would still be
aesthetic if, and to the extent that, the subject referred them, in his
judgment, solely to himself {to his feeling).

§2

The Liking That

Determines a Judgment
of Taste Is Devoid
of All Interest

Interest is what we call the liking we connect with the presentation of
an object’s existence. Hence such a liking always refers at once to our
power of desire, either as the basis that determines it, or at any rate as
necessarily connected with that determining basis. But if the question
is whether something is beautiful, what we want to know is not
whether we or anyone cares, or so much as might care, in any way,
about the thing’s existence, but rather how we judge it in our mere
contemplation of it (intuition or reflection). Suppose someone asks
me whether I consider the palace | see before me beautiful. I might
reply that I am not fond of things of that sort, made merely to be
gaped at. Or I might reply like that Iroquois sachem who said that he
liked nothing better in Paris than the eating-houses.? I might even

8 From Greek aig¥éova: (aisthésthai), 'to sense.’|

9 Wilhelm Windelband, editor of the Akademie edition of the Critique of Judgment,
notes (Ak. V, 527) that Kant’s reference has been traced to (Pierre Frangois Xavier de)
Charlevoix (1682-1761, French Jesuit traveler and historian), Histoire et déscription
générale de la Nouvelle-France (History and General Description of New France {in
eastern Canada|) (Paris, 1744). Windelband quotes a passage (from III, 322) in French,
which translates: “Some Iroquois went to Paris in 1666 and were shown all the royal
mansions and all the beauties of that great city. But they did not admiire anything in
these, and would have preferred the villages to the capital of the most flourishing
kingdom of Europe if they had not seen the rue de fa Huchette where they were
delighted with the rotisseries that they always found furnished with meats of all sorts.”
(Al translations given in footnotes are my own, and this fact is not indicated in each
such footnote individually.}]
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go on, as Roussequ would, to rebuke the vanity of the great who
spend the people’s sweat on such superfluous things. I might, finally,
quite easily convince myself that, if I were on some uninhabited
island with no hope of ever again coming among people, and
could conjure up such a splendid edifice by a mere wish, I would not
even take that much trouble for it if I already had a sufficiently
comfortable hut. The questioner may grant all this and approve of it;
but it is not to the point. All he wants to know is whether my mere
presentation of the object is accompanied by a liking, no matter
how indifferent I may be about the existence of the object of this
presentation. We can easily see that, in order for me to say that an
object is beautiful, and to prove that I have taste, what matters is what
I do with this presentation within myself, and not the [respect]
in which I depend on the object’s existence. Everyone has to admit
that if a judgment about beauty is mingled with the least interest
then it is very partial and not a pure judgment of taste. In order to
play the judge in matters of taste, we must not be in the least biased
in favor of the thing’s existence but must be wholly indifferent
about it.

There is no better way to elucidate this proposition, which is
of prime importance, than by contrasting the pure disinterested!?
liking that occurs in a judgment of taste with a liking connected
with interest, especially if we can also be certain that the kinds of
interest I am about to mention are the only ones there are.

10A judgment we make about an object of our liking may be wholly disinterested but
still very interesting, i.e., it is not based on any interest but it gives rise to an interest; all
pure moral judgments are of this sort. But judgments of taste, of themselves, do not
even give rise to any interest. Only in society does it become interesting to have taste;
the reason for this will be indicated later.!!

[See esp. Ak. 275-76 and 296-98.]



§3

A Liking for the Agreeable
Is Connected with Interest

AGREEABLE is what the senses like in sensation. Here the opportunity
arises at once to censure and call attention to a quite common
confusion of the two meanings that the word sensation can have. All
liking (so it is said or thought) is itself sensation (of a pleasure). Hence
whatever is liked, precisely inasmuch as it is liked, is agreeable (and,
depending on the varying degrees or on the relation to other agree-
able sensations, it is graceful, lovely, delightful, gladdening, etc.). But
if we concede this, then sense impressions that determine inclination,
or principles of reason that determine the will, or mere forms of
intuition that we reflect on [and] that determine the power of judgment,
will all be one and the same insofar as their effect on the feeling of
pleasure is concerned, since pleasure would be the agreeableness
[found] in the sensation of one’s state. And since, after all, everything
we do with our powers must in the end aim at the practical and unite
in it as its goal, we could not require them to estimate things and their
value in any other way than by the gratification they promise; how
they provided it would not matter at all in the end. And since all that
could make a difference in that promised gratification would be what
means we select, people could no longer blame one another for
baseness and malice, but only for foolishness and ignorance, since all
of them, each according to his own way of viewing things, wouid be
pursuing one and the same goal: gratification.

When [something determines the feeling of pleasure or displeasure
and this] determination of that feeling is called sensation, this term
means something quite different from what it means when I apply it
to the presentation of a thing (through the senses, a receptivity that
belongs to the cognitive power). For in the second case the presenta-
tion is referred to the object, but in the first it is referred solely to the
subject and is not used for cognition at all, not even for that by which
the subject cognizes himself.

As [ have just explicated it [i.e., for the second case], the word
sensation means an objective presentation of sense; and, to avoid

47

206



207

48 PART I. CRITIQUE OF AESTHETIC JUDGMENT

constantly running the risk of being misinterpreted, let us call what
must always remain merely subjective, and cannot possibly be the
presentation of an object, by its other customary name: feeling.!2 The
green color of meadows belongs to objective sensation, i.e., to the
perception of an object of sense; but the color’s agreeableness belongs
to subjective sensation, to feeling, through which no object is presented,
but through which the object is regarded as an object of our liking
{which is not a cognition of it).

Now, that a judgment by which I declare an object to be agreeable
expresses an interest in that object is already obvious from the fact
that, by means of sensation, the judgment arouses a desire for objects
of that kind, so that the liking presupposes something other than my
mere judgment about the object: it presupposes that I have referred
the existence of the object to my state insofar as that state is affected
by such an object. This is why we say of the agreeable not merely that
we like it but that it gratifies us. When I speak of the agreeable, I am
not granting mere approval: the agreeable produces an inclination.
Indeed, what is agreeable in the liveliest way requires no judgment at
all about the character of the object, as we can see in people who aim
at nothing but enjoyment (this is the word we use to mark the
intensity of the gratification): they like to dispense with all judging.

§4

A Liking for the Good
Is Connected with Interest!

Good is what, by means of reason, we like through its mere concept. We
call something (viz., if it is something useful) good for [this or that|
if we like it only as a means. But we call something intrinsically good if
we like it for its own sake. In both senses of the term, the good always

12|Kant does not, however, consistently adhere to this stipulation, and the inconsis-
tency has been left intact in the translation. ]

13[Cf., in this section, the Critique of Practical Reason, Ak. V, 22-26.]



§4. A LIKING FOR THE GOOD... 49

contains the concept of a purpose, consequently a relation of reason to a
volition (that is at least possible), and hence a liking for the existence
of an object or action. In other words, it contains some interest or
other.

In order to consider something good, I must always know what sort
of thing the object is [meant] to be, i.e., | must have a {determinate]
concept of it. But I do not need this in order to find beauty in
something. Flowers, free designs, lines aimlessly intertwined and
called foliage: these have no significance, depend on no determinate
concept, and yet we like [gefallen] them. A liking | Wohlgefallen 14|
for the beautiful must depend on the reflection, regarding an object,
that leads to some concept or other (but it is indeterminate which
concept this is). This dependence on reflection also distinguishes the
liking for the beautiful from {that for] the agreeable, which rests
entirely on sensation.

It is true that in many cases it seems as if the agreeable and the
good are one and the same. Thus people commonly say that all
gratification (especially if it lasts) is intrinsically good, which means
roughly the same as to be {lastingly) agreeable and to be good are one
and the same. Yet it is easy to see that in talking this way they are
merely substituting one word for another by mistake, since the con-
cepts that belong to these terms are in no way interchangeable.
Insofar as we present an object as agreeable, we present it solely in
relation to sense; but if we are to call the object good [as well], and
hence an object of the will, we must first bring it under principles of
reason, using the concept of a purpose. [So] if something that gratifies
us is also called good, it has a very different relation to our liking. This
is [also] evident from the fact that in the case of the good there is always
the question whether it is good merely indirectly or good directly!>
{i.e., useful, or intrinsically good), whereas in the case of the agreeable

14 The only noun Kant had for the verb ‘gefallen’ (‘to be liked’) was ‘Wohigefallen,’
and ‘wohl’ does not add anything. Grammar aside, Kant uses the two interchangeably.
Morcover, he uscs them just as much concerning the good and the agreeable as
concerning the beautiful, and what is special about the liking for the beautifuf lies in
what else Kant says about it, not in the word ‘Wohlgefallen’ itself.]

13[‘Mittelbar,” ‘unnuttelbar’ The more literal rendering of these as ‘mediately’ and
‘immediately’ has been avoided in this translation because ‘immediately’ has also its
temporal sense, which would frequently be misleading. ]
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this question cannot even arise, since this word always signifies some-
thing that we like directly. (What we call beautiful is also liked directly.)

Even in our most ordinary speech we distinguish the agreeable
from the good. If a dish stimulates [erheben] our tasting by its spices
and other condiments, we will not hesitate to call it agreeable while
granting at the same time that it is not good; for while the dish is
directly appealing to our senses, we dislike it indirectly, i.e., as
considered by reason, which looks ahead to the consequences. Even
when we judge health, this difference is still noticeable. To anyone
who has it, health is directly agreeable (at least negatively, as the
absence of all bodily pain). But in order to say that health is good, we
must also use reason and direct this health toward purposes: we must
say that health is a state that disposes us to [attend to] all our tasks,
[Perhaps in the case of happiness, at least, the agreeable and the good
are the same?] Surely everyone believes that happiness, the greatest
sum (in number as well as duration) of what is agreeable in life, may
be called a true good, indeed the highest good[?] And yet reason
balks at this too. Agreeableness is enjoyment. But if our sole aim were
enjoyment, it would be foolish to be scrupulous about the means for
getting it, [i.e.,] about whether we got it passively, from nature’s
bounty, or through our own activity and our own doing. But reason
can never be persuaded that there is any intrinsic value in the exis-
tence of a human being who lives merely for enjoyment (no matter how
industrious he may be in pursuing that aim), even if he served others,
all likewise aiming only at enjoyment, as a most efficient means to it
because he participated in their gratification by enjoying it through
sympathy. Only by what he does without concern for enjoyment, in
complete freedom and independently of whatever he could also receive
passively from nature, does he give his existence [ Dasein] an absolute
value, as the existence [ Existenz 16} of a person. Happiness, with all its
abundance of agreeableness, is far from being an unconditioned good.!”

18In the Critique of Judgment Kant uses ‘Dasein’ and ‘Existenz’ synonymously, and
they will both be rendered as ‘existence. Moreover, rendering '‘Dasein’ as ‘being’ or
‘Being’ leads to serious trouble in the contexts where Kant also refers to the original
being ( Wesen); see esp. Ak, 475.]

17 An obligation to enjoy oneself is a manifest absurdity. So, consequently, must be an
alleged obligation to any acts that aim merely at enjoyment, no matter how intellectu-
ally subtle (or veiled) that enjoyment may be, indeed, even if it were a mystical,
so-called heavenly, enjoyment.
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But despite all this difference between the agreeable and the good,
they do agree in this: they are always connected with an interest in
their object. This holds not only for the agreeable—see § 3—and for
what is good indirectly (useful), which we like as the means to
something or other that is agreeable, but also for what is good
absolutely and in every respect, i.e., the moral good, which carries
with it the highest interest. For the good is the object of the will (a
power of desire that is determined by reason). But to will something
and to have a liking for its existence, i.e., to take an interest in it, are
identical.

§5

Comparison of the Three Sorts
of Liking, Which Differ in Kind

Both the agreeable and the good refer to our power of desire and
hence carry a liking with them, the agreeable a liking that is condi-
tioned pathologically by stimuli (stimuli), the good a pure practical
liking that is determined not just by the presentation of the object
but also by the presentation of the subject’s connection with the
existence of the object; i.e., what we like is not just the object but its
existence as well. A judgment of taste, on the other hand, is merely
contemplative, i.e., it is a judgment that is indifferent to the existence
of the object:18 it [considers] the character of the object only by
holding it up to!® our feeling of pleasure and displeasure. Nor is
this contemplation, as such, directed to concepts, for a judgment of
taste is not a cognitive judgment {whether theoretical or practical)
and hence is neither based on concepts, nor directed to them as
purpaoses.

[ Cf. the Metaphysics of Morais, Ak. VI, 212.]

15 For comparison: i.e., the feeling, as we shall see shortly (Ak. 222), is a nonconceptual
awareness of a harmony (with a certain indeterminate form) between imagination and
understanding; in an aesthetic judgment of reflection we hold, for comparison, a given
form up to the form of that harmony.|
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Hence the agreeable, the beautiful, and the good designate three
different relations that presentations have to the feeling of pleasure
and displeasure, the feeling by reference to which we distinguish
between objects or between ways of presenting them. The terms of
approbation which are appropriate to each of these three are also
different. We call agreeable what GRATIFIES us, beautiful what we
just LIKE, good what we ESTEEM, or endorse |billigen], i.e., that to
which we attribute [setzer| an objective value. Agreeableness holds
for nonrational animals too; beauty only for human beings, i.e.,
beings who are animal and yet rational, though it is not enough that
they be rational (e.g., spirits) but they must be animal as well; the
good, however, holds for every rational being as such, though I
cannot fully justify and explain this proposition until later. We may
say that, of ali these three kinds of liking, only the liking involved in
taste for the beautiful is disinterested and free, since we are not
compelled to give our approval by any interest, whether of sense or of
reason. So we might say that [the term] liking, in the three cases
mentioned, refers to inclination, or to favor, or to respect. For FAVOR
is the only free liking. Neither an object of inclination, nor one that a
law of reason enjoins on us as an object of desire, leaves us the
freedom to make an object of pleasure for ourselves out of something
or other. All interest either presupposes a need or gives rise to one;
and, because interest is the basis that determines approval, it makes
the judgment about the object unfree.

Consider, first, the interest of inclination, [which occurs] with the
agreeable. Here everyone says: Hunger is the best sauce; and to
people with a healthy appetite anything is tasty provided it is edible.
Hence if people have a liking of this sort, that does not prove that
they are selecting [ Wahl| by taste. Only when their need has been
satisfied can we tell who in a multitude of people has taste and who
does not. In the same way, second, one can find manners (conduite)
without virtue, politeness without benevolence, propriety without
integrity, and so on.20 For where the moral law speaks we are
obiectively no longer free to select what we must do; and to show
taste in our conduct (or in judging other people’s conduct) is very

20[Le., taste, which is free, can manifest itself in manners, politeness, and propriety
only where virtue, benevolence, and integrity, with the moral interest they involve, are
absent.]
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different from expressing our moral way of thinking. For this contains
a command and gives rise to a need, whereas moral taste2! only plays
with the objects of liking without committing itself to any of them.

Explication of the Beautiful
Inferred from
the First Moment

Taste is the ability to judge an object, or a way of presenting it, by
means of a liking or disliking devoid of all interest. The object of such
a liking is called beautiful.

Second Moment
of a Judgment of Taste,
As to Its Quantity

§6

The Beautiful Is
What Is Presented
without Concepts as the Object
of a Universal Liking

This explication of the beautiful can be inferred from the preceding
explication of it as object of a liking devoid of all interest. For if

21| As displayed in one’s conduct: in manners, politeness, or propriety.]

211



212

54 PARTI. CRITIQUE OF AESTHETIC JUDGMENT

someone likes something and is conscious that he himself does so
without any interest, then he cannot help judging that it must contain
a basis for being liked [that holds] for everyone. He must believe that
he is justified in requiring a similar liking from everyone because he
cannot discover, underlying this liking, any private conditions, on
which only he might be dependent, so that he must regard it as based
on what he can presuppose in everyone else as well. He cannot
discover such private conditions because his liking is not based on
any inclination he has (nor on any other considered interest whatever):
rather, the judging person feels completely free as regards the liking
he accords the object. Hence he will talk about the beautiful as if
beauty were a characteristic of the object and the judgment were
logical (namely, a cognition of the object through concepts of it),
even though in fact the judgment is only aesthetic and refers the
object’s presentation merely to the subject. He will talk in this way
because the judgment does resemble a logical judgment inasmuch as
we may presuppose it to be valid for everyone. On the other hand,
this universality cannot arise from concepts. For from concepts there
is no transition to the feeling of pleasure or displeasure (except
in pure practical laws; but these carry an interest with them, while
none is connected with pure judgments of taste). It follows that,
since a judgment of taste involves the consciousness that all interest
is kept out of it, it must also involve a claim to being valid for
everyone, but without having a universality based on concepts. In
other words, a judgment of taste must involve a claim to subjective
universality.



§7

Comparison of the Beautiful
with the Agreeable
and the Good
in Terms of the
Above Characteristic

As regards the agreeable everyone acknowledges that his judgment,
which he bases on a private feeling and by which he says that he likes
some object, is by the same token confined to his own person. Hence,
if he says that canary wine is agreeable he is quite content if someone
else corrects his terms and reminds him to say instead: It is agreeable
to me. This holds moreover not only for the taste of the tongue,
palate, and throat, but also for what may be agreeable to any one's
eyes and ears. To one person the color violet is gentle and lovely, to
another lifeless and faded. One person loves the sound of wind
instruments, another that of string instruments.?2 It would be foolish
if we disputed about such differences with the intention of censuring
another’s judgment as incorrect if it differs from ours, as if the two
were opposed logically. Hence about the agreeable the following
principle holds: Everyone has his own taste {of sense?).

It is quite different (exactly the other way round) with the beautiful.
It would be ridiculous if someone who prided himself on his taste
tried to justify [it] by saying: This object (the building we are looking
at, the garment that man is wearing, the concert we are listening to,
the poem put up to be judged) is beautiful for me. For he must not
call it beautiful if [he means| only [that] he?* likes it. Many things
may be charming and agreeable to him; no one cares about that. But
if he proclaims something to be beautiful, then he requires the same
liking from others; he then judges not just for himself but for everyone,

24For an elaborate discussion of cur different senses, see the Anthropology, § § 15-27,
Ak. VII, 153-67.|
23 As distinguished from taste of reflection |

2 Emphasis added. |
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and speaks of beauty as if it were a property of things. That is why he
says: The thing is beautiful, and does not count on other people to
agree with his judgment of liking on the ground that he has repeatedly
found them agreeing with him; rather, he demands that they agree.
He reproaches them if they judge differently, and denies that they
have taste, which he nevertheless demands of them, as something
they ought to have. In view of this [sofern] we cannot say that
everyone has his own particular taste. That would amount to saying
that there is no such thing as taste at all, no aesthetic judgment that
could rightfully lay claim to everyone’s assent.

And yet, even about the agreeable we can find people standing in
agreement, and because of this we do, after all, deny that some
people have taste while granting it to others; in speaking of taste here
we do not mean the sense of taste, which involves an organ, but an
ability to judge the agreeable in general. Thus we will say that
someone has taste if he knows how to entertain his guests |at a party}
with agreeable things (that they can enjoy by all the senses} in such a
way that everyone likes [the party]. But here it is understood that the
universality is only comparative, so that the rules are only general (as
all empirical rules are), not universal, as are the rules that a judgment
about the beautiful presupposes |sich unternehmen) or lays claim to.
Such a judgment of taste about the agreeable refers to sociability as
far as that rests on empirical rules. It is true that judgments about the
good also rightfully claim to be valid for everyone, but in presenting
the good as the object of a universal liking we do so by means of a
concept, whereas this is the case neither with the beautiful nor with
the agreeable.



§8

In a Judgment of Taste
the Universality of the Liking
Is Presented Only as Subjective

This special characteristic of an aesthetic judgment [of reflection],
the universality to be found in judgments of taste, is a remarkable
feature, not indeed for the logician but certainly for the transcenden-
tal philosopher.2> This universality requires a major effort on his part
if he is to discover its origin, but it compensates him for this by
revealing to him a property of our cognitive power which without this
analysis would have remained unknown.

We must begin by fully convincing ourselves that in making a
judgment of taste (about the beautiful) we require [ansinnen| every-
one to like the object, yet without this liking’s being based on a
concept (since then it would be the good), and that this claim to
universal validity belongs so essentially to a judgment by which we
declare something to be beauriful that it would not occur to anyone
to use this term without thinking of universal validity; instead, every-
thing we like without a concept would then be included with the
agreeable. For as to the agreeable we allow everyone to be of a mind
of his own, no one requiring [zumuten?S]others to agree with his
judgment of taste. But in a judgment of taste about beauty we always
require others to agree. Insofar as judgments about the agreeable are
merely private, whereas judgments about the beautiful are put for-
ward as having general validity (as being public), taste regarding the
agreeable can be called taste of sense, and taste regarding the beauti-

5[ The transcendental! philosopher tries to discover what enables us to make a priori
judgments, especially synthetic ones: judgments in which the predicate is not already
contained in the subject, as it is in analytic judgments, but which are nonetheless
(wholly or partly) a priori rather than empirical. (See also above, Ak. 181-82, and cf.
the Critigue of Pure Reason, A 298-302 = B 355-59.)]

26 Ansinnen’ and ‘zumuten’ are used interchangeably by Kant. Both mean ‘to expect’
as in 'l expect you to do this,” but not in the sense of anticipation. Because of this
ambiguity (found also in "erwarren, " ‘to expect’), ‘require’ is to be preferred. (It also has
just about the right force.}]
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ful can be called taste of reflection, though the judgments of both are
aesthetic (rather than practical) judgments about an object, [i.e.,]
judgments merely about the relation that the presentation of the
object has to the feeling of pleasure and displeasure. But surely there
is something strange here. In the case of the taste of sense, not only
does experience show that its judgment (of a pleasure or displeasure
we take in something or other) does not hold universally, but people,
of their own accord, are modest enough not even to require others to
agree (even though there actually is, at times, very widespread agree-
ment in these judgments too). Now, experience teaches us that the
taste of reflection, with its claim that its judgment (about the beautiful)
is universally valid for everyone, is also rejected often enough, What
is strange is that the taste of reflection should nonetheless find itself
able (as it actually does) to conceive of judgments that can demand
such agreement, and that it does in fact require this agreement from
everyone for each of its judgments. What the people who make these
judgments dispute about is not whether such a claim is possible; they
are merely unable to agree, in particular cases, on the correct way to
apply this ability.

Here we must note, first of all, that a universality that does not rest
on concepts of the object (not even on empirical ones) is not a logical
universality at all, but an aesthetic one; i.e., the [universal] quantity
of the judgment is not objective but only subjective. For this quantity
I use the expression general validity, by which I mean the validity that
a presentation’s reference to the feeling of pleasure and displeasure
[may]| have for every subject, rather than the validity of a presentation’s
reference to the cognitive power. (We may, alternatively, use just one
expression, universal validity, for both the aesthetic and the logical
quantity of a judgment, provided we add objective for the logical
universal validity, to distinguish it from the merely subjective one,
which is always aesthetic.)

Now a judgment that is universally valid objectively is always
subjectively so too, i.e., if the judgment is valid for everything con-
tained under a given concept, then it is also valid for everyone who
presents an object by means of this concept. But if a judgment has
subjective —i.e., aesthetic—universal validity, which does not rest on
a concept, we cannot infer that it also has logical universal validity,
because such judgments do not deal with the object [itself] at all.
That is precisely why the aesthetic universality we attribute to a
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judgment must be of a special kind; for although it does not connect
the predicate of beauty with the concept of the object, considered in
its entire logical sphere, yet it extends that predicate over the entire
sphere of judging persons.

In their logical quantity all judgments of taste are singular judg-
ments.?? For since I must hold the object directly up to?® my feeling
of pleasure and displeasure, but without using concepts, these judg-
ments cannot have the quantity that judgments with objective general?
validity have. On the other hand, once we have made a judgment of
taste about an object, under the conditions characteristic for such
judgments, we may then convert the singular presentation of the
object into a concept by comparing it [with other presentations| and
so arrive at a logically universal judgment. For example, [ may look at
a rose and make a judgment of taste declaring it to be beautiful. But if
I compare many singular roses and so arrive at the judgment, Roses in
general are beautiful, then my judgment is no longer merely aesthetic,
but is a logical judgment based on an aesthetic one. Now the judgment,
The rose is agreeable (in its smell), is also aesthetic and singular, but
it is a judgment of sense, not of taste. For a judgment of taste carries
with it an aesthetic quantity of universality, i.e., of validity for everyone,
which a judgment about the agreeable does not have. Only judgments
about the good, though they too determine our liking for an object,
have logical rather than merely aesthetic universality; for they hold
for the object, as cognitions of it, and hence for everyone.

If we judge objects merely in terms of concepts, then we lose all
presentation of beauty. This is why there can be no rule by which
someone could be compelled to acknowledge that something is
beautiful. No one can use reasons or principles to talk us into a
judgment on whether some garment, house, or flower is beautiful. We
want to submit the object to our own eyes, just as if our liking of it
depended on that sensation. And yet, if we then call the object
beautiful, we believe we have a universal voice, and lay claim to the

2% 1In the Logic, Kant spells out the (familiar) distinetions between universal, particular,
and singular judgments in terms of inclusion and exclusion, total or partial, of the
spheres of subject and predicate concepts, and also distinguishes universal from
general propositions: Ak. IX, 102-03.]

18[See above, Ak. 209 br. n. 19.}

29[Kant meant to say ‘universal’|
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agreement of everyone, whereas any private sensation would decide
solely for the observer himself and his liking.

We can see, at this point, that nothing is postulated in a judgment
of taste except such a universal voice about a liking unmediated by
concepts. Hence all that is postulated is the possébility of a judgment
that is aesthetic and yet can be considered valid for everyone. The
judgment of taste itself does not postulate everyone’s agreement
(since only a logically universal judgment can do that, because it can
adduce reasons); it merely requires this agreement from everyone, as
an instance of the rule, an instance regarding which it expects confir-
mation not from concepts but from the agreement of others. Hence
the universal voice is only an idea. (At this point we are not yet
inquiring on what this idea rests.) Whether someone who believes he
is making a judgment of taste is in fact judging in conformity with that
idea may be uncertain; but by using the term beauty he indicates that
he is at least referring his judging to that idea, and hence that he
intends it to be a judgment of taste. For himself, however, he can
attain certainty on this point,3 by merely being conscious that he is
separating whatever belongs to the agreeable and the good from the
liking that remains to him after that. It is only for this that he counts
on everyone’s assent, and he would under these conditions |always]
be justified in this claim, if only he did not on occasion fail to observe
these conditions and so make an erroneous judgment of taste.

M Presumably the point that in a given case “may be uncertain” {at the outset):
whether he is in fact judging in conformity with the idea of the universal voice. For the
sources of error about to be mentioned (in this sentence), cf. Ak. 290-91 incl. n. 15 at
Ak. 290, as well as §39, Ak. 293, and § 40, Ak. 293-94. See also Ted Cohen, “Why
Beauty Is a Symbol of Morality,” in Essays in Kant’s Aesthetics, eds. Ted Cohen and
Paul Guyer (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1982}, 221-36.}



§9

Investigation of
the Question Whether
in a Judgment of
Taste the Feeling of Pleasure
Precedes the Judging
of the Object
or the Judging
Precedes the Pleasure

The solution of this problem is the key to the critique of taste and
hence deserves full attention.

If the pleasure in the given object came first, and our judgment of
taste were to attribute only the pleasure’s universal communicability
to the presentation of the object, then this procedure would be
self-contradictory. For that kind of pleasure would be none other than
mere agreeableness in the sensation, so that by its very nature it could
have only private validity, because it would depend directly on the
presentation by which the object is given.

Hence it must be the universal communicability of the mental
state, in the given presentation, which underlies the judgment of taste
as its subjective condition, and the pleasure in the object must be its
consequence. Nothing. however, can be communicated universally
except cognition, as well as presentation insofar as it pertains to
cognition; for presentation is objective only insofar as it pertains to
cognition, and only through this does it have a universal reference
point with which everyone’s presentational power is compelled to
harmonize. If, then, we are to think that the judgment about this
universal communicability of the presentation has a merely subjec-
tive determining basis, i.¢., one that does not involve a concept of the
object, then this basis can be nothing other than the mental state that
we find in the relation between the presentational powers [imagination
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and understanding] insofar as they refer a given presentation to
cognition in general.

When this happens, the cognitive powers brought into play by this
presentation are in free play, because no determinate concept restricts
them to a particular rule of cognition. Hence the mental state in this
presentation must be a feeling, accompanying the given presentation,
of a free play of the presentational powers directed to cognition in
general. Now if a presentation by which an object is given is, in
general, to become cognition, we need imagination to combine the
manifold of intuition, and understanding to provide the unity of the
concept uniting the [component] presentations. This state of free
play of the cognitive powers, accompanying a presentation by which
an object is given, must be universally communicable; for cognition,
the determination of the object with which given presentations are to
harmonize (in any subject whatever) is the only way of presenting that
holds for everyone.

But the way of presenting [which occurs] in a judgment of taste is
to have subjective universal communicability without presupposing a
determinate concept; hence this subjective universal communicabil-
ity can be nothing but [that of] the mental state in which we are when
imagination and understanding are in free play (insofar as they harmo-
nize with each other as required for cognition in general). For we are
conscious that this subjective relation suitable for cognition in gen-
eral must hold just as much for everyone, and hence be just as
universally communicable, as any determinate cognition, since cogni-
tion always rests on that relation as its subjective condition.

Now this merely subjective (aesthetic) judging of the object, or of
the presentation by which it is given, precedes the pleasure in the
object and is the basis of this pleasure, [a pleasure] in the harmony of
the cognitive powers. But the universal subjective validity of this
liking, the liking we connect with the presentation of the object we
call beautiful, is based solely on the mentioned universality of the
subjective conditions for judging objects.

That the ability to communicate one’s mental state, even if this is
only the state of one’s cognitive powers, carries a pleasure with it,
could easily be established (empirically and psychologically) from
man’s natural propensity to sociability. But that would not suffice for
our aim here. When we make a judgment of taste, the pleasure we
feel is something we require from everyone else as necessary, just as
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if, when we call something beautiful, we had to regard beauty as a
characteristic of the object, determined in it according to concepts,
even though in fact, apart from a reference to the subject’s feeling,
beauty is nothing by itself. We must, however, postpone discussion of
this question until we have answered another one, namely, whether
and how aesthetic judgments are possible a priori.

At present we still have to deal with a lesser question, namely, how
we become conscious, in a judgment of taste, of a reciprocal subjec-
tive harmony between the cognitive powers: is it aesthetically, through
mere inner sense and sensation? or is it intellectually, through con-
sciousness of the intentional activity by which we bring these powers
into play?

If the given presentation that prompts the judgment of taste were a
concept which, in our judgment of the object, united understanding
and imagination so as to give rise to cognition of the object, then the
consciousness of this relation would be intellectual {as it is in the
objective schematism of judgment, with which the Critique {of Pure
Reason] deals3!). But in that case the judgment would not have been
made in reference to pleasure and displeasure and hence would not
be a judgment of taste. But in fact a judgment of taste determines the
object, independently of concepts, with regard to liking and the
predicate of beauty. Hence that unity in the relation [between the
cognitive powers] in the subject can reveal itself only through sensation.
This sensation, whose universal communicability a judgment of taste
postulates, is the quickening of the two powers (imagination and
understanding) to an activity that is indeterminate but, as a result of
the prompting of the given presentation, nonetheless accordant: the
activity required for cognition in general. An objective relation can
only be thought. Still, insofar as it has subjective conditions, it can
nevertheless be sensed in the effect it has on the mind; and if the
relation is not based on a concept (e.g., the relation that the presenta-
tional powers must have in order to give rise to a power of cognition
in general), then the only way we can become conscious of it is
through a sensation of this relation’s effect: the facilitated play of the
two mental powers (imagination and understanding) quickened by
their reciprocal harmony. A presentation that, though singular and
not compared with others, yet harmonizes with the conditions of the

3[See A 137-47 = B 176-87, and cf. below, Ak. 253 br. n. 17.]
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universality that is the business of the understanding in general,
brings the cognitive powers into that proportioned attunement which
we require for all cognition and which, therefore, we also consider
valid for everyone who is so constituted as to judge by means of
understanding and the senses in combination (in other words, for all
human beings).

Explication of the Beautiful
Inferred from the
Second Moment

Beautiful is what, without a concept, is liked universally.

Third Moment

of Judgments of Taste,
As to the Relation of
Purposes That Is Taken
into Consideration in Them

§ 10

On Purposiveness in General

What is a purpose? If we try to explicate it in terms of its transcenden-
tal attributes (without presupposing anything empirical, such as the
feeling of pleasure), then a purpose is the object of a concept insofar
as we regard this concept as the object’s cause (the real basis of its
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possibility); and the causality that a concept has with regard to its
object is purposiveness (forma finalis3?). Hence we think of a pur-
pose if we think not merely, say, of our cognition of the object, but
instead of the object itself (its form, or its existence), as an effect that
is possible only through a concept of that effect. In that case the
presentation of the effect is the basis that determines the effect’s
causc and precedes it. Consciousness of a presentation’s causality
directed at the subject’s state so as to keep him in that state, may here
designate generally what we call pleasure; whereas displeasure is that
presentation which contains the basis that determines [the subject to
change] the state [consisting] of | certain| presentations into their own
opposite (i.e., to keep them away or remove them).

The power of desire, insofar as it can be determined to act only by
concepts, i.e., In conformity with the presentation of a purpose,
would be the will.33 On the other hand, we do call objects, states of
mind, or acts purposive even if their possibility does not necessarily
presuppose the presentation of a purpose; we do this merely because
we can explain and grasp them only if we assume that they are based
on a causality [that operates] according to purposes, i.e., on a will
that would have so arranged them in accordance with the presenta-
tion of a certain rule. Hence there can be purposiveness without a
purpose, insofar as we do not posit the causes of this form in a will,
and yet can grasp the explanation of its possibility only by deriving it
from a will. Now what we observe we do not always need to have
insight into by reason (as to how it is possible). Hence we can at least
observe a purposiveness as to form and take note of it in objects—
even if only by reflection—without basing it on a purpose (as the
matter of the nexus finalis34).

32| Purposive form. Concerning the use of ‘purposiveness’ for ‘Zweckmapigkeit,’ see
above, Ak. 167 br. n. 4.]

3[CH. the Critique of Practical Reason, Ak.V, 58-59, and the Metaphysics of Morais,
Ak. VI, 384-85.]

34|Purposive connection. )
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§ 11

A Judgment of Taste
Is Based on Nothing
but the Form of Purposiveness
of an Object
(or of the Way of Presenting It)

Whenever a purpose is regarded as the basis of a liking, it always
carries with it an interest, as the basis that determines the judgment
about the object of the pleasure. Hence a judgment of taste cannot be
based on a subjective purpose. But a judgment of taste also cannot be
determined by a presentation of an objective purpose, i.e., a presenta-
tion of the object itself as possible according to principles of connec-
tion in terms of purposes, and hence it cannot be determined by a
concept of the good. For it is an aesthetic and not a cognitive
judgment, and hence does not involve a concept of the character and
internal or external possibility of the object through this or that
cause; rather, it involves merely the relation of the presentational
powers to each other, insofar as they are determined by a presentation.

Now this relation, [present] when [judgment] determines an object
as beautiful, is connected with the feeling of a pleasure, a pleasure
that the judgment of taste at the same time declares to be valid for
everyone. Hence neither an agreeableness accompanying the presen-
tation, nor a presentation of the object’s perfection and the concept
of the good, can contain the basis that determines [such a judgment].
Therefore the liking that, without a concept, we judge to be univer-
sally communicable and hence to be the basis that determines a
judgment of taste, can be nothing but the subjective purposiveness in
the presentation of an object, without any purpose (whether objective
or subjective), and hence the mere form of purposiveness, insofar as
we are conscious of it, in the presentation by which an object is given
us.
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§12

A Judgment of Taste
Rests on A Priori Bases

We cannot possibly tell a priori that some presentation or other
(sensation or concept) is connected, as cause, with the feeling of a
pleasure or displeasure, as its effect. For that would be a causal
relation, and a causal relation (among objects of experience) can
never be cognized otherwise than a posteriori and by means of
experience itself.33 It is true that in the Critique of Practical Reason
we did actually derive a priori from universal moral concepts the
feeling of respect (a special and peculiar modification of the feeling
of pleasure and displeasure which does seem to differ somehow from
both the pleasure and the displeasure we get from empirical objects).3
But there we were also able to go beyond the bounds of experience
and appeal to a causality that rests on a supersensible characteristic
of the subject, namely, freedom. And yet, even there, what we derived
from the idea of the moral, as the cause, was actually not this feeling,
but merely the determination of the will, except that the state of mind
of a will determined by something or other is in itself already a feeling
of pleasure and is identical with it. Hence the determination of the
will [by the moral law] does not [in turn] come about as an effect from
the feeling of pleasure, [with that feeling being produced by the
concept of the moral]; this we would have to assume only if the
concept of the moral, as a good [and so as giving rise to respect, the
pleasure], preceded the will’s determination by the law;37 but in that
case the concept of the moral would be a mere cognition, and so it
would be futile to [try to] derive from it the pleasure connected with
it.

35|We cognize a priori only that every event must have some cause; what causes
produce what effects, we discover by observation. ]

%[For this derivation, and for a comparison with this entire paragraph, see the
Critique of Practical Reason, Ak, V,71-89. Cf. also the Metaphysics of Morals, Ak, VI,
211-13.]

37| The feeling of pleasure would then mediate this determination. ]
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Now the situation is similar with the pleasure in an aesthetic
judgment, except that here the pleasure is merely contemplative, and
does not bring about an interest in the object, whereas in 2 moral
judgment it is practical.3® The very consciousness of a merely formal
purposiveness in the play of the subject’s cognitive powers, accompa-
nying a presentation by which an object is given, is that pleasure. For
this consciousness in an aesthetic judgment contains a basis for
determining the subject’s activity regarding the quickening of his
cognitive powers, and hence an inner causality (which is purposive)
concerning cognition in general, which however is not restricted to a
determinate cognition. Hence it contains a mere form of the subjec-
tive purposiveness of a presentation. This pleasure is also not practi-
cal in any way, neither like the one arising from the pathological
basis, agreeableness, nor like the one arising from the intellectual
basis, the conceived good. Yet it does have a causality in it, namely, to
keep |us in} the state of [having] the presentation itself, and [to keep]
the cognitive powers engaged [in their occupation] without any fur-
ther aim. We linger in our contemplation of the beautiful, because
this contemplation reinforces and reproduces itself. This is analogous
to (though not the same as) the way in which we linger over some-
thing charming that, as we present an object, repeatedly arouses our
attention, [though here] the mind is passive.

§13

A Pure Judgment of Taste
Is Independent
of Charm and Emotion

All interest ruins a judgment of taste and deprives it of its impartiality,
especially if, instead of making the purposiveness precede the feeling
of pleasure as the interest of reason does, that interest bases the
purposiveness on the feeling of pleasure; but this is what always

38{Ci. the Metaphysics of Morals, Ak. VI, 212.|
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happens in an aesthetic judgment that we make about something
insofar as it gratifies or pains us. Hence judgments affected in this way
can make either no claim at all to a universally valid liking, or a claim
that is diminished to the extent that sensations of that kind are
included among the bases determining the taste. Any taste remains
barbaric if its liking requires that charms and emotions be mingled in,
let alone if it makes these the standard of its approval.

And yet, (though beauty should actually concern only form), charms
are frequently not only included with beauty, as a contribution toward
a universal aesthetic liking, but are even themselves passed off as
beauties, so that the matter of the liking is passed off as the form. This
is a misunderstanding that, like many others having yet some basis in
truth, can be eliminated by carefully defining these concepts.

A pure judgment of taste is one that is not influenced by charm or
emotion (though these may be connected with a liking for the beautiful),
and whose determining basis is therefore merely the purposiveness of
the form.

§ 14
Elucidation by Examples

Aesthetic judgments, just like theoretical (i.e., logical) ones, can be
divided into empirical and pure. Aesthetic judgments are empirical if
they assert that an object or a way of presenting it is agreeable or
disagreeable; they are pure if they assert that it is beautiful. Empirical
aesthetic judgments are judgments of sense {material aesthetic judg-
ments); only pure aesthetic judgments (since they are formal) are
properly judgments of taste.

Hence a judgment of taste is pure only insofar as no merely
empirical liking is mingled in with the basis that determines it. But
this is just what happens whenever charm or emotion have a share in
a judgment by which something is to be declared beautiful.

Here again some will raise objections, trying to make out, not
merely that charm is a necessary ingredient in beauty, but indeed that
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it is sufficient all by itself to [deserve| being called beautiful. Most
people will declare a mere color, such as the green color of a lawn, or
a mere tone (as distinct from sound and noise), as for example that of
a violin, to be beautiful in themselves, even though both seem to be
based merely on the matter of presentations, i.e., solely on sensation,
and hence deserve only to be called agreeable. And yet it will surely
be noticed at the same time that sensations of color as well as of tone
claim to deserve being considered beautiful only insofar as they are
pure. And that is an attribute that already concerns form, and it is
moreover all that can be universally communicated with certainty
about these presentations; for we cannot assume that in all subjects
the sensations themselves agree in quality, let alone that everyone will
judge one color more agreeable than another, or judge the tone of
one musical instrument more agreeable than that of another.

If, following Euler, 3° we assume that colors are vibrations (pulsus)
of the aether in uniform temporal sequence, as, in the case of sound,
tones are such vibrations of the air, and if we assume—what is
most important (and which, after all, I do not doubt at all*?)—that
the mind perceives not only, by sense, the effect that these vibrations
have on the excitement of the organ, but also, by reflection, the

¥ Leonhard Euler (1707-83), Swiss mathematician, physicist, and physiologist. He is
the author of many works and became a member of the Academies of Science,
respectively, of St. Petersburg, Berlin, and Paris.|

4 ‘Woran ich doch gar nicht zweifle,' incorporated into the Akademie text from the
third edition. Both the first and the second edition had ‘woran ich doch gar sehr
zweifle,’ i.e., 'which, however, I doubt very much.’ Wilheim Windelband, in his notes to
the Akademie edition of the Critique of Judgment, points out (Ak. V, 527-29) that
Kant’s treatment of color and sound in this Critiqgue (as allowing reflection on their
form) presupposes Euler’s view, and that Kant also speaks very favorably of it in these
other places: Meditationum quarundam de igne succincta delineatio (Brief Outline of
Some Reflections Concerning Fire [1755]), Ak. 1, 378; and Metaphysical Foundations
of Natural Science (1786), Ak. 1V, the n. on 519-20, On the other hand, in the
Anthropology (Ak. VII, 156) Kant writes: “Sight too is a sense |involving] indirect [or
mediate: ‘mittelbar’] sensation by means of {durch| a matter in motion, light, which
only a certain organ (the eyes) can sense. Unlike sound, light is not merely a wavelike
motion of a fluid element, which spreads in all directions in the surrounding spacs;
rather, it is an emanation by which a point in space is determined for the object....™
But the ‘not merely’ at least can be read in a way that makes this passage compatible
with Windelband’s evidence and hence with the third edition reading adopted here.
Cf., on this whole issue, Theodore E. Uehling, Jr., The Notion of Form in Kant’s
Critique of Aesthetic Judgment (The Hague: Mouton, 1971), 22-26.]



§ 14. ELUCIDATION BY EXAMPLES 1

regular play of the impressions (and hence the form in the connection
of different presentations), then color and tone would not be mere
sensations but would already be the formal determination of the
manifold in these, in which case they could even by themselves be
considered beauties.

But what we call pure in a simple kind of sensation is its uniformity,
undisturbed and uninterrupted by any alien sensation. It pertains only
to form, because there we can abstract from the quality of the kind of
sensation in question (as to which color or tone, if any, is presented).
That is why all simple colors, insofar as they are pure, are considered
beautiful; mixed colors do not enjoy this privilege, precisely because,
since they are not simple, we lack a standard for judging whether we
should call them pure or impure.

But the view that the beauty we attribute to an object on account
of its form is actually capable of being heightened by charm is a
vulgar error that is very prejudicial to genuine, uncorrupted, solid
|griindlich] taste. It is true that charms may be added to beauty as a
supplement: they may offer the mind more than that dry liking, by
also making the presentation of the object interesting to it, and hence
they may commend to us taste and its cultivation, above ali if our
taste is still crude and unpracticed. But charms do actually impair the
judgment of taste if they draw attention to themselves as [if they
were] bases for judging beauty. For the view that they contribute to
beauty is so far off the mark that it is in fact only as aliens that they
must, indulgently, be granted admittance when taste is still weak and
unpracticed, and only insofar as they do not interfere with the beauti-
ful form.

In painting, in sculpture, indeed in all the visual arts, including
architecture and horticulture insofar as they are fine arts, design is
what is essential; in design the basis for any involvement of taste is
not what gratifies us in sensation, but merely what we like because of
its form. The colors that illuminate the outline belong to charm.
Though they can indeed make the object itself vivid to sense, they
cannot make it beautiful and worthy of being beheld. Rather, usually
the requirement of beautiful form severely restricts [what] colors
[may be used|, and even where the charm [of colors] is admitted it is
still only the form that refines the colors.

All form of objects of the senses (the outer senses or, indirectly, the
inner sense as well) is either shape or play; if the latter, it is either
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play of shapes (in space, namely, mimetic art and dance), or mere play
of sensations (in time). The charm of colors or of the agreeable tone
of an instrument may be added, but it is the design in the first case
and the composition in the second that constitute the proper object
of a pure judgment of taste; that the purity of the colors and of the
tones, or for that matter their variety and contrast, seem to contribute
to the beauty, does not mean that, because they themselves are
agreeable, they furnish us, as it were, with a supplement to, and one
of the same kind as, our liking for the form. For all they do is to make
the form intuitable more precisely, determinately, and completely,
while they also enliven the presentation by means of their charm, by
arousing and sustaining the attention we direct toward the object
itself.

Even what we call ornaments (parerga), i.e., what does not belong
to the whole presentation of the object as an intrinsic constituent, but
lis] only an extrinsic addition, does indeed increase our taste’s liking,
and yet it too does so only by its form, as in the case of picture frames,
or drapery on statues, or colonnades around magnificent buildings.
On the other hand, if the ornament itself does not consist in beautifu!
form but is merely attached, as a gold frame is to a painting so that its
charm may commend the painting for our approval, then it impairs
genuine beauty and is called finery.

Emotion, a sensation where agreeableness is brought about only
by means of a momentary inhibition of the vital force followed by a
stronger outpouring of it, does not belong to beauty at all. But
sublimity (with which the feeling of emotion is connected) requires a
different standard of judging from the one that taste uses as a basis.
Hence a pure judgment of taste has as its determining basis neither
charm nor emotion, in other words, no sensation, which is [merely|
the matter of an aesthetic judgment.



§ 15

A Judgment of Taste
Is Wholly Independent
of the Concept of Perfection

Objective purposiveness can be cognized only by referring the mani-
fold to a determinate purpose, and hence through a concept. Even
from this it is already evident that the beautiful, which we judge on
the basis of a merely formal purposiveness, i.e., a purposiveness
without a purpose, is quite independent of the concept of the good.
For the good presupposes an objective purposiveness, i.e., it presup-
poses that we refer the object to a determinate purpose.

Objective purposiveness may be extrinsic, in which case it is an
object's utility, or intrinsic, in which case it is an object’s perfection.
If our liking for an object is one on account of which we call the
object beautiful, then it cannot rest on a concept of the object’s
utility, as is sufficiently clear from the two preceding chapters;4! for
then it would not be a direct liking for the object, while that is the
essential condition of a judgment about beauty. But perfection, which
is an objective intrinsic purposiveness, is somewhat closer to the
predicate beauty, and that is why some philosophers of repute have
identified perfection with beauty, adding, however, that it is perfection
thought confusedly. 42 1t is of the utmost importance, in a critique of
taste, to decide if indeed beauty can actually be analyzed into the
concept of perfection.

In order to judge objective purposiveness, we always need the
concept of a purpose, and (if the purposiveness is not to be extrinsic—
utility—but intrinsic) it must be the concept of an intrinsic |inner|
purpose that contains the basis for the object’s inner?3 [inner] possi-

41[The chapters on the first two moments of a judgment of taste, Ak. 203~19.]

42K ant is responding to aestheticians of the Leibnizian school, especially Alexander
Gotllieb Baumgarten and Georg Friedrich Meier. See the Translator's Introduction,
xtvifi~li.]

43 The German ‘inner’ is rendered as ‘inner’ when it modifies ‘possibility,’ because
‘intrinsic possibility’ means ‘possibility in principle.’]
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bility. Now insofar as a purpose as such is something whose concept
can be regarded as the basis of the possibility of the object itself,
presenting objective purposiveness in a thing presupposes the con-
cept of the thing, i.e., what sort of thing it is [meant] to be; and the
harmony of the thing’s manifold with this concept (which provides
the rule for connecting this manifold) is the thing’s qualitative perfection.
Qualitative perfection is quite distinct from quantitative perfection.#
The latter is the completeness that any thing [may| have as a thing of
its kind. It is a mere concept of magnitude (of totality); in its case
what the thing is [meant] to be is already thought in advance as
determined, and the only question is whether the thing has everything
that is required for being a thing of that kind. What is formal in the
presentation of a thing, the harmony of its manifold to [form} a unity
{where it is indeterminate what this unity is [meant] to be) does not by
itself reveal any objective purposiveness whatsoever. For here we
abstract from what this unity is as a purpose (what the thing is
[meant] to be), so that nothing remains but the subjective purposiveness
of the presentations in the mind of the beholder. Subjective pur-
posiveness [is| merely a certain purposiveness of the subject’s presen-
tational state and, within that state, [an} appealingness [involved} in
apprehending a given form by the imagination. Such purposiveness
does not indicate any perfection of any object whatever, [since] no
object is being thought through any concept of a purpose. Suppose,
for example, that in a forest I come upon a lawn encircled by trees but
that I do not connect with it the thought of any purpose, e.g., that it is
{meant] (say) for a country dance. In that case no concept whatsoever
of perfection is given me through the mere form. But the thought of a
formal objective purposiveness that nevertheless lacks a purpose, i.e.,
the mere form of a perfection (without any matter and concept of
what the harmony is directed to, not even the mere idea of a lawfulness
as such) is a veritable contradiction.

Now a judgment of taste is an aesthetic judgment, i.e., a judgment
that rests on subjective bases, and whose determining basis cannot be
a concept and hence also cannot be the concept of a determinate
purpose. Hence in thinking of beauty, a formal subjective purposiveness,
we are not at all thinking of a perfection in the object, an allegedly
formal and yet also objective purposiveness: and the distinction between

44(Ct. the Metaphysics of Morals, Ak. V1, 386.]
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the concepts of the beautiful and of the good which alleges that the
two differ only in their logical form, with the first merely being a
confused and the second a distinct concept of perfection, while the
two are otherwise the same in content and origin, is in error. For in
that case there would be no difference ir kind between them, but a
judgment of taste would be just as much a cognitive judgment as is a
judgment by which we declare something to be good. So, for example,
the common man bases his judgment that deceit is wrong on con-
fused rational principles, and the philosopher bases his on distinct
ones, but both at bottom base their judgments on one and the same
rational principles. In fact, however, as I have already pointed out, an
aesthetic judgment is unique in kind and provides absolutely no
cognition (not even a confused one) of the object; only a logical
judgment does that. An aesthetic judgment instead refers the presen-
tation, by which an object is given, solely to the subject; it brings to
our notice no characteristic of the object, but only the purposive
form in the [way] the presentational powers are determined in their
engagement with the object. Indeed, the judgment is called aesthetic$®
precisely because the basis determining it is not a concept but the
feeling (of the inner sense) of that accordance in the play of the
mental powers insofar as it can only be sensed. If, on the other hand,
we wished to call confused concepts and the objective judgment
based on them aesthetic, then we would have an understanding that
judges by sense [sinnlich], or a sense that presents its objects by
means of concepts, both of which are contradictory. Qur power of
concepts, whether they are confused or distinct, is the understanding;
and although understanding too is required (as it is for all judgments)
for a judgment of taste, as an aesthetic judgment, yet it is required
here not as an ability to cognize an object, but as an ability to determine
(without a concept) the judgment and its presentation in accordance
with the relation that this presentation has to the subject and his inner
feeling, namely, so far as this judgment is possible in accordance with
a universal rule.

[From Greek aiovéova: (aisthésthai), ‘to sense’, in the broad meaning of this term,
which includes feeling. The Greek term thus shares the ambiguity of ‘to sense’ and of
‘empfinden.’ Cf. Ak. 205-06.]
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§ 16

A Judgment of Taste
by Which We Declare
an Object Beautiful
under the Condition
of a Determinate Concept
Is Not Pure

There are two kinds of beauty, free beauty (pulchritudo vaga) and
merely accessory beauty (pulchritudo adhaerens). Free beauty does
not presuppose a concept of what the object is [meant] to be. Acces-
sory beauty does presuppose such a concept, as well as the object’s
perfection in terms of that concept. The free kinds of beauty are
called (self-subsistent) beauties of this or that thing. The other kind of
beauty is accessory to a concept (i.e., it is conditioned beauty) and as
such is attributed to objects that fall under the concept of a particular
purpose.

Flowers are free natural beauties. Hardly anyone apart from the
botanist knows what sort of thing a flower is {meant] to be; and even
he, while recognizing it as the reproductive organ of a plant, pays no
attention to this natural purpose when he judges the flower by taste.
Hence the judgment is based on no perfection of any kind, no
intrinsic purposiveness to which the combination of the manifold
might refer. Many birds (the parrot, the humming-bird, the bird of
paradise} and a lot of crustaceans in the sea are [free] beauties
themselves [and|] belong to no object determined by concepts as to its
purpose, but we like them freely and on their own account. Thus
designs a la grecque, 46 the foliage on borders or on wallpaper, etc.,

46 Walter Cerf notes: “The phrase & /la grecque was apparently used in the eighteenth
century—and is still used by some present-day French art historians —to characterize
the classicism in what is now called the Louis X VI style. Stimulated by the excavations
at Pompeii, which began around 1748, the style a la grecque put an end to the style
rocaille or rococo (rocaille, rock or grotto work) of Louis XV and flourished from
about 1760 to 1792...." From Walter Cerf's translation of part of the Critique of
Judgment, entitled Analytic of the Beautiful (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1963), 111.]
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mean nothing on their own: they represent {vorstellen] nothing, no
object under a determinate concept, and are free beauties. What we
call fantasias in music (namely, music without a topic [ Thema]),
indeed all music not set to words, may also be included in the same
class.

When we judge free beauty (according to mere form) then our
judgment of taste is pure. Here we presuppose no concept of any
purpose for which the manifold is to serve the given object, and
hence no concept [as to] what the object is [meant] to represent; our
imagination is playing, as it were, while it contemplates the shape,
and such a concept would only restrict its freedom.

But the beauty of a human being (and, as kinds subordinate to a
human being, the beauty of a man or woman or child), or the beauty
of a horse or of a building (such as a church, palace, armory, or
summer-house) does presuppose the concept of the purpose that
determines what the thing is [meant] to be, and hence a concept of its
perfection, and so it is merely adherent beauty. Now just as a connec-
tion of beauty, which properly concerns only form, with the agreeable
(the sensation) prevented the judgment of taste from being pure, so
does a connection of beauty with the good (i.e., as to how, in terms of
the thing’s purpose, the manifold is good for the thing itself) impair
the purity of a judgment of taste.

Much that would be liked directly in intuition could be added to a
building, if only the building were not [meant| to be a church. A
figure could be embellished with all sorts of curlicues and light but
regular lines, as the New Zealanders do with their tattoos, if only it
were not the figure of a human being. And this human being might
have had much more delicate features and a facial structure with a
softer and more likable outline, if only he were not [meant| to
represent a man, let alone a warlike one.

Now if a liking for the manifold in a thing refers to the intrinsic
purpose that determines [how| the thing is possible, then it is a liking
based on a concept, whereas a liking for beauty is one that presup-
poses no concept but is directly connected with the presentation by
which the object is given (not by which it is thought). Now if a
judgment of taste regarding the second liking is made to depend on,
and hence is restricted by, the purpose involved in the first liking, it is
a rational judgment, and so it is no longer a free and pure judgment of
taste.
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It is true that taste gains by such a connection of aesthetic with
intellectual liking, for it becomes fixed and, though it is not universal,
rules can be prescribed for it with regard to certain objects that are
purposively determined. By the same token, however, these rules will
not be rules of taste but will merely be rules for uniting taste with
reason, i.e., the beautiful with the good, a union that enables us to use
the beautiful as an instrument for our aim regarding the good, so that
the mental attunement that sustains itself and has subjective universal
validity may serve as a basis for that other way of thinking that can be
sustained only by laborious resolve but that is universally valid
objectively.4” Actually, however, neither does perfection gain by
beauty, nor beauty by perfection. Rather, because in using a concept
in order to compare the presentation by which an object is given us
with that object itself (with regard to what it is [meant] to be), we
inevitably hold the presentation up to the sensation in the subject, it is
the complete power of presentation that gains when the two states of
mind harmonize.

A judgment of taste about an object that has a determinate intrin-
sic purpose would be pure only if the judging person either had no
concept of this purpose, or if he abstracted from it in making his
judgment. But although he would in that case have made a correct
judgment of taste, by judging the object as a free beauty, another
person who (looking only to the object’s purpose) regarded the beauty
in it as only an accessory characteristic, would still censure him and
accuse him of having wrong taste, even though each is judging correctly
in his own way, the one by what he has before his senses, the other by
what he has in his thoughts. If we make this distinction we can settle
many quarrels that judges of taste have about beauty, by showing
them that the one is concerned with free and the other with accessory
beauty, the one making a pure and the other an applied judgment of
taste.

4N0On the link between the beautiful and the good, cf. § 42 (Ak. 298-303) and § 59
(Ak. 351-54), as well as the Anthropology, § § 69-70, Ak. VII, 244-45.]



§ 17
On the Ideal of Beauty

There can be no objective rule of taste, no rule of taste that deter-
mines by concepts what is beautiful. For any judgment from this
source [i.e., taste] is aesthetic, i.e., the basis determining it is the
subject’s feeling and not the concept of an object. If we search for a
principle of taste that states the universal criterion of the beautiful by
means of determinate concepts, then we engage in a fruitless endeavor,
because we search for something that is impossible and intrinsically
contradictory. The universal communicability*® of the sensation (of
liking or disliking)—a universal communicability that is indeed not
based on a concept—|[I say that] the broadest possible agreement
among all ages and peoples regarding this feeling that accompanies
the presentation of certain objects is the empirical criterion [for what
is beautiful]. This criterion, although weak and barely sufficient for a
conjecture, [does suggest] that a taste so much confirmed by exam-
ples stems from {a] deeply hidden basis, common to all human beings,
underlying their agreement in judging the forms under which objects
are given them.

That is why we regard some products of taste as exemplary. This
does not mean that taste can be acquired by imitating someone else’s.
For taste must be an ability one has oneself; and although someone
who imitates a model may manifest skill insofar as he succeeds in this,
he manifests taste only insofar as he can judge that model himself.49
From this, however, it follows that the highest model, the archetype
of taste, is a mere idea, an idea which everyone must generate within
himself and by which he must judge any object of taste, any example
of someone’s judging by taste, and even the taste of everyone [else].

4B Cf. § § 20-21 (Ak. 237-39) and § § 3940 (Ak. 291-96).]

4SModels of taste in the arts of speech must be composed in a language both dead and
scholarly: dead, so that it will not have to undergo the changes that inevitably affect
living ones, whereby noble expressions become flat, familiar ones archaic, and newly
created ones enter into circulation for only a short while; scholarly, so that it will have
a grammar that is not subject to the whims of fashion but has its own unalterable
rule.
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Idea properly means a rational concept, and idea! the presentation of
an individual being as adequate to an idea.>® Hence that archetype
of taste, which does indeed rest on reason’s indeterminate idea of a
maximum, but which still can be presented not through concepts but
only in an individual exhibition,>! may more appropriately be called
the ideal of the beautiful. Though we do not have such an ideal in our
possession, we do strive to produce it within us. But it will be merely
an ideal of the imagination, precisely because it does not rest on
concepts but rests on an exhibition, and the power of exhibition is the
imagination. How, then, do we arrive at such an ideal of beauty? Do
we do so a priori or empirically? Also, which type of the beautiful
admits of an ideal?

We must be careful to note, first of all, that if we are to seek an
ideal of beauty then the beauty must be fixed rather than vague,
fixed by a concept of objective purposiveness. Hence this beauty
must belong not to the object of an entirely pure judgment of taste,
but to the object of a partly intellectual one. In other words, if an
ideal is to be located in any kind of bases for judging, then there must
be some underlying idea of reason, governed by determinate concepts,
that determines a priori the purpose on which the object’s inner
possibility rests. An ideal of beautiful flowers, of beautiful furnishings,
or of a beautiful view is unthinkable. But an ideal of a beauty that is
accessory to determinate purposes is also inconceivable, e.g., an ideal

50[Cf. the Critique of Pure Reason, A 567-71 = B 595-99.]

S1Cf. Ak. 192, where ‘to exhibit' (‘darstellen’) is defined as ‘to place beside {a]
concept an intuition corresponding to it In the Critique of Pure Reason, ‘to construct
a concept’ is defined as ‘to exhibit a priori the intuition corresponding to it” (A 713 ~ B
741). Apart from that context (A 713-21 = B 741-49), the term ‘darstellen’ rarely
occurs in the first Critique, even where construction of concepts is discussed. By the
time of the Critique of Judgment, Kant uses it frequently, and broadens it to include
not only schematic exhibition {as, e.g., in construction) but also symbolic exhibition.
See esp. § 539, (Ak. 351-54) as well as br. n. 31 at Ak. 351, See also the Logic, Ak. IX,
23, and the Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science, Ak. 1V, 486, and cf. the
Anthropology. Ak. VIL, 167-97. See also Kant's response to Johann August Eberhard in
On a Discovery According to Which Any New Critique of Pure Reason Has Been Made
Superfluous by an Earlier One, Ak. VIII, 185-251. The traditiona! rendering of
‘darstellen’ as ‘to present’ has been abandoned in this translation because ‘to exhibit’
seems both closer to Kant's meaning and less misleading. (Similarly for the noun.) *To
present’ has been used instead to replace the traditional rendering of ‘vorstellen’ as ‘to
represent,” which wrongly suggests that Kant's theory of perception (etc.) is repre-
sentational. Cf, above, Ak. 175 br. n. 17.]
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of a beautiful mansion, a beautiful tree, a beautiful garden, etc.,
presumably because the purposes are not sufficiently determined and
fixed by their concept, so that the purposiveness is nearly as free as in
the case of vague beauty. [This leaves] only that which has the
purpose of its existence within itself —man. Man can himself deter-
mine his purposes by reason; or, where he has to take them from
cuter perception, he can still compare them with essential and
universal purposes and then judge the former purposes’ harmony
with the latter ones aesthetically as well, It is man, alone among
all objects in the world, who admits of an ideal of beauty, just as
the humanity in his person, [i.e., in man considered] as an intelli-
gence,>? is the only [thing] in the world that admits of the ideal of
perfection.

But this [ideal of beauty]| has two components. The first is the
aesthetic standard idea, which is an individual intuition (of the
imagination) [by| which {we| present the standard for judging man as
a thing belonging to a particular animal species. The second is the
rational idea, which makes the purposes of humanity, insofar as they
cannot be presented in sensibility, the principle for judging his figure,
which reveals these purposes, as their effect in appearance.>® The
standard idea of the |figure or] shape of an animal of a particular kind
has to take its elements from experience. But the greatest purposiveness
in the structure of that shape resides merely in the judging person’s
idea; and it is this greatest purposiveness—the image on which nature’s
technic5 was, as it were, intentionally based, and to which only the
kind as a whole but no individual by itself is adequate—which would
be suitable as the universal standard for judging each individual of
that species aesthetically. And yet this idea and its proportions can be
exhibited as an aesthetic idea fully ir concreto in a model image. In
order that we may grasp this [process] to some extent (for who
can elicit nature’s secret entirely?), let us attempt a psychological
explanation.

5Y1.e., as a free rational {and noumenal) being, rather than as a being of sense. Cf. the
Critigue of Practical Reason, AK.V, 114, and the Metaphysics of Morals, Ak. V1, 418.]

SYCE. the Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics, Ak. IV, 343-47; the Critique of
Practical Reason, Ak.V, 114-15; and the Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morak,
Ak. 1V, 446-63.]

54[See above, Ak. 193 br. n. 35.]
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Notice how in a manner wholly beyond our grasp our imagination
is able on occasion not only to recall, even from the distant past, the
signs that stand for concepts, but also to reproduce [an]| object’s
image and shape from a vast number of objects of different kinds or
even of one and the same kind. Moreover, all indications suggest that
this power, when the mind wants to make comparisons, can actually
proceed as follows, though this process does not reach consciousness:
the imagination projects, as it were, one image onto another, and
from the congruence of most images of the same kind it arrives at an
average that serves as the common standard for all of them. For
instance: Someone has seen a thousand adult men. If now he wishes
to make a judgment about their standard size, to be estimated by way
of a comparison, then (in my opinion) the imagination projects a large
number of the images (perhaps the entire thousand) onto one another,
If I may be permitted to illustrate this by an analogy from optics: in
the space where most of the images are united, and within the outline
where the area is illuminated by the color applied most heavily, there
the average size emerges, equally distant in both height and breadth
from the outermost bounds of the tallest and shortest stature; and
that is the stature for a beautiful man. (The same result could be
obtained mechanically, by measuring the entire thousand, adding up
separately all their heights and their breadths (and thicknesses) by
themselves and then dividing each sum by a thousand. And yet the
imagination does just that by means of a dynamic effect arising from
its multiple apprehension of such shapes on the organ of the inner
sense.5%) Now if in a similar way we try to find for this average man
the average head, for it the average nose, etc., then it is this shape
which underlies the standard idea of a beautiful man in the country
where this comparison is made. That is why, given these empirical
conditions, a Negro's standard idea of the beauty of the [human]
figure necessarily differs from that of a white man, that of a Chinese
from that of a European. The same would apply to the model of a
beautiful horse or dog (of a certain breed). This standard idea is not
derived from proportions that are taken from experience as determi-

%[In the Anthropology (Ak. VI, 161), Kant suggests that one “might say” that the
soul is the organ of the inner sense. But in the Critique of Pure Reason no such organ is
mentioned, and the soul is repeatedly called the object of the inner sense. (E.g., at A
342 = B400 and A 846 = B 874.)]
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nate rules. Rather, it is in accordance with this idea that rules for
judging become possible in the first place. It is the image for the
entire kind, hovering between all the singular and multiply varied
intuitions of the individuals, the image that nature used as the arche-
type on which it based its productions within any one species, but
which it does not seem to have attained completely in any individual.
The standard idea is by no means the entire archetype of beauty
within this kind, but is only the form that constitutes the indispen-
sable condition of all beauty, and hence merely the correctness in the
exhibition of the kind. It is the rule, just as the famous Doryphorus of
Polyclitus was called the rule (Myron’s Cow, within its kind, also
allowed this use, as such a rule).%6 It is precisely because of this, too,
that the standard idea cannot contain any specific characteristics,
since then it would not be the standard idea for that kind. Nor is it
because of its beauty that we like its exhibition, but merely because it
does not contradict any of the conditions under which alone a thing
of this kind can be beautiful. The exhibition is merely academically
correct.5?

But from this szandard idea of the beautiful we must still distin-
guish the ideal of the beautiful, which for reasons already stated must
be expected solely in the human figure. Now the ideal in this figure
consists in the expression of the morai; apart from the moral the
object would not be liked universally and moreover positively (rather
than merely negatively, when it is exhibited in a way that is {merely|

% Polyclitus (the Elder) and Myron are both Greek sculptors of the fifth century B.C.;
the Doryphorus (Spearbearer) and the Cow are works of theirs.|

571t will be found that a perfectly regular face, such as a painter would like to have as a
model, usually conveys nothing. This is because it contains nothing characteristic and
hence expresses more the idea of the [human| kind than what is specific in one person;
if what is characteristic in this way is exaggerated, i.e., if it offends against the standard
idea (of the purposiveness of the kind) itself, then it is called a caricature. Experience
shows, moreover, that such wholly regular faces usually indicate that inwardly too the
person is only mediocre.38 I suppose (if we may assume that nature expresses in [our]
outward [appearance] the proportions of what is inward) this is because, if none of the
mental predispositions stands out beyond the proportion that is required for someone
to constitute merely a person free from defects, then we must not expect in him any
degree of what we call genius; in the case of genius59 nature seems to depart from the
proportions it usually imparts to our mental powers, instead favoring just one.

S8|Ct. the Anthropology, Ak. VII, 298.]
S9[Ct. § § 46-50, Ak. 307-20.]
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academically correct). Now it is true that this visible expression of
moral ideas that govern man inwardly can be taken only from
experience. Yet these moral ideas must be connected, in the idea of
the highest purposiveness, with everything that our reason links with
the morally good: goodness of soul, or purity, or fortitude, or serenity,
etc.; and in order for this connection to be made visible, as it were, in
bodily expression (as an effect of what is inward), pure ideas of reason
must be united with a very strong imagination in someone who seeks
so much as to judge, let alone exhibit, it. The correctness of such an
ideal of beauty is proved by its not permitting any charm of sense to
be mingled with the liking for its object, while yet making us take a
great interest in it. This in turn proves that a judging by such a
standard can never be purely aesthetic, and that a judging by an ideal
of beauty is not 2 mere judgment of taste.

Explication of the Beautiful
Inferred from
the Third Moment

Beauty is an object’s form of purposiveness insofar as it is perceived
in the object without the presentation of a purpose.®

601t might be adduced as a counterinstance to this explication that there are things in
which we see a purposive form without recognizing a purpose in them [but which we
nevertheless do not consider beautiful]. Examples are the stone utensils sometimes
excavated from ancient burial mounds, which are provided with a hole as if for a
handle. Although these clearly betray in their shape a purposiveness whose purpase is
unknown, we do not declare them beautiful on that account. And yet, the very fact that
we regard them as work[s]| of art already forces us to admit that we are referring their
shape to some intention or other and to some determinate purpose, That is also why we
have no direct liking whatever for their intuition. A flower, on the other hand, e.g., a
tulip, is considered beautiful, because in our perception of it we encounter a certain
purposiveness that, given how we are judging the flower, we do not refer to any purpose
whatever,



Fourth Moment
of a Judgment of Taste,
As to the Modality of
the Liking for the Object

§ 18

What the Modality of a
Judgment of Taste Is

About any presentation I can say at least that there is 2 possibility for
it (as a cognition) to be connected with a pleasure. About that which I
call agreeable 1 say that it actually gives rise to pleasure in me. But
we think of the beautiful as having a necessary®! reference to liking.
This necessity is of a special kind. It is not a theoretical objective
necessity, allowing us to cognize a priori that everyone will feel this
liking for the object I call beautiful. Nor is it a practical objective
necessity, where, through concepts of a pure rational will that serves
freely acting beings as a rule, this liking is the necessary consequence
of an objective law and means nothing other than that one absolutely
(without any further aim) ought to act in a certain way. Rather,
as a necessity that is thought in an aesthetic judgment, it can only be
called exemplary, i.e., a necessity of the assent of everyone to a
judgment that is regarded as an example of a universal rule that we
are unable to state. Since an aesthetic judgment is not an objective
and cognitive one, this necessity cannot be derived from determinate
concepts and hence is not apodeictic. Still less can it be inferred from
the universality of experience (from a thorough agreement among
judgments about the beauty of a certain object). For not only would
experience hardly furnish a sufficient amount of evidence for this, but

81| Emphasis added. Cf., on modality, the Critique of Pure Reason, A 80 = B 106.]
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a concept of the necessity of these judgments cannot be based on
empirical judgments.

§ 19

The Subjective Necessity
That We Attribute
to a Judgment of Taste
Is Conditioned

A judgment of taste requires everyone to assent; and whoever declares
something to be beautiful holds that everyone ought to give his
approval to the object at hand and that he too should declare it
beautiful. Hence the ought in an aesthetic judgment, even once we
have [nach] all the data needed for judging, is still uttered only
conditionally. We solicit everyone else’s assent because we have a
basis for it that is common to all. Indeed, we could count on that
assent, if only we could always be sure that the instance had been
subsumed correctly under that basis,?2 which is the rule for the
approval.

62[CE. Ak. 216 incl. br. n, 30.]



§ 20

The Condition for the
Necessity Alleged by a
Judgment of Taste Is the
Idea of a Common Sense

If judgments of taste had (as cognitive judgments do) a determinate
objective principle, then anyone making them in accordance with
that principle would claim that his judgment is unconditionally neces-
sary. If they had no principle at all, like judgments of the mere taste of
sense, then the thought that they have a necessity would not occur to
us at all. So they must have a subjective principle, which determines
only by feeling rather than by concepts, though nonetheless with
universal validity, what is liked or disliked. Such a principle, however,
could only be regarded as a common sense. This common sense is
essentially distinct from the common understanding that is some-
times also called common sense (sensus communis); for the latter
judges not by feeling but always by concepts, even though these
concepts are usually only principles conceived obscurely.

Only under the presupposition, therefore, that there is a common
sense {by which, however, we [also] do not mean an outer sense, but
mean the effect arising from the free play of our cognitive powers)—
only under the presupposition of such a common sense, I maintain,
can judgments of taste be made.

§ 21

Whether We Have a Basis for
Presupposing a Common Sense

Cognitions and judgments, along with the conviction that accompanies
them, must be universally communicable. For otherwise we could not
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attribute to them a harmony with the object, but they would one and
al]l be a merely subjective play of the presentational powers, just as
skepticism would have it. But if cognitions are to be communicated,
then the mental state, i.e., the attunement of the cognitive powers
that is required for cognition in general—namely, that proportion
[between them which is] suitable for turning a presentation (by which
an object is given us) into cognition—must also be universally
communicable. For this attunement is the subjective condition of [the
process of| cognition, and without it cognition [in the sense of] the
effect [of this process|®? could not arise. And this [attunement] does
actually take place whenever a given object, by means of the senses,
induces the imagination to its activity of combining the manifold, the
imagination in turn inducing the understanding to its activity of
providing unity for this manifold in concepts. But this attunement of
the cognitive powers varies in its proportion, depending on what
difference there is among the objects that are given. And yet there
must be one attunement in which this inner relation is most condu-
cive to the (mutual) quickening of the two mental powers with a view
to cognition (of given objects) in general; and the only way this
attunement can be determined is by feeling (rather than by concepts).
Moreover, this attunement itself, and hence also the feeling of it
(when a presentation is given), must be universally communicable,
while the universal communicability of a feeling presupposes a com-
mon sense. Hence it would seem that we do have a basis for assuming
such a sense, and for assuming it without relying on psychological
observations, but as the necessary condition of the universal commu-
nicability of our cognition, which must be presupposed in any logic
and any principle of cognitions that is not skeptical.

63 Ct. Ak. 167 br. n. 2.]



§ 22

The Necessity of the
Universal Assent

That We Think in a
Judgment of Taste

Is a Subjective Necessity
That We Present as Objective
by Presupposing a
Common Sense

Whenever we make a judgment declaring something to be beautiful,
we permit no one to hold a different opinion, even though we base
our judgment only on our feeling rather than on concepts; hence we
regard this underlying feeling as a common rather than as a private
feeling. But if we are to use this common sense in such a way, we
cannot base it on experience; for it seeks to justify us in making
judgments that contain an ought: it does not say that everyone will
agree with my judgment, but that he ought to. Hence the common
sense, of whose judgment I am at that point offering my judgment of
taste as an example, attributing to it exemplary validity on that
account, is a mere ideal standard. With this standard presupposed, we
could rightly turn a judgment that agreed with it, as well as the liking
that is expressed in it for some object, into a rule for everyone. For
although the principle is only subjective, it would still be assumed
as subjectively universal (an idea necessary for everyone); and
so it could, like an objective principle, demand universal assent
insofar as agreement among different judging persons is concerned,
provided only we were certain that we had subsumed under it
correctly.

That we do actually presuppose this indeterminate standard of a
common sense is proved by the fact that we presume to make judg-
ments of taste. But is there in fact such a common sense, as a
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constitutive principle of the possibility of experience, or is there a still
higher principle of reason that makes it only a regulative principle for
us, [in order] to bring forth in us, for higher purposes, a common
sense in the first place? In other words, is taste an original and natural
ability, or is taste only the idea of an ability yet to be acquired and
[therefore] artificial, so that a judgment of taste with its requirement
for universal assent is in fact only a demand of reason to produce such
agreement in the way we sense? In the latter case the ought,® i.e.,
the objective necessity that everyone's feeling flow along with the
particular feeling of each person, would signify only that there is a
possibility of reaching such agreement; and the judgment of taste
would only offer an example of the application of this principle.
These questions we neither wish to nor can investigate at this point.
For the present our task is only to analyze the power of taste into its
elements, and to unite these ultimately in the idea of a common
sense.

Explication of the Beautiful
Inferred from the
Fourth Moment

Beautiful is what without a concept is cognized as the object of a
necessary liking.

4 Emphasis added.]



General Comment on the
First Division
of the Analytic

If we take stock of the above analyses, we find that everything comes
down to the concept of taste, namely, that taste is an ability to judge
an object in reference to the free lawfulness of the imagination.
Therefore, in a judgment of taste the imagination must be con-
sidered in its freedom. This implies, first of all, that this power
is here not taken as reproductive, where it is subject to the laws
of association, but as productive and spontaneous (as the origi-
nator of chosen forms of possible intuitions).86 Moreover, [second,]
although in apprehending a given object of sense the imagination
is tied to a determinate form of this object and to that extent does
not have free play (as it does [e.g.} in poetry), it is still conceivable
that the object may offer it just the sort of form in the combination
of its manifold as the imagination, if it were left to itself [and]
free, would design in harmony with the understanding’s lawfulness
in general. And yet, to say that the imagination is free and yet
lawful of itself, i.e., that it carries autonomy with it, is a contra-
diction. The understanding alone gives the law. But when the
imagination is compelled to proceed according to a determinate law,
then its product is determined by concepts (as far as its form is
concerned);87 but in that case the liking, as was shown above 58
is a liking not for the beautiful but for the good (of perfection,
at any rate, formal perfection), and the judgment is not a judgment

5 The first Book, actually.]

66{CS. the Anthropology. Ak. V11, 167: “The imagination (facultas imaginandi}, as a
power to intuit even when the object is not present, is either productive or reproductive.
As productive, it is a power of original exhibition of the object (exhibitio originaria),
and hence of an exhibition that precedes experience. As reproductive, it is a power of
derivative exhibition (exhibitio derivativa), an exhibiticn that brings back to the mind
an empirical intuition we have had before.” See also the Critigue of Pure Reason, B
151-52.]

67 Parentheses added.]
58[See esp. § § 15 and 16, Ak. 226-31.]
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made by taste. It seems, therefore, that only a lawfulness without
a law, and a subjective harmony of the imagination with the under-
standing without an objective harmony—where the presentation is
referred to a determinate concept of an object—is compatible with
the free lawfulness of the understanding (which has also been called
purposiveness without a purpose®) and with the peculiarity of a
judgment of taste.

It is true that critics of taste commonly adduce geometrically
regular figures, such as a circle, square, or cube, etc., as the simplest
and most indubitable examples of beauty. And yet these are called
regular precisely because the only way we can present them is by
regarding them as mere exhibitions of a determinate concept that
prescribes the rule for that figure (the rule under which alone the
figure is possible). Hence one of these two must be erroneous: either
that judgment by the critics which attributes beauty to such figures,
or our judgment that beauty requires a purposiveness without a
concept.

Probably no one would hold that a man of taste is required in order
to like a circular figure better than a scrawled outline, an equilateral
and equiangular quadrangle better than one that is scalene and
lopsided, as it were, misshapen; for no taste at all is required for this,
but only common understanding. When we pursue an aim, such as to
judge the size of an area or, in a division, to enable ourselves to grasp
the relation of the parts to one another and to the whole, we require
regular figures, and those of the simplest kind; and here our liking does
not rest directly on how the figure looks, but rests on its usefulness for
all sorts of possible aims. A room whose walls form oblique angles, a
garden plot of that kind, even any violation of symmetry in the figure
of animals (such as being one-eyed) or of buildings or flower beds: all
of these we dislike because they are contrapurposive, not only practi-
cally with regard to some definite use of them, but contrapurposive
also for our [very] judging of them with all sorts of possible aims [in
mind]. This is not the case in a judgment of taste; when such a
judgment is pure, it connects liking or disliking directly with the mere
contemplation of the object,” irrespective of its use or any purpose.

It is true that the regularity leading to the concept of an object is

69See Ak. 226 and 236.]
TO[Cf. Ak. 209 and 222.]
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the indispensable condition (conditio sine qua non) for apprehending
[fassen| the object in a single presentation and determining the
manifold in the object’'s form; [and] this determination is a purpose
[we pursue] with regard to cognition, and as so related to cognition it
is indeed always connected with a liking (since achieving any aim
|Absicht], even a problematic one, is accompanied by a liking). But
here the liking is merely our approval of the solution satisfying a
problem, and not a free and indeterminately purposive entertainment
|Unterhaltung] of the mental powers regarding what we call beautifut,
where the understanding serves the imagination rather than vice
versa.

In a thing that is possible only through an intention [Absicht)
such as a building or even an animal, that regularity which con-
sists in the thing’s symmetry must express the unity of the intui-
tion that accompanies the concept of the [thing’s] purpose, and
is part of the cognition. But where only a free play of our presenta-
tional powers is to be sustained [unterhalten] (though under the
condition that the understanding suffers no offense), as in the case of
pleasure gardens, room decoration, all sorts of tasteful utensils, and
so on, any regularity that has an air of constraint”! is [to be] avoided
as much as possible. That is why the English taste in gardens, or the
baroque taste in furniture, carries the imagination’s freedom very
far, even to the verge of the grotesque, because it is precisely in
this divorce from any constraint of a rule that the case is posited
where taste can show its greatest perfection in designs made by the
imagination.

Everything that [shows] stiff regularity (close to mathematical
regularity) runs counter to taste because it does not allow us to be
entertained for long by our contemplation of it; instead it bores us,
unless it is expressly intended either for cognition or for a determi-
nate practical purpose. On the other hand, whatever lends itself to
unstudied and purposive play by the imagination is always new to us
and we never tire of looking at it. Marsden,72 in his description of

M[CE. Ak. 306.]

72| William Marsden (1754-1836), English philologist and ethnologist. He spent a
number of years in Sumatra and is the author of a History of Sumatra (1783) as well asa
Grammar and Dictionary of the Malay Language {1812). He also translated the Traveis
of Marco Polo (1818).]
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Sumatra, comments that the free beauties of nature there surround
the beholder everywhere, so that there is little left in them to attract
him; whereas, when in the midst of a forest he came upon a pepper
garden, with the stakes that supported the climbing plants forming
paths between them along parallel lines, it charmed him greatly. He
concludes from this that we like wild and apparently ruleless beauty
only as a change, when we have been satiated with the sight of
regular beauty. And yet he need only have made the experiment
of spending one day with his pepper garden to realize that, once
regularity has [prompted]| the understanding to put itself into at-
tunement with order which it requires everywhere, the object ceases
to entertain him and instead inflicts on his imagination an irk-
some constraint; whereas nature in those regions, extravagant in
all its diversity to the point of opulence, subject to no constraint
from artificial rules, can nourish his taste permanently. Even bird
song, which we cannot bring under any rule of music, seems to
contain more freedom and hence to offer more to taste than human
song, even when this human song is performed according to all the
rules of the art of music, because we tire much sooner of a human
song if it is repeated often and for long periods. And yet in this
case we probably confuse our participation in the cheerfulness
of a favorite little animal with the beauty of its song, for when
bird song is imitated very precisely by a human being (as is some-
times done with the nightingale’s warble) it strikes our ear as quite
tasteless.

Again, we must distinguish beautiful objects from beautiful views
of objects (where their distance prevents us from recognizing them
distinctly). In beautiful views of objects, taste seems to fasten not so
much on what the imagination apprehends in that area, as on the
occasion they provide for it to engage in fiction [dichten), i.c., on the
actual fantasies with which the mind entertains itself as it is continu-
ally being aroused by the diversity that strikes the eye.”? This is

T3 Cf. the Anthropology, Ak. Vi, 167-68: “The imagination, insofar as it produces
imaginings involuntarily as well, is called fantasy. . . . [So] (in other words) the imagina-
tion either engages in fiction (i.e., it is productive), or in recall (i.e., it is reproductive).
But this does not mean that the productive imagination is creative, i.e., capable of
producing a presentation of sense that was never before given to our power of sense;
rather, we can always show [from where the imagination took] its material,” Cf. also, in
the same work, § § 31-33, Ak. VII, 174-82.
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similar to what happens when we watch, say, the changing shapes of
the flames in a fireplace or of a rippling brook: neither of these are
beauties, but they still charm the imagination because they sustain its
free play.
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BOOK 1I

ANALYTIC OF
THE SUBLIME

§23

Transition from the
Power of Judging!' the
Beautiful to That of
Judging the Sublime?

The beautiful and the sublime are similar in some respects. We like
both for their own sake, and both presuppose that we make a judg-
ment of reflection rather than either a judgment of sense or a logi-
cally determinative one. Hence in neither of them does our liking
depend on a sensation, such as that of the agreeable, nor on a
determinate concept, as does our liking for the good; yet we do refer
the liking to concepts, though it is indeterminate which concepts
these are. Hence the liking is connected with the mere exhibition or
power of exhibition, i.e., the imagination, with the result that we
regard this power, when an intuition is given us, as harmonizing with
the power of concepts, i.e., the understanding or reason, this har-
mony furthering [the aims of| these. That is also why both kinds of
judgment are singular ones that nonetheless proclaim themselves
universally valid for all subjects, though what they lay claim to

![For my use of ‘power,' rather than ‘faculty, see above, Ak. 167 br. n. 3.]
3ICt. the Anthropology, § § 67-68. Ak. VII, 239-43,|
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is merely the feeling of pleasure, and not any cognition of the
object.

But some significant differences between the beautiful and the
sublime are also readily apparent. The beautiful in nature concerns
the form of the object, which consists in [the object’s] being bounded.
But the sublime can also be found in a formless object, insofar as we
present unboundedness, either [as] in the object or because the
object prompts us to present it, while yet we add to this unboundedness
the thought of its totality. So it seems that we regard the beautiful as
the exhibition of an indeterminate concept of the understanding, and
the sublime as the exhibition of an indeterminate concept of reason.
Hence in the case of the beautiful our liking is connected with the
presentation of quality, but in the case of the sublime with the
presentation of quantity. The two likings are also very different in
kind. For the one liking ({that for] the beautiful} carries with it
directly a feeling of life’s being furthered, and hence is compatible
with charms and with an imagination at play. But the other liking (the
feeling of the sublime) is a pleasure that arises only indirectly: it is
produced by the feeling of a momentary inhibition of the vital forces
followed immediately by an outpouring of them that is all the stronger.
Hence3d it is an emotion,* and so it seems to be seriousness, rather
than play, in the imagination’s activity. Hence, too, this liking is
incompatible with charms, and, since the mind is not just attracted by
the object but is alternately always repelled as well, the liking for the
sublime contains not so much a positive pleasure as rather admiration
and respect, and so should be called a negative pleasure.’

But the intrinsic and most important distinction between the sub-
lime and the beautiful is presumably the following. If, as is permissible,
we start here by considering only the sublime in natural objects (since
the sublime in art is always confined to the conditions that [art] must
meet to be in harmony with nature), then the distinction in question
comes to this: (Independent) natural beauty carries with it a pur-
posiveness in its form, by which the object seems as it were pre-

3 Ct. Ak. 226.]

4Cf. the Observations on the Feeling of the Beautiful and Sublime (1764), Ak. 1I,
209: *The sublime MOVES us, the beautiful CHARMS us.”]

50n admiration, respect, and positive and negative pleasure, cf. the Critique of
Practical Reason, Ak.V,71-89.)
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determined for our power of judgment, so that this beauty constitutes
in itself an object of our liking. On the other hand, if something
arouses in us, merely in apprehension and without any reasoning on
our part, a feeling of the sublime, then it may indeed appear, in its
form, contrapurposive for our power of judgment, incommensurate
with our power of exhibition, and as it were violent to our imagination,
and yet we judge it all the more sublime for that.

We see from this at once that we express ourselves entirely incorrectly
when we call this or that object of nature sublime, even though we
may quite correctly call a great many natural objects beautiful; for
how can we call something by a term of approval if we apprehend it as
in itself contrapurposive? Instead, all we are entitled to say is that the
object is suitable for exhibiting a sublimity that can be found in the
mind. For what is sublime, in the proper meaning of the term, cannot be
contained in any sensible form but concemns only ideas of reason, which,
though they cannot be exhibited adequately, are aroused and called
to mind by this very inadequacy, which can be exhibited in sensibility.
Thus the vast ocean heaved up by storms cannot be called sublime. The
sight of it is horrible; and one must already have filled one’s mind
with all sorts of ideas if such an intuition is to attune it to a feeling
that is itself sublime, inasmuch as the mind is induced to abandon sensi-
bility and occupy itself with ideas containing a higher purposiveness.

Independent natural beauty reveals to us a technic® of nature
that allows us to present nature as a system in terms of laws whose
principle we do not find anywhere in our understanding: the principle
of a purposiveness directed to our use of judgment as regards
appearances. Under this principle, appearances must be judged as
belonging not merely to nature as governed by its purposeless
mechanism, but also to [nature considered by| analogy with art.
Hence even though this beauty does not actually expand our cogni-
tion of natural objects, it does expand our concept of nature, namely,
from nature as mere mechanism to the concept of that same nature as
art, and that invites us to profound investigations about [how]| such a
form is possible. However, in what we usually call sublime in nature
there is such an utter lack of anything leading to particular objective
principles and to forms of nature conforming to them, that it is rather
in its chaos that nature most arouses our ideas of the sublime, or in its

§See Ak. 193 br. n. 35.]
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wildest and most ruleless disarray and devastation, provided it dis-
plays magnitude and might. This shows that the concept of the
sublime in nature is not nearly as important and rich in implications
as that of the beautiful in nature, and that this concept indicates
nothing purposive whatever in nature itself but only in what use we
can make of our intuitions of nature so that we can feel a purposiveness
within ourselves entirely independent of nature. For the beautiful in
nature we must seek a basis outside ourselves, but for the sublime a
basis merely within ourselves and in the way of thinking that intro-
duces sublimity into our presentation of nature. This is a crucial
preliminary remark, which separates our ideas of the sublime com-
pletely from the idea of a purposiveness of nature, and turns the
theory of the sublime into a mere appendix to our aesthetic judging of
the purposiveness of nature. For through these ideas we do not
present a particular form in nature, but only develop [the| purposive
use that the imagination makes of the presentation of nature.

§ 24

On Dividing an Investigation of
the Feeling of the Sublime

In dividing the moments that are involved when we judge objects
aesthetically in relation to the feeling of the sublime, the analytic can
go on under the same principle that it followed in analyzing judg-
ments of taste. For, since judgments about the sublime are made by
the aesthetic reflective power of judgment, [the analytic| must allow
us to present the liking for the sublime, just as that for the beautiful,
as follows: in terms of guantity, as universally valid; in terms of
quality, as devoid of interest; in terms of relation, |as a} subjective
purposiveness; and in terms of modality, as a necessary subjective
purposiveness. So our method here will not deviate from the one used
in the preceding [book], except for a [detail that is] of no account:
since aesthetic judgments about the beautiful concerned the form of
the object, we there started by investigating their quality, whereas
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here, since what we call sublime may be formless, we shall begin with
the quantity as the first moment of an aesthetic judgment about the
sublime. The reason for this is evident from the preceding section.

But we do have to make one division in analyzing the sublime that
the analysis of the beautiful did not require: we must divide the
sublime into the mathematically and the dynamically sublime.

For while taste for the beautiful presupposes and sustains the mind
in restful contemplation, the feeling of the sublime carries with it, as
its character, a mental agitation connected with our judging of the
object. But (since we like the sublime) this agitation is to be judged
subjectively purposive, and so the imagination will refer this agitation
either to the cognitive power or to the power of desire, but in both
cases the purposiveness of the given presentation will be judged only
with regard to these powers (without any purpose or interest). The
first kind of agitation is a mathematical, the second a dynamical,
attunement of the mind. And so we attribute both these kinds of
agitation to the object, and hence present the object as sublime in
these two ways.






A

ON THE
MATHEMATICALLY
SUBLIME

§ 25

Explication of
the Term Sublime

We call sublime what is absolutely [schlechthin] large. To be large
[groff] and to be a magnitude [Grofle] are quite different concepts
(magnitudo and quantitas). Also, saying simply [schlechtweg] (sim-
pliciter) that something is large is quite different from saying that it is
absolutely large (absolute, non comparative magnum?). The latter
is what is large beyond all comparison. But what does it mean to say
that something is large, or small, or medium-sized? Such a term does
not stand for a pure concept of the understanding, let alone an
intuition of sense. Nor does it stand for a rational ccncept, for it
involves no cognitive principle whatsoever. Hence it must stand for a
concept that belongs to the power of judgment or is derived from
such a concept, and it must presuppose a subjective purposiveness of
the presentation in relation to the power of judgment. That some-
thing is a magnitude (quantum) can be cognized from the thing itself
without any comparison of it with others, namely, if a muttiplicity of
the homogeneous together constitutes a unity. On the other hand, [to

7|Large absolutely rather than by comparison.}
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judge] how large something is we always need something else, which
is also a2 magnitude, as its measure. But since what matters in judging
magnitude is not just multiplicity (number) but also the magnitude of
the unity® [used as the unit| (the measure), and since [to judge] the
magnitude of this unity we always need something else in turn as a
measure with which we can compare it, it is plain that no determina-
tion of the magnitude of appearances can possibly yield an absolute
concept of a magnitude, but at most can yield only a comparative
one.

Now if | say simply that something is large, it seems that I have no
comparison in mind at all, at least no comparison with an objective
measure, because in saying this I do not determine at all how large
|grofi] the object is. But though my standard of comparison is merely
subjective, my judgment still lays claim to universal assent. Such
judgments as, This man is beautiful, and, He is large, do not confine
themselves to the judging subject, but demand everyone’s assent, just
as theoretical judgments do.

But in a judgment by which we describe something as absolutely
large, we do not just mean that the object has some magnitude, but
we also imply that this magnitude is superior to that of many other
objects of the same kind, yet without indicating this superiority
determinately. Hence we do base our judgment on a standard, which
we assume we can presuppose to be the same for everyone; butitisa
standard that will serve not for a logical (mathematically determinate)
judging of magnitude, but only for an aesthetic one, because it is only
a subjective standard underlying our reflective judgment about magni-
tude | Gréfe]|. Furthermore, the standard may be either empirical or
one that is given a priori. An empirical one might be the average size
(Grife] of the people we know, of animals of a certain kind, of trees,
houses, mountains, and so on. One that is given a priori would be
confined, because of the deficiencies of the judging subject, to subjec-
tive conditions of an exhibition irn concreto; an example from the
practical sphere is the magnitude [or degree] of a certain virtue, or of
the civil liberty and justice in a country; from the theoretical sphere,

8‘Einheit' can mean ‘unity’ or "unit’ Here it means both, but the concern is with the
imagination’s effort to perform its usual function of providing an intuition (including
that of a unit, even a basic unit) with unity, by comprehending it in accordance with a
concept. See § 26 {Ak. 251-57) as well as Ak. 259, Cf. also the Critique of Pure Reason,
A 98-100.]
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the magnitude [or degree| of the correctness or incorrectness of some
observation or measurement that has been made, and so on.

It is noteworthy here that even if we have no interest whatsoever in
the object, i.e., we are indifferent to its existence, still its mere
magnitude, even if the object is regarded as formless, can yet carry
with it a liking that is universally communicable and hence involves
consciousness of a subjective purposiveness in the use of our cogni-
tive powers. But—and in this it differs from [the liking for] the
beautiful, where reflective judgment finds itself purposively attuned
in relation to cognition in general— this liking is by no means a liking
for the object (since that may be formless), but rather a liking for the
expansion of the imagination itself.

If (under the above restriction?) we say simply of an object that it
is large, then our judgment is not mathematically determinative; it is
a mere judgment of reflection about our presentation of the object, a
presentation that is subjectively purposive for a certain use we can
make of our cognitive powers in estimating magnitude; and we then
always connect with the presentation a kind of respect, as we connect
a [kind of] contempt with what we simply call small. Furthermore,
our judging of things as large or small [groff oder klein] applies to
anything, even to any characteristics of things. That is why we call
even beauty great or little [grof oder klein], because no matter what
we exhibit in intuition (and hence present aesthetically) in accord-
ance with the precept of judgment, it is always appearance, and
hence also a quantum.!0

But suppose we call something not only large, but large absolutely
[schlechthin, absolut], in every respect (beyond all comparison), i.e.,
sublime. Clearly, in that case, we do not permit a standard adequate
to it to be sought outside it, but only within it. It is a magnitude that is
equal only to itself. It follows that the sublime must not be sought in
things of nature, but must be sought solely in our ideas; but in which
of these it resides [is a question that] must wait for the deduction.!!

The above explication can also be put as follows: That is sublime
in comparison with which everything else is small. We can easily see

9(On the kind of standard we are presupposing. |
0| Ct. the Critique of Pure Reason, Axioms of Intuition, A 162-66 = B 202-07.]
[See below, § 30, Ak. 279-80.]
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here that nothing in nature can be given, however large we may judge
it, that could not, when considered in a different relation, be degraded
all the way to the infinitely small, nor conversely anything so small
that it could not, when compared with still smaller standards, be
expanded for our imagination all the way to the magnitude of a
world; telescopes have provided us with a wealth of material in
support of the first point,!2 microscopes in support of the second.
Hence, considered on this basis, nothing that can be an object of the
senses is to be called sublime. [ What happens is that} our imagination
strives to progress toward infinity, while our reason demands absolute
totality as a real idea, and so [the imagination,} our power of estimat-
ing the magnitude of things in the world of sense, is inadequate to
that idea. Yet this inadequacy itself is the arousal in us of the feeling
that we have within us a supersensible power; and what is absolutely
large is not an object of sense, but is the use that judgment makes
naturally of certain objects so as to [arouse]| this (feeling), and in
contrast with that use any other use is small. Hence what is to be
called sublime is not the object, but the attunement that the intellect
|gets] through a certain presentation that occupies reflective judgment.
Hence we may supplement the formulas already given to explicate
the sublime by another one: Sublime is what even to be able to think
proves that the mind has a power surpassing any standard of sense.

1[Cf. the Universal Natural History and Theory of the Heavens (1755), Ak. I,
215-368.]



§ 26

On Estimating the
Magnitude of Natural Things,
as We Must for the
Idea of the Sublime

Estimation of magnitude by means of numerical concepts (or their
signs in algebra) is mathematical; estimation of magnitudes in mere
intuition (by the eye) is aesthetic. It is true that to get determinate
concepts of how large something is we must use numbers (or, at any
rate, approximations [expressed] by numerical series progressing to
infinity), whose unity is [the unit we use as!3| the measure; and to
that extent all logical estimation of magnitude is mathematical. Yet
the magnitude of the measure must be assumed to be known. Therefore,
if we had to estimate this magnitude also mathematically, i.e., only by
numbers, whose unity would have to be a different measure, then we
could never have a first or basic measure, and hence also could have
no determinate concept of a given magnitude. Hence our estimation
of the magnitude of the basic measure must consist merely in our
being able to take it in [fassen] directly in one intuition and to use it,
by means of the imagination, for exhibiting numerical concepts. In
other words, all estimation of the magnitude of objects of nature
is ultimately aesthetic (i.e., determined subjectively rather than
objectively).

Now even though there is no maximum [Gréfites] for the mathe-
matical estimation of magnitude (inasmuch as the power of numbers
progresses to infinity), yet for the aesthetic estimation of magnitude
there is indeed a maximum. And regarding this latter maximum I say
that when it is judged as [the] absolute measure beyond which no
larger is subjectively possible (i.e., possible for the judging subject),
then it carries with it the idea of the sublime and gives rise to that
emotion which no mathematical estimation of magnitude by means
of numbers can produce (except to the extent that the basic aesthetic

3[Ct. Ak. 248 incl. br. n. 8.]
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measure is at the same time kept alive in the imagination). For a
mathematical estimation of magnitude never exhibits more than rela-
tive magnitude, by a comparison with others of the same kind,
whereas an aesthetic one exhibits absolute magnitude to the extent
that the mind can take it in in one intuition.

In order for the imagination to take in a quantum intuitively, so
that we can then use it as a measure or unity in estimating magnitude
by numbers, the imagination must perform two acts: apprehension
(apprehensio), and comprehension'* (comprehensio aesthetica). Ap-
prehension involves no problem, for it may progress to infinity. But
comprehension becomes more and more difficult the farther appre-
hension progresses, and it soon reaches its maximum, namely, the
aesthetically largest basic measure for an estimation of magnitude.
For when apprehension has reached the point where the partial
presentations of sensible intuition that were first apprehended are
already beginning to be extinguished in the imagination, as it pro-
ceeds to apprehend further ones, the imagination then loses as much
on the one side as it gains on the other; and so there is a maximum in
comprehension that it cannot exceed.

This serves to explain a comment made by Savary in his report on
Egypt:15 that in order to get the full emotional effect from the
magnitude of the pyramids one must neither get too close to them nor
stay too far away. For if one stays too far away, then the apprehended
parts (the stones on top of one another) are presented only obscurely,
and hence their presentation has no effect on the subject’s aesthetic
judgment; and if one gets too close, then the eye needs some time to
complete the apprehension from the base to the peak, but during that
time some of the earlier parts are invariably extinguished in the
imagination before it has apprehended the later ones, and hence the
comprehension is never complete. Perhaps the same observation can
explain the bewilderment or kind of perplexity that is said to seize the
spectator who for the first time enters St. Peter’s Basilica in Rome,

14 Zusammenfassung. ‘Comprehension’ and ‘comprehend’ are used in this translation
only in this sense of ‘collecting together and holding together’ (cf. ‘comprehensive)),
never in the sense of ‘understanding.’|

Y| Lettres sur I'Egvpte (Letters on Egypt), 1787, by Anne Jean Marie René Savary,
Duke of Rovigo, (1774~1833), French general, diplomat, and later minister of police
(notorious for his severity) under Napoleon Bonaparte, but active even after the latter's
banishment to St. Helena in 1815. Savary took part in Bonaparte's expedition to Egypt.]
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For he has the feeling that his imagination is inadequate for exhibiting
the idea of a whole, [a feeling] in which imagination reaches its
maximum, and as it strives to expand that maximum, it sinks back
into itself, but consequently comes to feel a liking [that amounts to
an!%] emotion [riihrendes Wohlgefallen).

I shall say nothing for now regarding the basis of this liking, a liking
connected with a presentation from which one would least expect it,
namely, a presentation that makes us aware of its own inadequacy and
hence also of its subjective unpurposiveness for the power of judg-
ment in its estimation of magnitude. Here I shall only point out that if
the aesthetic judgment in question is to be pure (unmixed with any
teleological and hence rational judgment), and if we are to give an
example of it that is fully appropriate for the critique of aesthetic
judgment, then we must point to the sublime not in products of art
(e.g., buildings, columns, etc.), where both the form and the magni-
tude are determined by a human purpose, nor in natural things whose
very concept carries with it a determinate purpose (e.g., animals with
a known determination in nature), but rather in crude nature (and
even in it only insofar as it carries with it no charm, nor any emotion
aroused by actual danger), that is, merely insofar as crude nature
contains magnitude. For in such a presentation nature contains noth-
ing monstrous (nor anything magnificent or horrid); it does not
matter how far the apprehended magnitude has increased, just as
long as our imagination can comprehend it within one whole. An
object is monstrous if by its magnitude it nullifies the purpose that
constitutes its concept. And colossal is what we call the mere exhibi-
tion of a concept if that concept is almost too large for any exhibition
(i.e., if it borders on the relatively monstrous); for the purpose of
exhibiting a concept is hampered if the intuition of the object is
almost too large for our power of apprehension. A pure judgment
about the sublime, on the other hand, must have no purpose whatso-
ever of the object as the basis determining it, if it is to be aesthetic
and not mingled with some judgment of understanding or of reason.

Since the presentation of anything that our merely reflective power
of judgment is to like without an interest must carry with it a

8(Cf. Ak. 245 and 226.|
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purposiveness that is subjective and yet universally valid, but since
in the sublime (unlike the beautiful) our judging is not based on
a purposiveness of the form of the object, the following ques-
tions arise: What is this subjective purposiveness, and how does
it come to be prescribed as a standard, thereby providing a basis
for a universally valid liking accompanying the mere estimation of
magnitude—an estimation that has been pushed to the point where
the ability of our imagination is inadequate to exhibit the concept of
magnitude?

When the imagination performs the combination [Zusammen-
setzung} that is required to present a magnitude, it encounters no
obstacles and on its own progresses to infinity, while the understand-
ing guides it by means of numerical concepts, for which the imagina-
tion must provide the schema;!” and in this procedure, which is
involved in the logical estimation of magnitude, there is indeed
something objectively purposive under the concept of a purpose
(since any measuring is a purpose). And yet there is nothing in it that
is purposive for, and liked by, the aesthetic power of judgment. Nor is
there anything in this intentional purposiveness that necessitates our
pushing the magnitude of the measure, and hence of the compre-
hension of the many [elements] in one intuition, to the limit of the
imagination’s ability, and as far as it may extend in exhibiting. For in
estimating magnitudes by the understanding (arithmetic) we get equally
far whether we pursue the comprehension of the unities to the num-
ber 10 (as in the decadic system) or only to 4 (as in the tetradic
system): the further generation of magnitudes—in the [process of]
combination or, if the quantum is given in intuition, in apprehension—is
done merely progressively (rather than comprehensively), under an
assumed principle of progression. This mathematical estimation of
magnitude serves and satisfies the understanding equally well, whether
the imagination selects as the unity a magnitude that we can take inin
one glance, such as a foot or a rod, or whether it selects a German

A schema is what mediates, and so makes possible, the subsumption of intuitions
under concepts of the understanding (and so the application of these concepts to
intuitions). It does so by sharing features of both a concept and an intuition. See the
Critigue of Pure Reason, A 137-47 = B 176-87, and cf. Ak. 351-52 and the Translator’s
Introduction, xxxvi, |
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mile,!® or even an earth diameter, which the imagination can appre-
hend but cannot comprehend in one intuition (by a comprehensio
aesthetica, though it can comprehend it in a numerical concept by a
comprehensio logica). In either case the logical estimation of magni-
tude progresses without hindrance to infinity.!?

But the mind listens to the voice of reason within itself, which
demands totality for all given magnitudes, even for those that we can
never apprehend in their entirety but do (in presentation of sense)
judge as given in their entirety. Hence reason demands comprehen-
sion in one intuition, and exhibition of all the members of a pro-
gressively increasing numerical series, and it exempts from this demand
not even the infinite (space and past time). Rather, reason makes us
unavoidably think of the infinite (in common reason’s judgment) as
given in its entirety (in its totality).

The infinite, however, is absolutely large (not merely large by
comparison). Compared with it everything else (of the same kind of
magnitudes20) is small. But—and this is most important—to be able
even to think the infinite as @ whole indicates a mental power that
surpasses any standard of sense. For [thinking the infinite as a2 whole
while using a standard of sense] would require a comprehension
yielding as a unity a standard that would have a determinate relation
to the infinite, one that could be stated in numbers; and this is
impossible. If the human mind is nonetheless to be able even to think
the given infinite without contradiction, it must have within itself a
power that is supersensible, whose idea of a noumenon cannot be
intuited but can yet be regarded as the substrate underlying what is
mere appearance, namely, our intuition of the world. For only by
means of this power and its idea do we, in a pure intellectual estima-

18| The Prussian rod equaled 3.7662 m {meters), the Saxon 4.2951 m, whereas the
English rod equals 3.5 yds. or 5.029 m. The German mile was quite long: 7500 m; the
English statute mile equals only 1609.35 m. There was also a “geographic” or “Bavarian”
as well as a “Badische™ mile.|

19*Das Unendliche.” What this expression says literally 1s ‘the infinite.’ Yet here (and
similarly in mathematics, where the same expression is used), the expression does not
mean something infinite (to which the estimation of magnitude progresses), even
though it does mean this in other contexts (e.g., in the next paragraph). ‘Unendlichkeit,’
on the other hand, usually means ‘infinity’ only in the most abstract sense: ‘infiniteness,’
‘being infinite.’}

2[In this case, magnitudes that are given (in intuition).}

235



236

112  PARTI1. CRITIQUE OF AESTHETIC JUDGMENT

tion of magnitude, comprehend the infinite in the world of sense
entirely under a concept, even though in a mathematical estimation
of magnitude by means of numerical concepts we can never think it
in its entirety. Even a power that enables us to think the infinite of
supersensible intuition as given (in our intelligible substrate) surpasses
any standard of sensibility. It is large beyond any comparison even
with the power of mathematical estimation—not, it is true, for {the
pursuit of] a theoretical aim on behalf of our cognitive power, but still
as an expansion of the mind that feels able to cross the barriers of
sensibility with a different (a practical) aim.

Hence nature is sublime in those of its appearances whose intui-
tion carries with it the idea of their infinity. But the only way for this
to occur is through the inadequacy of even the greatest effort of our
imagination to estimate an object’s magnitude. In the mathematical
estimation of magnitude, however, the imagination is equal to the
task of providing, for any object, a measure that will suffice for this
estimation, because the understanding’s numerical concepts can be
used in a progression and so can make any measure adequate to any
given magnitude. Hence it must be the aesthetic estimation of magni-
tude where we feel that effort, our imagination’s effort to perform a
comprehension that surpasses its ability to encompass | begreifen] the
progressive apprehension in a whole of intuition, and where at the
same time we perceive the inadequacy of the imagination—unbounded
though it is as far as progressing is concerned—for taking in and
using, for the estimation of magnitude, a basic measure that is suit-
able for this with minimal expenditure on the part of the understanding.
Now the proper unchangeable basic measure of nature is the absolute
whole of nature, which, in the case of nature as appearance, is infinity
comprehended. This basic measure, however, is a self-contradictory
concept (because an absolute totality of an endless progression is
impossible). Hence that magnitude of a natural object to which the
imagination fruitlessly applies its entire ability to comprehend must
lead the concept of nature to a supersensible substrate (which under-
lies both nature and our ability to think), a substrate that is large
beyond any standard of sense and hence makes us judge as sublime
not so much the object as the mental attunement in which we find
ourselves when we estimate the object.

Therefore, just as the aesthetic power of judgment in judging the
beautiful refers the imagination in its free play to the understanding
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so that it will harmonize with the understanding’s concepts in general
{which concepts they are is left indeterminate), so in judging a thing
sublime it refers the imagination to reason so that it will harmonize
subjectively with reason’s ideas (which ideas they are is indeterminate),
i.e., so that it will produce a mental attunement that conforms to and
is compatible with the one that an influence by determinate (practical)
ideas would produce on feeling.

This also shows that true sublimity must be sought only in the mind
of the judging person, not in the natural object the judging of which
prompts this mental attunement. Indeed, who would want to call
sublime such things as shapeless mountain masses piled on one another
in wild disarray, with their pyramids of ice, or the gloomy raging sea?
But the mind feels elevated in its own judgment of itself when it
contemplates these without concern for their form and abandons
itself to the imagination and to a reason that has come to be con-
nected with it—though quite without a determinate purpose, and
merely expanding it—and finds all the might of the imagination still
inadequate to reason’s ideas.

Nature offers examples of the mathematically sublime, in mere
intuition, whenever our imagination is given, not so much a larger
numerical concept, as a large unity for a measure (to shorten the
numerical series). A tree that we estimate by a man’s height will do as
a standard for [estimating the height of] 2 mountain. If the mountain
were to be about a mile high, it can serve as the unity for the number
that expresses the earth’s diameter, and so make that diameter
intuitable. The earth’s diameter can serve similarly for estimating the
planetary system familiar to us, and that [in turn] for estimating the
Milky Way system. And the immense multitude of such Milky Way
systems, called nebulous stars, which presumably form another such
system among themselves, do not lead us to expect any boundaries
here.2l Now when we judge such an immense whole aesthetically,
the sublime lies not so much in the magnitude of the number as in the
fact that, the farther we progress, the larger are the unities we reach.
This is partly due to the systematic division in the structure of the
world edifice; for this division always presents to us whatever is large in
nature as being small in turn, though what it actually presents to us is

N[CY, the Universal Natural History and Theory of the Heavens (1755), Ak. 1, 247-58,
but esp. Ak. [, 306-22.]

257



114  PARTI. CRITIQUE OF AESTHETIC JUDGMENT

our imagination, in all its boundlessness, and along with it nature, as
vanishing]ly small] in contrast to the ideas of reason, if the imagina-
tion is to provide an exhibition adequate to them.

§ 27

On the Quality of the Liking
in Our Judging of the Sublime

The feeling that it is beyond our ability to attain to an idea that is a
law for us is RESPECT. Now the idea of comprehending every appear-
ance that may be given us in the intuition of a whole is an idea
enjoined on us by a law of reason, which knows no other determinate
measure that is valid for everyone and unchanging than the absolute
whole. But our imagination, even in its greatest effort to do what is
demanded of it and comprehend a given object in a whole of intuition
(and hence to exhibit the idea of reason), proves its own limits and
inadequacy, and yet at the same time proves its vocation to {obey] a
law, namely, to make itself adequate to that idea. Hence the feeling of
the sublime in nature is respect for our own vocation. But by a certain
subreption?? (in which respect for the object is substituted for respect
for the idea of humanity within our[selves, as] subject{s]) this respect
is accorded an object of nature that, as it were, makes intuitable for
us the superiority of the rational vocation of our cognitive powers
over the greatest power of sensibility.23

Hence the feeling of the sublime is a feeling of displeasure that
arises from the imagination’s inadequacy, in an aesthetic estimation

2 Cf, the Inaugural Dissertation (1770), De mundi sensibilis atque intelligibilis forma
et principiis (On the Form and Principles of the Sensible and Intelligible World), § 24,
Ak.I1,412: “ ... praestigia intellectus, per subornationem conceptus sensitivi, tamgquam
notae intellectualis, dici potest {secundum analogiam significatus receptij vitium
subreptionis,” i.e., “We may call fallacy of subreption (by analogy with the accepted
meaning) the intellects trick of slipping in a concept of sense as if it were the concept
of an intellectual characteristic.”]

2Y1.e., the imagination “in its greatest expansion™: cf. Ak. 269.]
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of magnitude, for an estimation by reason, but is at the same time also
a pleasure, aroused by the fact that this very judgment, namely, that
even the greatest power of sensibility is inadequate, is [itself] in
harmony with rational ideas, insofar as striving toward them is still a
law for us. For it is a law (of reason) for us, and part of our vocation,
to estimate any sense object in nature that is large for us as being
small when compared with ideas of reason; and whatever arouses in
us the feeling of this supersensible vocation is in harmony with that
law. Now the greatest effort of the imagination in exhibiting the unity
[it needs] to estimate magnitude is [itself] a reference to something
large absolutely, and hence also a reference to reason’s law to adopt
only this something as the supreme measure of magnitude. Hence our
inner perception that every standard of sensibility is inadequate for
an estimation of magnitude by reason is [itself] a harmony with laws
of reason, as well as a displeasure that arouses in us the feeling of our
supersensible vocation, according to which finding that every stan-
dard of sensibility is inadequate to the ideas of reason is purposive
and hence pleasurable.

In presenting the sublime in nature the mind feels agitated,
while in an aesthetic judgment about the beautiful in nature it is in
restful contemplation. This agitation (above all at its inception) can
be compared with a vibration, i.e., with a rapid alternation of repul-
sion from, and attraction to, one and the same object. If a [thing] is
excessive for the imagination (and the imagination is driven to [such
excess) as it apprehends [the thing] in intuition), then [the thing] is, as
it were, an abyss in which the imagination is afraid to lose itself. Yet,
at the same time, for reason's idea of the supersensible [this same
thing] is not excessive but conforms to reason’s law to give rise to such
striving by the imagination. Hence [the thing] is now attractive to the
same degree to which [formerly] it was repulsive to mere sensibility.
The judgment itself, however, always remains only aesthetic here. For
it is not based on a determinate concept of the object, and presents
merely the subjective play of the mental powers themselves (imagination
and reason) as harmonious by virtue of their contrast. For just as,
when we judge the beautiful, imagination and understanding give rise
to a subjective purposiveness of the mental powers by their accordance,
so do imagination and reason here give rise to such a purposiveness

24{Cf. Ak. 245 and 226.]
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by their conflict, namely, to a feeling that we have a pure and
independent reason, or a power for estimating magnitude, whose
superiority cannot be made intuitable by anything other than the
inadequacy of that power which in exhibiting magnitudes (of sensible
objects) is itself unbounded.

Measuring (as |a way of] apprehending) a space is at the same time
describing it, and hence it is an objective movement in the imagina-
tion and a progression. On the other hand, comprehending a multi-
plicity in a unity (of intuition rather than of thought),25 and hence
comprehending in one instant what is apprehended successively, is a
regression that in turn cancels the condition of time in the imagination’s
progression and makes simultaneity intuitable.26 Hence, (since tem-
poral succession is a condition of the inner sense and of an intuition)
it is a subjective movement of the imagination by which it does
violence to the inner sense, and this violence must be the more
significant the larger the quantum is that the imagination compre-
hends in one intuition. Hence the effort to take up into a single
intuition a measure for magnitude requiring a significant time for
apprehension is a way of presenting which subjectively considered is
contrapurposive, but which objectively is needed to estimate magni-
tude and hence is purposive. And yet this same violence that the
imagination inflicts on the subject is still judged purposive for the
whole vocation of the mind.

The quality of the feeling of the sublime consists in its being a
feeling, accompanying an object, of displeasure about our aesthetic
power of judging, yet of a displeasure that we present at the same
time as purposive. What makes this possible is that the subject’s own
inability uncovers in him the consciousness of an unlimited ability
which is also his, and that the mind can judge this ability aesthetically
only by that inability.

In the logical estimation of magnitude, the impossibility of ever
arriving at absolute totality by measuring the things in the world of
sense progressively, in time and space, was cognized as objective, as
an impossibility of thinking the infinite as given, and not as merely
subjective, as an inability to take it in. For there we are not at all

25 Parentheses added. |

2{Cf., for this portion of the paragraph, the Critique of Pure Reason, A 411-13 = B
438-40.]
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concerned with the degree of the comprehension in one intuition, [to
be used] as a measure, but everything hinges on a numerical concept.
In an aesthetic estimation of magnitude, on the other hand, the
numerical concept must drop out or be changed, and nothing is
purposive for this estimation except the imagination’s comprehension
to [form] a unity [to be used as| a measure (so that the concepts of a
law of the successive generation of concepts of magnitude are avoided).
Now if a magnitude almost reaches the limit of our ability to compre-
hend [it] in one intuition, but the imagination is still called upon to
perform, by means of numerical magnitudes (regarding which we are
conscious of having an unbounded ability), an aesthetic comprehen-
sion in a larger unity; then we feel in our mind that we are aestheti-
cally confined within bounds. Yet, in view of the necessary expansion
of the imagination toward adequacy regarding what is unbounded in
our power of reason, namely, the idea of the absolute whole, the
displeasure is still presented as purposive for the rational ideas and
their arousal, and hence so is the unpurposiveness of our imagination’s
ability. This is precisely what makes the aesthetic judgment itself
subjectively purposive for reason, as the source of ideas, i.e., as the
source of an intellectual comprehension {compared] to which all
aesthetic comprehension is small, and the object is apprehended as
sublime with a pleasure that is possible cnly by means of a displeasure.
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B

ON THE
DYNAMICALLY
SUBLIME IN NATURE

§ 28
On Nature as a Might

Might is an ability that is superior to great obstacles. It is called
dominance |Gewalt] if it is superior even to the resistance of some-
thing that itself possesses might. When in an aesthetic judgment we
consider nature as a might that has no dominance over us, then it is
dynamically?’ sublime.

If we are to judge nature as sublime dynamically, we must present
it as arousing fear. (But the reverse does not hold: not every object
that arouses fear is found sublime when we judge it aesthetically.) For
when we judge [something] aesthetically (without a concept), the
only way we can judge a superiority over obstacles is by the magni-
tude of the resistance. But whatever we strive to resist is an evil, and it
is an object of fear if we find that our ability [to resist it] is no match
for it. Hence nature can count as a might, and so as dynamically
sublime, for aesthetic judgment only insofar as we consider it as an
object of fear.

We can, however, consider an object fearful without being afraid
of it, namely, if we judge it in such a way that we merely think of the

ZitFrom Greek dtwauss (d§namis}, i.e. ‘might, ‘power,’ etc.|
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case where we might possibly want to put up resistance against it, and
that any resistance would in that case be utterly futile. Thus a virtu-
ous person fears God without being afraid of him. For he does not
think of wanting to resist God and his commandments as a possibility
that should worry him. But for every such case, which he thinks of as
not impossible intrinsically, he recognizes God as fearful.

Just as we cannot pass judgment on the beautiful if we are seized
by inclination and appetite, so we cannot pass judgment at all on the
sublime in nature if we are afraid. For we flee from the sight of an
object that scares us, and it is impossible to like terror that we take
seriously. That is why the agreeableness that arises from the cessation
of a hardship is gladness. But since this gladness involves our libera-
tion from a danger, it is accompanied by our resolve never to expose
ourselves to that danger again. Indeed, we do not even like to think
back on that sensation, let alone actively seek out an opportunity for
it.

On the other hand, consider bold, overhanging and, as it were,
threatening rocks, thunderclouds piling up in the sky and moving
about accompanied by lightning and thunderclaps, volcanoes with all
their destructive power, hurricanes with all the devastation they leave
behind, the boundless ocean heaved up, the high waterfall of a mighty
river, and so on. Compared to the might of any of these, our ability to
resist becomes an insignificant trifle. Yet the sight of them becomes
all the more attractive the more fearful it is, provided we are in a safe
place. And we like to call these objects sublime because they raise the
soul’s fortitude above its usual middle range and allow us to discover
in ourselves an ability to resist which is of a quite different kind, and
which gives us the courage [to believe] that we could be a match for
nature’s seeming omnipotence.

For although we found our own limitation when we considered the
immensity of nature and the inadequacy of our ability to adopt a
standard proportionate to estimating aesthetically the magnitude of
nature’s domain, yet we also found, in our power of reason, a differ-
ent and nonsensible standard that has this infinity itself under it as a
unit; and since in contrast to this standard everything in nature is
small, we found in our mind a superiority over nature itself in its
immensity. In the same way, though the irresistibility of nature’s might
makes us, considered as natural beings, recognize our physical
impotence, it reveals in us at the same time an ability to judge
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ourselves independent of nature, and reveals in us a superiority over
nature that is the basis of a self-preservation quite different in kind
from the one that can be assailed and endangered by nature outside
us. This keeps the humanity in our person from being degraded, even
though a human being would have to succumb to that dominance [of
nature]. Hence if in judging nature aesthetically we call it sublime, we
do so not because nature arouses fear, but because it calls forth our
strength (which does not belong to nature [within us]}, to regard as
small the [objects] of our [natural] concerns: property, health, and
life, and because of this we regard nature’s might (to which we are
indeed subjected in these [natural] concerns) as yet not having such
dominance over us, as persons, that we should have to bow to it if our
highest principles were at stake and we had to choose between
upholding or abandoning them. Hence nature is here called sublime
|erhaben| merely because it elevates |erhebt| our imagination, [making]
it exhibit those cases where the mind can come to feel its own
sublimity, which lies in its vocation and elevates it even above nature.

This self-estimation loses nothing from the fact that we must find
ourselves safe in order to feel this exciting liking, so that (as it might
seem), since the danger is not genuine, the sublimity of our intellec-
tual ability might also not be genuine. For here the liking concerns
only our ability’s vocation, revealed in such cases, insofar as the
predisposition to this ability is part of our nature, whereas it remains
up to us, as our obligation, to develop and exercise this ability. And
there is truth in this, no matter how conscious of his actual present
impotence man may be when he extends his reflection thus far.

I admit that this principle seems farfetched and the result of some
subtle reasoning, and hence high-flown [diberschwenglich] for an
aesthetic judgment. And yet our observation of man proves the
opposite, and proves that even the commonest judging can be based
on this principle, even though we are not always conscious of it. For
what is it that is an object of the highest admiration even to the
savage? It is a person who is not terrified, not afraid, and hence does
not yield to danger but promptly sets to work with vigor and full
deliberation. Even in a fully civilized society there remains this supe-
rior esteem for the warrior, except that we demand more of him: that
he also demonstrate all the virtues of peace —gentleness, sympathy,
and even appropriate care for his own person—precisely because
they reveal to us that his mind cannot be subdued by danger. Hence,
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no matter how much people may dispute, when they compare the
statesman with the general, as to which one deserves the superior
respect, an aesthetic judgment decides in favor of the general. Even
war has something sublime about it if it is carried on in an orderly
way and with respect for the sanctity of the citizens’ rights. At the
same time it makes the way of thinking of a people that carries it on in
this way all the more sublime in proportion to the number of dangers
in the face of which it courageously stood its ground. A prolonged
peace, on the other hand, tends to make prevalent a mere|ly] commer-
cial spirit,28 and along with it base selfishness, cowardice, and soft-
ness, and to debase the way of thinking of that people.??

This analysis of the concept of the sublime, insofar as [sublimity is|
attributed to might, may seem to conflict with the fact that in certain
situations—in tempests, storms, earthquakes, and so on—we usually
present God as showing himself in his wrath but also in his sublimity,
while yet it would be both foclish and sacrilegious to imagine that our
mind is superior to the effects produced by such a might, and is
superior apparently even to its intentions. It seems that here the
mental attunement that befits the manifestation of such an object is
not a feeling of the sublimity of our own nature, but rather submission,
prostration, and a feeling of our utter impotence; and this mental
attunement is in fact usually connected with the idea of this object
when natural events of this sort occur. It seems that in religion in
general the only fitting behavior in the presence of the deity is
prostration, worship with bowed head and accompanied by contrite
and timorous gestures and voice; and that is why most peoples have in
fact adopted this behavior and still engage in it. But, by the same
token, this mental attunement is far from being intrinsically and
necessarily connected with the idea of the sublimity of a religion and
its object. A person who is actually afraid and finds cause for this in
himself because he is conscious that with his reprehensible attitude
he offends against a might whose will is at once irresistible and just is
not at all in the frame of mind [needed} to admire divine greatness,
which requires that we be attuned to quiet contemplation and that
our judgment be completely free. Only if he is conscious that his
attitude is sincere and pleasing to God, will these effects of might

28| Cf. Perpetual Peace, Ak. VIII, 368.)
29C1. § 83, Ak. 429-34.]
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serve to arouse in him the idea of God’s sublimity, insofar as he
recognizes in his own attitude a sublimity that conforms to God’s will,
and is thereby elevated above any fear of such natural effects, which
he does not regard as outbursts of God’s wrath.jEven humility, as a
strict judging of our own defects which, when we are conscious that
our own attitudes are good, could otherwise easily be cloaked with
the frailty of human nature [as an excuse|, is a sublime mental
attunement, namely, voluntary subjection of ourselves to the pain of
self-reprimand so as gradually to eradicate the cause of these defects.
This alone is what intrinsically distinguishes religion from superstition.
The latter establishes in the mind not a reverence for the sublime, but
fear and dread of that being of superior might to whose will the
terrified person finds himself subjected but without holding him in
esteem; and this can obviously give rise to nothing but ingratiation
and fawning, never to a religion based on good conduct.30

Hence sublimity is contained not in any thing of nature, but only in
our mind, insofar as we can become conscious of our superiority to
nature within us, and thereby also to nature outside us (as far as it
influences us). Whatever arouses this feeling in us, and this includes
the might of nature that challenges our forces, is then (although
improperly) called sublime. And it is only by presupposing this idea
within us, and by referring to it, that we can arrive at the idea of the
sublimity of that being who arouses deep respect in us, not just by his
might as demonstrated in nature, but even more by the ability, with
which we have been endowed, to judge nature without fear and to
think of our vocation as being sublimely above nature.

30/Cf. Religion within the Bounds of Reason Alone, Ak. VI, 51: “...[A]ll religions
can be divided into two kinds: religion of ingratiation (mere worship), and moral
religion, i.c., religion based on good conduct.”]
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§29

On the Modality of a Judgment
about the Sublime in Nature

Beautiful nature contains innumerable things about which we do not
hesitate to require everyone’s judgment to agree with our own, and
can in fact expect such agreement without being wrong very often.
But we cannot with the same readiness count on others to accept our
judgment about the sublime in nature. For it seems that, if we are to
pass judgment on that superiority of [such] natural objects, not only
must our aesthetic power of judgment be far more cultivated, but also
so must the cognitive powers on which it is based.

In order for the mind to be attuned to the feeling of the sublime, it
must be receptive to ideas. For it is precisely nature’s inadequacy to
the ideas—and this presupposes both that the mind is receptive to
ideas and that the imagination strains to treat nature as a schema’!
for them—that constitutes what both repels our sensibility and yet
attracts us at the same time, because it is a dominance | Gewalt| that
reason exerts over sensibility only for the sake of expanding it
commensurately with reason’s own domain (the practical one) and
letting it look outward toward the infinite, which for sensibility is an
abyss. It is a fact that what is called sublime by us, having been
prepared through culture, comes across as merely repellent to a
person who is uncultured and lacking in the development of moral
ideas. In all the evidence of nature’s destructive force | Gewalt}, and
in the large scale of its might, in contrast to which his own is nonexistent,
he will see only the hardship, danger, and misery that would confront
anyone forced to live in such a place. Thus (as Mr. de Saussure
relates?2) the good and otherwise sensible Savoyard peasant did not
hesitate to call anyone a fool who fancies glaciered mountains. He
might even have had a point, if Saussure had acted merely from fancy,

M| See Ak. 253 br. n. 17.]

32| Horace Bénédict de Saussure (1740-99), Swiss geologist, geographer, and botanist.
He traveled extensively in the Alps (he was only the third to climb Mont Blanc, in
1787, and recorded his observations in his Voyages dans les Alpes (1779, 1786).]
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as most travelers tend to, in exposing himself to the dangers involved
in his observations, or in order that he might some day be able to
describe them with pathos. In fact, however, his intention was to
instruct mankind, and that excellent man got, in addition, the soul-
stirring sensation and gave it into the bargain to the readers of his
travels.

But the fact that a judgment about the sublime in nature requires
culture (more so than a judgment about the beautiful) still in no way
implies that it was initially produced by culture and then introduced
to society by way of (say) mere convention. Rather, it has its founda-
tion in human nature: in something that, along with common sense,
we may require and demand of everyone, namely, the predisposition
to the feeling for (practical) ideas, i.¢., to moral feeling.

This is what underlies the necessity—which we include in our
judgment about the sublime—of the assent of other people’s judg-
ment to our own. For just as we charge someone with a lack of taste if
he is indifferent when he judges an object of nature that we find
beautiful, so we say that someone has no feeling if he remains
unmoved in the presence of something we judge sublime. But we
demand both taste and feeling of every person, and, if he has any
culture at all, we presuppose that he has them. But we do so with this
difference: taste we demand unhesitatingly from everyone, because
here judgment refers the imagination merely to the understanding,
our power of concepts; in the case of feeling, on the other hand,
judgment refers the imagination to reason, our power of ideas, and so
we demand feeling only under a subjective presupposition {though we
believe we are justified and permitted to require [fulfillment of] this
presupposition in everyone): we presuppose moral feeling in man.
And so we attribute necessity to this [kind of] aesthetic judgment as
well.

In this modality of aesthetic judgments—their presumed necessity—
ties one principal moment for a critique of judgment. For it is this
necessity that reveals an a priori principle in them and lifts them out
of [the reach of] empirical psychology, in which they would otherwise
remain buried among the feelings of gratification and pain (accom-
panied only by the empty epithet of being a more refined feeling).
Instead this necessity places them, and by means of them our power
of judgment, into the class of those judgments that have a priori
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principles at their basis, and hence brings them into transcendental
philosophy.

General Comment
on the Exposition
of Aesthetic
Reflective Judgments

In relation to the feeling of pleasure an object must be classed with
either the agreeable, or the beautiful, or the sublime, or the (absolutely)
good (tucundum, pulchrum, sublime, honestum).

The agreeable, as an incentive for desires, is always of the same
kind, wherever it may come from and however different in kind may
be the presentation (of sense, and of sensation regarded objectively3?).
That is why what matters in judging its influence on the mind is only
the number of stimuli (simultaneous and successive), and, as it were,
only the mass of the agreeable sensation, so that this sensation can be
made intelligible only through its quantity. Nor does the agreeable
contribute to culture, but it belongs to mere enjoyment. The beautiful,
on the other hand, requires that we present a certain quality of the
object, and a quality that can be made intelligible and brought to
concepts (even though in an aesthetic judgment the beautiful is not
brought to concepts). It also contributes to culture, for it teaches us at
the same time to be mindful of purposiveness in the feeling of pleasure.
The sublime consists merely in a relation, for here we judge the
sensible [element] in the presentation of nature to be suitable for a
possible supersensible use. The absolutely good (the object of moral
feeling), as judged subjectively by the feeling it inspires, is the ability
of the subject’'s powers to be determined by the conception of a law
that obligates absolutely. 1t is distinguished above all by its modality:

3jL.e., in the meaning of the term ‘sensation’ where the sensation refers to an object,
rather than being a feeling and so referring only to the subject, like the agreeable
sensation about to be mentioned. Cf, § 3, Ak. 205-06. Cf. also Ak. 207 br. n. {2; Kant
continues to use ‘sensation’ to mean ‘feeling’ as well. ]
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a necessity that rests on a priori concepts and contains not just a
claim but also a command that everyone approve. Actually, the
absolutely good belongs not to aesthetic but to pure intellectual
judgment; by the same token, we attribute it to freedom rather than
to nature, and in a determinative rather than in a merely reflective
judgment. But the determinability of the subject by this idea—the
determinability, indeed, of a subject who can sense within himself, as
a modification of his state, obstacles in sensibility, but at the same
time his superiority to sensibility in overcoming these obstacles,
which determinability is moral feeling—is nevertheless akin to the
aesthetic power of judgment and its formal conditions inasmuch as it
allows us to present the lawfulness of an act done from duty as
aesthetic also, i.e., as sublime or for that matter beautiful, without
any loss in the feeling’s purity, while such a loss would be unavoidable
if we sought to bring the feeling into a natural connection with the
feeling of the agreeable.

If we take the result from the exposition given so far of the
two kinds of aesthetic judgments, we arrive at the following brief
explications:

Beautiful is what we like when we merely judge it (and hence not
through any sensation by means of sense in accordance with some
concept of the understanding). From this it follows at once that we
must like the beautiful without any interest.

Sublime is what, by its resistance to the interest of the senses, we
like directly.

Both of these are explications of universally valid aesthetic judging
and as such refer to subjective bases. In the case of the beautiful, the
reference is to subjective bases of sensibility as they are purposive for
the benefit of the contemplative understanding. In the case of the
sublime, the reference is to subjective bases as they are purposive in
relation to moral feeling, namely, against sensibility but at the same
time, and within the very same subject, for the purposes of practical
reason. The beautiful prepares us for loving something, even nature,
without interest; the sublime, for esteeming it even against our inter-
est (of sense).

The sublime can be described thus: it is an object (of nature) the
presentation of which determines the mind to think of nature's inabil-
ity to attain to an exhibition of ideas.

If we speak literally and consider the matter logically, ideas cannot
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be exhibited. But when in intuiting nature we expand our empirical
power of presentation (mathematically or dynamically), then reason,
the ability to [think] an independent and absolute totality, never fails
to step in and arouse the mind to an effort, although a futile one, to
make the presentation of the senses adequate to this [idea of ] totality.
This effort, as well as the feeling that the imagination [as it synthe-
sizes empirical nature] is unable to attain to that idea, is itself an
exhibition of the subjective purposiveness of our mind, in the use of
our imagination, for the mind’s supersensible vocation. And we are
compelled to subjectively think nature itself in its totality as the
exhibition of something supersensible, without our being able to
bring this exhibition about objectively.

For we soon come to realize that nature in space and time l[i.e.,
phenomenal nature] entirely lacks the unconditioned, and hence
lacks also that absolute magnitude {i.e., totality] which, after all, even
the commonest reason demands. And this is precisely what reminds
us that we are dealing only with nature as appearance, which must yet
be considered in turn the mere exhibition of nature in itself (of which
reason has the idea). We cannot determine this idea of the supersen-
sible any further, and hence we cannot cognize but can only think
nature as an exhibition of it. But it is this idea that is aroused in us
when, as we judge an object aesthetically, this judging strains the
imagination to its limit, whether of expansion (mathematically) or of
its might over the mind (dynamically). The judging strains the imagi-
nation because it is based on a feeling that the mind has a vocation
that wholly transcends the domain of nature (namely, moral feeling),
and it is with regard to this feeling that we judge the presentation of
the object subjectively purposive.

It is in fact difficult to think of a feeling for the sublime in nature
without connecting with it 2 mental attunement similar to that for
moral feeling. It is true that the pleasure we take directly in the
beautiful in nature also presupposes, as well as cultivates, a certain
liberality in our way of thinking, i.e., an independence of the liking
from mere enjoyment of sense; but here the freedom is still presented
more as in play than as subject to a law-governed task. But the latter
is what genuinely characterizes man’s morality, where reason must
exert its dominance over sensibility, except that in an aesthetic judg-
ment about the sublime we present this dominance as being exerted
by the imagination itself, as an instrument of reason.
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By the same token, a liking for the sublime in nature is only
negative {whereas a liking for the beautiful is positive):34 it is a
feeling that the imagination by its own action is depriving itself of its
freedom, in being determined purposively according to a law differ-
ent from that of its empirical use. The imagination thereby acquires
an expansion and a might that surpasses the one it sacrifices; but the
basis of this might is concealed from it; instcad the imagination feels
the sacrifice or deprivation and at the same time the cause to which it
is being subjugated. Thus any spectator wheo beholds massive moun-
tains climbing skyward, deep gorges with raging streams in them,
wastelands lying in deep shadow and inviting melancholy meditation,
and so on is indeed seized by amazement bordering on terror, by
horror and a sacred thrill; but, since he knows he is safe, this is not
actual fear: it is merely our attempt to incur it with our imagination,
in order that we may feel that very power’s might and connect the
mental agitation this arouses with the mind’s state of rest. In this way
we [feel] our superiority to nature within ourselves, and hence also to
nature outside us insofar as it can influence our feeling of well-being.
For the imagination, acting in accordance with the law of association,
makes our state of contentment dependent on [something] physical;
but the same power, acting in accordance with principles of the
schematism of judgment (and hence, to that extent, in subordination
to freedomy}, is an instrument of reason and its ideas. As such, however,
it is a might [that allows us] to assert our independence of natural
influences, to degrade as small what is large according to the imagina-
tion in its first [role], and so to posit the absolutely large [or great|
only in his (the subject’s}) own vocation. In this reflection of the
aesthetic power of judgment, by which it seeks to elevate itself to the
point of being adequate to reason (though without having a determi-
nate concept from reason), we present the object itself as subjectively

H(Cf, Edmund Burke {to whom Kant responds at Ak. 277-78), Philosophical Enquiry
Into the Origin of Qur Ideas of the Subiime and Beautiful (1757): “[Sublimity and
beauty| are indeed ideas of a very different nature, one being founded on pain, the
other on pleasure . . . ” (Pt. 1II, Sect. xxvii). The pleasure on which beauty is founded is
“actual” pleasure (Pt. IV, Sect. v), because it is positive pleasure (Pt. I, Sect. iv); the
sublime gives rise only to “delight,” which is not a positive pleasure but merely a
“relative” pleasure (Pt. I, Sect. iv) because it “turns on pain.” (Pt. I, Sect. xviii), in the
sense that it is merely the cessation or diminution of pain (Pt. I, Sect. iv). There are
many more parallels between Kant’s and Burke’s accounts of beauty and (especially)
sublimity. |
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purposive, precisely because objectively the imagination, [even] in its
greatest expansion, is inadequate to reason (the power of ideas).

We must in all of this be mindful of the injunction given above,
namely, that the transcendental aesthetic of judgment must be con-
cerned solely with pure aesthetic judgments. Hence we must not take
for our examples such beautiful or sublime objects of nature as
presuppose the concept of a purpose. For then the purposiveness
would be either teleological, and hence not aesthetic, or else be
based on mere sensations of an object (gratification or pain) and
hence not merely formal. Therefore, when we call the sight of the
starry sky sublime, we must not base our judgment upon any con-
cepts of worlds that are inhabited by rational beings,3® and then
[conceive of] the bright dots that we see occupying the space above
us as being these worlds’ suns, moved in orbits prescribed for them
with great purposiveness; but we must base our judgment regarding it
merely on how we see it, as a vast vault encompassing everything, and
merely under this presentation may we posit the sublimity that a pure
aesthetic judgment attributes to this object. In the same way, when
we judge the sight of the ocean we must not do so on the basis of how
we think it, enriched with all sorts of knowledge which we possess
(but which is not contained in the direct intuition), e.g., as a vast
realm of aquatic creatures, or as the great reservoir supplying the
water for the vapors that impregnate the air with clouds for the
benefit of the land, or again as an element that, while separating
continents from one another, yet makes possible the greatest commu-
nication among them; for all such judgments will be teleological.
Instead we must be able to view the ocean as poets do, merely in
terms of what manifests itself to the eye—e.g., if we observe it while it
is calm, as a clear mirror of water bounded only by the sky; or, if it is
turbulent, as being like an abyss threatening to engulf everything—
and yet find it sublime. The same applies to the sublime and beautiful
in the human figure. Here, too, we must not have in mind [zuricksehen
auf], as bases determining our judgment, concepts of the purposes for
which man has all his limbs, letting the limbs’ harmony with these
purposes influence our aesthetic judgment (which would then cease
to be pure), even though it is certainly a necessary condition of

35|Kant discusses the possibility of extraterrestrial life elaborately (and movingly) in
his Universal Natural History and Theory of the Heavens (1755), Ak. I, 349-68.]
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aesthetic liking as well that the limbs not conflict with those purposes.
Aesthetic purposiveness is the lawfulness of the power of judgment in
its freedom. [Whether we then| like the object depends on [how] we
suppose [setzen wollen] the imagination to relate [to it]; but [for this
liking to occur] the imagination must on its own sustain the mind in a
free activity. If, on the other hand, the judgment is determined by
anything else, whether a sensation proper [ Sinnesempfindung)36 or a
concept of the understanding, then the judgment is indeed lawful, but
it is not one made by a free power of judgment.

Sometimes we speak of intellectual beauty or sublimity. But, first,
these expressions are not quite correct. For beauty and sublimity are
aesthetic ways of presenting [things], and if we were nothing but pure
intelligences3” (or, for that matter, if in thought we put ourselves in
the place of such [beings]), we would not present [things] in this way
at all. Second, even though these two [intellectual beauty and sublim-
ity], as objects of an intellectual (moral) liking, are indeed compatible
with an aesthetic liking inasmuch as they do not rest on any interest,
it still remains difficult to make them compatible with it: for they are
to produce an interest, and yet, on the assumption that the exhibition
is to harmonize with the [kind of] liking involved in an aesthetic
judgment, this interest would have to be an interest of sense con-
nected with the exhibition; but that would impair the intellectual
purposiveness and make it impure.

The object of a pure and unconditioned inteliectual liking is the
moral law in its might, the might that it exerts in us over any and all of
those incentives of the mind that precede it. This might actually reveals
itself aesthetically only through sacrifice (which is a deprivation—
though one that serves our inner freedom—in return for which it
reveals in us an unfathomable depth of this supersensible power,
whose consequences extend beyond what we can foresee). Hence,
considered from the aesthetic side (i.e., in reference to sensibility),
the liking is negative, i.e., apposed to this interest, but considered
from the intellectual side it is positive and connected with an interest.

36/ As distinguished from ‘sensation’ as meaning feeling. Cf. Ak. 291 incl. br. n, 19, (If
the aesthetic judgment [of liking, which is a feeling] were determined by sensation
proper, it would be a judgment about the agreeable, [and “lawful” only empirically].
Cf. Ak.205-06.)]

Y7[Cf, Ak. 233.]
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It follows from this that if we judge aesthetically the good that is
intellectual and intrinsically purposive (the moral good), we must
present it not so much as beautiful but rather as sublime, so that it
will arouse more a feeling of respect (which disdains charm) than one
of love and familiar affection. For human nature does not of itself
harmonize with that good; it fcan be made to harmonize with it] only
through the dominance that reason exerts over sensibility. Conversely,
too, what we call sublime in nature outside us, or for that matter in
nature within us (e.g., certain affects}, becomes interesting only because
we present it as a might of the mind to rise above certain obstacles of
sensibility by means of moral principles.

Let me dwell a little on that last point. If the idea of the good is
accompanied by affect [as its effect], this [affect] is called enthusiasm.3®
This mental state seems to be sublime, so much so that it is com-
monly alleged that nothing great can be accomplished without it.
But in fact any affect3? is blind, either in the selection of its purpose,
or, if that were to have been given by reason, in [the manner of]
achieving it. For an affect is an agitation of the mind that makes it
unable to engage in free deliberation about principles with the aim of
determining itself according to them. Hence there is no way it can
deserve to be liked by reason. Yet enthusiasm is sublime aesthetically,
because it is a straining of our forces by ideas that impart to the mind
a momentum whose effects are mightier and more permanent than
are those of an impulse produced by presentations of sense. But
(strange though it seems) even [the state of] being without affects
(apatheia, phlegma in significatu bono*!) in a mind that vigorously

38[0n enthusiasm as an affect, cf. (and contrast) the Anthropology, §75, Ak. VII,
253-54; cf. also the Metaphysics of Morals. Ak. VI, 408-09.]

3Affects differ in kind from passions. Affects relate merely to feeling, whereas
passions belong to our power of desire and are inclinations that make it difficult or
impassible for us to determine our power of choice through principles. Affects are
impetuous and unpremeditated, passions persistent and deliberate, Thus resentment in
the form of anger is an affect, in the form of hatred (vindictiveness) it is a passion.
Passion can never be called sublime, no matter what the circumstances; for while in an
affect the mind’s freedom is impeded, in passion it is abolished. %

40[On these distinctions, cf. the Anthropology, Ak. VII, 251-75 (see also ibid., 235),
and the Metaphysics of Morals, Ak. V1, 407-08.]

#[In their favorable (namely, moral) senses. Cf. the Anthropology, Ak. VII, 252-54,
and the Metaphysics of Morals, Ak. VI, 408.]
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pursues its immutable principles is sublime, and sublime in a far
superior way, because it also has pure reason’s liking on its side. Only
a cast of mind of that sort is called noble—[though] the term has
since come to be applied to things as well, such as a building, a
garment, a literary style, a person’s bearing, and so on—namely, if it
arouses not 5o much amazement |Verwunderung] (an affect [that
occurs] when we present novelty that exceeds our expectation) as
admiration |Bewunderung] (an amazement that does not cease once
the novelty is gone),*? which happens when ideas in their exhibition
harmonize, unintentionally and without art, without our aesthetic
liking.

Every affect of the VIGOROUS KIND (i.¢., which makes us conscious
that we have forces to overcome any resistance, i.e., makes us con-
scious of our animus strenuus) is aesthetically sublime, e.g., anger,
even desperation (provided it is indignant rather than despondent
desperation}. But an affect of the LANGUID kind (which turns the very
effort to resist into an object of displeasure, an animus languidus), has
nothing naoble about it, though it may be classed with the beautiful of
the sensible kind. Hence emotions that can reach the strength of an
affect are very diverse as well. We have spirited [mutig] emotions,
and we have tender ones. When the latter increase to the level [i.e.,
strength] of an affect, they are utterly useless; and a propensity
toward them is called sentimentality. A sympathetic grief that refuses
to be consoled or that, if it concerns fictitious evils, is courted
deliberately even to the point where fancy deceives us into regarding
the evils as actual proves and creates a soul that is gentle but also
weak and that shows a beautiful side; we can call such a soul fanciful,
but not even so much as enthusiastic. None of the following are
compatible with anything that could be classed with beauty, let alone
sublimity, in a cast of mind: romances and maudlin plays; insipid
moral precepts that dally with (falsely) so-called noble attitudes but
that in fact make the heart languid and insensitive to the stern precept
of duty, and that hence make the heart incapable of any respect for
the dignity of the humanity in our own person and for human rights

42(On amazement and admiration, cf. below, Ak. 365. Sce also the Anthropology, Ak.
VII, 243 and 255. In one place (ibid., Ak. VII, 261), Kant gives the Latin ‘admirari’ for
‘verwundern’ rather than ‘bewundern,’ but while the Latin term can in fact stand for
either of these terms, the English ‘to admire’ means only ‘bewundern.’]

273



274

134  PARTI1. CRITIQUE OF AESTHETIC JUDGMENT

{which are something quite different from human happiness) and thus
make it incapable of any firm principles in general; even a religious
discourse that recommends fawning and groveling and base ingratiation
and the abandonment of all reliance on our own ability to resist the
evil within us, instead of recommending a vigorous resolve for testing
what forces are left us despite all our frailty and for trying to over-
come our inclinations; the false humility that posits self-contempt,
whining hypocritical repentance, and a merely passive frame of mind
as the only way we can please the supreme being.43

But even impetuous agitations of the mind-—whether they are
connected with religious ideas and are called edification, or with
ideas involving a social interest and pertain merely to culture—can by
no means claim the distinction of being a sublime exhibition [of
ideas], no matter how much they may strain the imagination, uniess
they leave us with a mental attunement that influences, at least
indirectly, our consciousness of our fortitude and resolution concern-
ing what carries with it pure intellectual purposiveness (namely, the
supersensible). For otherwise all these emotions belong only to [inner]
motion, which we welcome for the sake of our health. The agreeable
lassitude we feel after being stirred up by the play of affects is our
enjoyment of the well-being that results from the establishment of the
equilibrium of our various vital forces. This enjoyment comes to no
more in the end than what Oriental voluptuaries find so appealing
when they have their bodies thoroughly kneaded, as it were, and have
all their muscles and joints gently squeezed and bent—except that in
the first case the moving principle is for the most part within us,
whereas in the second it is wholly outside us. Thus many people
believe they are edified by a sermon that in fact builds no edifice (no
system of good maxims), or are improved by the performance of a
tragedy when in fact they are merely glad at having succeeded in
routing boredom. Hence the sublime must always have reference to

4} Apart fram rthe ward ‘God,’ which is a proper name, expressions refarring to the
deity are not capitalized in this translation. For aithough some of these, e.g., ‘Supreme
Being,’ would normally be capitalized in English, many other expressions that Kant
uses to refer to the deity would not (e.g., ‘original basis of the universe’ [Ak. 392],
‘supreme understanding as cause of the world’ [Ak. 395], or even ‘original being’ in the
sense used by Spinoza [Ak. 393]). Capitalizing some but not others would have
the effect of attributing to Kant distinctions that he did not make. No such problem
arises in German, because there all nouns are capitalized. |
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our way of thinking, i.c., to maxims directed to providing the intellec-
tual [side in us] and our rational ideas with supremacy over sensibility.

We need not worry that the feeling of the sublime will lose
{[something] if it is exhibited in such an abstract way as this, which is
wholly negative as regards the sensible. For though the imagination
finds nothing beyond the sensible that could support it, this very
removal of its barriers also makes it feel unbounded, so that its
separation [from the sensibie] is an exhibition of the infinite; and
though an exhibition of the infinite can as such never be more than
merely negative, it still expands the soul. Perhaps the most sublime
passage in the Jewish Law is the commandment: Thou shalt not make
unto thee any graven image, or any likeness of any thing that is in
‘heaven or on earth, or under the earth, etc. This commandment
alone can explain the enthusiasm that the Jewish people in its civi-
lized era felt for its religion when it compared itself with other
peoples, or can explain the pride that Islam inspires. The same holds
also for our presentation of the moral law, and for the predisposition
within us for morality. It is indeed a mistake to worry that depriving
this presentation of whatever could commend it to the senses will
result in its carrying with it no more than a cold and lifeless approval
without any moving force or emotion. It is exactly the other way
round. For once the senses no longer see anything before them, while
yet the unmistakable and indelible idea of morality remains, one
would sooner need to temper the momentum of an unbounded imagi-
nation so as to keep it from rising to the level of enthusiasm, than to
seek to support these ideas with images and childish devices for fear
that they would otherwise be powerless. That is also why govern-
ments have gladly permitted religion to be amply furnished with such
accessories: they were trying to relieve every subject of the trouble,
yet also of the ability, to expand his soul’s forces beyond the barriers
that one can choose to set for him so as to reduce him to mere
passivity and so make him more pliable.

On the other hand, this pure, elevating, and merely negative exhibi-
tion of morality involves no danger of fanaticism, which is the delusion
[ Wahn) of wanting to SEE something beyond all bounds of sensibility,
i.e., of dreaming according to principles (raving with reason). The
exhibition avoids fanaticism precisely because it is merely negative.
For the idea of freedom is inscrutable and thereby precludes all
positive exhibition whatever; but the moral law in itself can sufficiently
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and originally determine us, so that it does not even permit us to
cast about for some additional determining basis. If enthusiasm is
comparable to madness |Wahnsinn], fanaticism is comparable to
manija |Wahnwitz). 4 Of these the latter is least of all compatible
with the sublime, because it is ridiculous in a somber |griiblerisch]
way[; for43] in enthusiasm, an affect, the imagination is unbridled,
but in fanaticism, a decp-seated and brooding passion, it is rule-
less. Madness is a passing accident that presumably strikes even
the soundest understanding on occasion; mania is a disease that
deranges it.

Simplicity (artless purposiveness) is, as it were, nature’s style in
the sublime. Hence it is also the style of morality, which is a
second (namely, a supersensible) nature, of which we know only
the laws, without being able to reach, by means of intuition, the
supersensible ability within ourselves that contains the basis of this
legislation.

A further comment is needed. It is true that our liking both for the
beautiful and for the sublime not only differs recognizably from other
aesthetic judgments by being universally communicable, but by hav-
ing this property it also acquires an interest in relation to society
(where such communication may take place). Yet we also regard
isolation from all society as something sublime, if it rests on ideas that
look beyond all sensible interest. To be sufficient to oneself and
hence have no need of society, yet without being unsociable, i.e.,
without shunning society, is something approaching the sublime, as is
any case of setting aside our needs. On the other hand, to shun people
either from misanthropy because we are hostile toward them or from
anthropophobia (fear of people) because we are afraid they might be
our enemies is partly odious and partly contemptible. There is, however,
a different (very improperly so-called) misanthropy, the predisposi-
tion to which tends to appear in the minds of many well-meaning
people as they grow older. This latter misanthropy is philanthropic
enough as regards benevolence | Wohlwollen], but as the resnlt of a

4[Cf. (and contrast) the Anthropology, Ak. VII, 215 (also 202).]

45| The insertion replaces a mere period, and its point is to bring out the continuity
between the preceding sentence that brings in madness and mania, and the following
one, where the demonstrative adjectives in the original text can refer only to madness
and mania again, not to enthusiasm and fanaticism.
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long and sad experience it has veered far away from a liking | Wohige-
fallen] for people. We find evidence of this in a person's propensity
toward reclusiveness, in his fanciful wish that he could spend the rest
of his life on a remote country estate, or for that matter (in the case of
young people) in their dream of happily spending their lives with a
small family, on some island unknown to the rest of the world— all of
which novelists and writers of Robinsonades use so cleverly. Falseness,
ingratitude, injustice, whatever is childish in the purposes that we
ourselves consider important and great and in the pursuit of which
people inflict all conceivable evils on one another, these so con-
tradict the idea of what people could be if they wanted to, and
so conflict with our fervent wish to see them improved, that, given
that we cannot love them, it seems but a slight sacrifice to forgo
all social joys so as to avoid hating them. This sadness, which does
not concern the evils that fate imposes on other people (in which
case it would be caused by sympathy), but those that they inflict
on themselves (a sadness that rests on an antipathy involving prin-
ciples), is sublime, because it rests on ideas, whereas the sadness
caused by sympathy can at most count as beautiful. Saussure %
as intelligent as he was thorough, in describing his Alpine travels says
of Bonhomme, one of the Savoy mountains, “A certain insipid sad-
ness reigns there.” Thus clearly he also knew an interesting sadness,
such as is inspired by a wasteland to which people would gladly
transfer themselves so as to hear or find out no more about the worid,
which shows that such wastelands cannot, after all, be quite so
inhospitable as to offer no more to human beings than a most trouble-
some abode. This comment is intended only as a reminder that even
grief (but not a dejected kind of sadness) may be included among the
vigorous affects, if it has its basis in moral ideas. If, on the other hand,
it is based on sympathy, then it may indeed be lovable, but belongs
merely to the languid affects. My point is to draw attention to the fact
that only in the first case is the mental attunement sublime.

We can now also compare the transcendental exposition of aes-
thetic judgments we have just completed with the physiological

46[See Ak. 265.]
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one, regarding which work has been done by someone like Burke?
and many acute men among us, so that we may see where a
merely empirical exposition of the sublime and of the beautiful
may lead. Burke,® who deserves to be mentioned as the fore-
most author in this way of treating the subject,d discovers along
this route (p. 223 of [the German translation of] his work) “that
the feeling of the sublime is based on the impulse toward sclf-
preservation and on fear, i.e., on a pain, a pain that, since it
does not go so far as actually to disarrange the parts of the body,
gives rise to agitations. And since these agitations clear the ves-
sels, small or large, of dangerous and troublesome obstructions,
they are able to arouse agreeable sensations. These do not indeed
amount to a pleasure, but they still amount to a kind of pleasant
thrill, a certain tranquility mingled with terror.”>0 He attributes the
beautiful, which he bases on love {while insisting that desire be
kept apart from this love) “to the relaxing, slackening, and enervat-
ing of the body’s fibres, and hence to a softening, dissolution,

47 Edmund Burke (1729-97), British statesman and political thinker. His Philosophical
Enquiry Into the Origin of Qur Ideas of the Sublime and Beautiful (1757) gained hima
reputation in Britain. Abroad it was read with interest not only by Kant but, among
cthers, by Lessing, Mendelssohn, Schiller, and Diderot. ]

48According to the German translation [by Christian Garve (1742-98), German moral-
ist} of his work entitled A Philosophical Enquiry Into the Origin of Our ldeas of the
Sublime and Beautiful ([the translation:| Riga: Hartknoch, 1773).

“Kant's own Observations on the Feeiing of the Beautiful and Sublime (1764)
(Ak. II, 205-56) had been mainly empirical. Cf. Donald W. Crawford, Kant’s Aes-
thetic Theory (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1974), pp. 8-11, 60. The
same applies of course to Kant's own Remarks on the Observations, Ak XX,
1-192 |

Wt Burke, Engusry, PL IV Sect wvis *. {1t the pain and terror e so modified ax not
to be actuslly noxwous; of the pam is not ¢srried to violegce, and ihe tegror v aut
conversant about the present desiructen of the person. as these emauons olesr the
parts, whether fine ar grass, of 2 dangerous and traubiesame sacumbrance, ey &R
capable of producing delight; not pleasure, but a sort of delightful horror, a sort of
tranquility tinged with terror; which, as it belongs to self-preservation, is one of the
strongest of all the passions. Its object is the sublime.” Cf. also above, Ak. 269 br.
n. 34.]
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exhaustion, a fainting, a dying and melting away with delight”
{pp. 251-52 [of the translation].)>! To confirm this kind of explana-
tion he points not only to those cases where the feeling of the
beautiful and of the sublime may be aroused in us by the imagination
in connection with the understanding, but even to those where it
is aroused by the imagination in connection with sensation.32 As
psychological observations these analyses of the phenomena involved
in our mind are exceedingly fine and provide rich material for the
favorite investigations of empirical anthropology. Nor can it be
denied that all presentations in us, no matter whether their object
is merely sensible or instead wholly intellectual, can in the subject
stilt be connected with gratification or pain, however unnoticeable
these may be (because all of them affect the feeling of life, and
none of them can be indifferent insofar as it is a modification of
the subject). It cannot even be denied that, as Epicurus maintained,
gratification and pain are ultimately always of the body,3 whether
they come from imagination or even from presentations of the
understanding. He maintained this on the ground that, in the absence
of [some] feeling of the bodily organ, life is merely consciousness of
our existence, and not a feeling of being well or unwell, i.e., of the
furtherance or inhibition of the vital forces; for the mind taken by
itself is wholly life (the very principle of life), whereas any obstacles
or furtherance must be sought outside it and yet still within man
himself, and hence in the [mind’s] connection with his body.

But if we suppose that our liking for the object consists entirely in
the object’s gratifying us through charm or emotion, then we also
must not require anyone efse to assent to an aesthetic judgment that
we make; for about that sort of liking each person rightly consults
only his private sense. But, if that is so, then all censure of taste will

311bid., Pt. IV, Sect. xix: *...[A] beautiful object presented to the sense, by causing
a relaxation of the body, produces the passion of love in the mind....” And a little
earlier: “. ., . [Bleauty acts by relaxing the solids of the whole system. There are all the
appearances of such a relaxation; and a relaxation somewhat below the natural tone
seems to me to be the cause of all positive pleasure. Who is a stranger to that manner of
expression so common in all times and in all countries, of being softened, relaxed,
enervated, dissolved, melted away by pleasure?”]

52 Jbid.; for example, smoothness {Part 1V, Sect. xx) and sweetness (Part IV, Sect. xxii). |
53See the Letter to Herodotus, V, “The Soul.”|
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also cease, unless the example that other people give through the
contingent harmony among their judgments were turned into a
command that we [too] approve. At such a principle, however, we
would presumably balk, appealing to our natural right to subject to
our own sense, not to that of others, any judgment that rests on the
direct feeling of our own well-being.

It seems, then, that we must not regard a judgment of taste as
egoistic; rather, we must regard it necessarily as pluralistic by its
inner nature, i.e., on account of itself rather than the examples that
others give of their taste; we must acknowledge it to be a judgment
that is entitled to claim that everyone else ought also to agree with it.
But if that is so, then it must be based on some a priori principle
(whether objective or subjective), and we can never arrive at such a
principle by scouting about for empirical laws about mental changes.
For these reveal only how we do judge; they do not give us a com-
mand as to how we ought to judge, let alone an unconditioned one.
And yet judgments of taste presuppose such a command, because
they insist that our liking be connected directly with a presentation.
Hence, though we may certainly begin with an empirical exposition
of aesthetic judgments, so as to provide the material for a higher
investigation, still a transcendental discussion of taste is possible, and
belongs essentially to a critique of this ability. For if taste did not have
a priori principles, it could not possibly pronounce on the judgments
of others and pass verdicts approving or repudiating them with even
the slightest semblance of having the right to do so.

The remainder of the analytic of aesthetic judgment contains first
of all the deduction of pure aesthetic judgments, to which we now
turn.



DEDUCTION' OF PURE
AESTHETIC JUDGMENTS

§ 30

The Deduction of
Aesthetic Judgments
about Objects of Nature
Must Be Directed
Not to What We Call
Sublime in Nature
but Only to the Beautiful

Since an aesthetic judgment lays claim to universal validity for every
subject and hence must be based on some a priori principle or other,
it requires a deduction (i.e., a legitimation of its pretension). Such a
deduction is needed, in addition to an exposition of the judgment, if
the judgment concerns a liking or disliking for the form of the object.

Y| Deduktion. The term means ‘justification’ or ‘legitimation.’ Cf. the Critique of Pure
Reason, A 84-92 = B 116-24. (What we call ‘deduction’ in formal logic is called by
Kant Ableitung, ‘derivation.’ Cf. Ak. 412.) This justification of judgments of taste is
needed in addition to their exposition (which has just been completed), i.e., their
explication or examination (cf. ibid, as well as the Critique of Pure Reason, A23 = B
38 and A 729-30 = B 757-58).]
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Judgments of taste about the beautiful in nature are of this sort. For in
their case the purposiveness does have its basis in the object and its
shape, even though it does not indicate that we are referring the
object to other objects according to concepts (so as to give rise to a
cognitive judgment), but merely concerns the apprehension as such
of this form, insofar as that form manifests itself in the mind as
conforming to the power of concepts [the understanding]| and the
power of their exhibition (which is the same as the power of apprehen-
sion {the imagination]). This is also why, concerning the beautiful in
nature, we can raise all sorts of questions about what causes this
purposiveness in nature’s forms, e.g.: How are we to explain why
nature has so extravagantly spread beauty everywhere, even at the
bottom of the ocean, where the human eye (for which, after all, this
beauty is alone purposive) rarely penetrates?—and so on.

But then consider the sublime in nature, when our judgment about
it is purely aesthetic, unmixed with any concepts of perfection, i.e., of
objective purposiveness, in which case it would be a teleclogical
judgment. The sublime in nature can be regarded as entirely formless
or unshapely and yet as the object of a pure liking, manifesting a
subjective purposiveness in the given presentation. Hence the ques-
tion arises whether this kind of aesthetic judgment also requires a
deduction of its claim to some (subjective) a priori principle or other,
in addition to an exposition of what we think in [making] the judgment.

We can answer this question adequately as follows. When we speak
of the sublime in nature we speak improperly; properly speaking,
sublimity can be attributed merely to our way of thinking, or, rather,
to the foundation this has in human nature. What happens is merely
that the apprehension of an otherwise formless and unpurposive
object prompts us to become conscious of that foundation, so that
what is subjectively purposive is the use we make of the object, and it
is not the object itself that is judged to be purposive on account of its
form. {{That is, what is subjectively purposive is,] as it were, species
finalis accepta, non data.2) That is why the exposition we gave of
judgments about the sublime in nature was also their deduction, For
when we analyzed these judgments in order to see what reflection by
the power of judgment they contain, we found that they contain a
purposive relation of the cognitive powers, which we must lay a priori

2[Purposive appearance as received, not as given.|
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at the basis of the power of purposes (the will) and which is therefore
itself a priori purposive; and that already provides the deduction, i.e.,
the justification of the claim of these judgments to universally neces-
sary validity.

Hence the only deduction we shall have to attempt is that of
judgments of taste, i.e., judgments about the beauty in natural things;
that will suffice for a complete solution of the problem for the whole
aesthetic power of judgment.

§ 31

On the Method
of the Deduction
of Judgments of Taste

The obligation to provide a deduction for judgments of a [certain]|
kind, i.e., a guarantee of their legitimacy, arises only if the judgment
lays claim to necessity; this it does even if the universality it demands
is subjective universality, i.e., if it demands everyone’s assent, even
though it is not a cognitive judgment but only a judgment about the
pleasure or displeasure we take in a given object, i.e., [a judgment]
claiming [Anmafiung] a subjective purposiveness that is valid for
everyone, without exception [durchgdngigj, but that is not to be
based on any concepts of the thing, since the judgment is one of taste.

Therefore, in the case of a judgment that demands subjective
universality, we are not dealing with a cognitive judgment, neither a
theoretical one based on the concept of a rature as such, as given by
the understanding, nor a (pure) practical one based on the idea of
freedom, as given a priori by reason. Hence what we must justify as a
priori valid is neither a judgment presenting what a [certain| thing is,
nor a judgment which says that I ought to carry something out so as to
produce a [certain] thing. So what we shall have to establish is merely
the uriversal validity, for the power of judgment as such, of a singular
judgment that expresses the subjective purposiveness of an empirical
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presentation of the form of an object; establishing such validity will
serve to explain how it is possible for us to like something when we
merely judge it (without [the liking being determined by] sensation
proper |Sinnesempfindung]3 or {by] concept), and how it is possible
for everyone to be entitled to proclaim his liking as a rule for every-
one else, just as our judging of an object for the sake of cognition
always | iberhaupt] has universal rules.

[Therefore,] since a judgment of taste is in fact of this sort, its
universal validity is not to be established by gathering votes and
asking other people what kind of sensation they are having; but it
must rest, as it were, on an autonomy of the subject who is making
a judgment about the feeling of pleasure (in the given presentation),
i.e., it must rest on his own taste; and yet it is also not to be derived
from concepts. Hence a judgment of taste has the following twofold
peculiarity, which is moreover a logical one: First, it has a priori
universal validity, which yet is not a logical universal validity governed
by concepts, but the universality of a singular judgment; second, it
has a necessity (which must always rest on a priori bases), and yet a
necessity that does not depend on any a priori bases of proof by the
presentation of which we could compel |people to give| the assent
that a judgment of taste requires of everyone.

If we resolve these logical peculiarities, which distinguish a judg-
ment of taste from all cognitive judgments, we shall have done all that
is needed in order to deduce this strange ability we have, provided
that at the outset we abstract from all content of the judgment, i.e.,
from the feeling of pleasure, and merely compare the aesthetic form
with the form of objective judgments as prescribed by logic. Let us
begin, then, by presenting these characteristic properties of taste,
using examples to elucidate them.

3 As distinguished from ‘sensation’ as meaning feeling, which is involved here. Cf.
Ak. 291 incl. br. n. 19. (If the {feeling of| liking were determined by sensation proper, it
would be a liking for the agreeable. Cf. Ak. 205-06.}]



§ 32

First Peculiarity of a
Judgment of Taste

A judgment of taste determines its object in respect of our liking
(beauty) [but] makes a claim to everyone’s assent, as if it were an
objective judgment.

To say, This flower is beautiful, is tantamount to a mere repetition
of the flower’s own claim to everyone’s liking. The agreeableness of
its smell, on the other hand, gives it no claim whatever: its smell
delights [ergétzen] one person, it makes another dizzy. In view of this
[differencc], must we not suppose that beauty has to be considered a
property of the flower itself, which does not adapt itself to differences
in people’s heads and all their senses, but to which they must adapt
themselves if they wish to pass judgment on it? Yet beauty is not a
property of the flower itself. For a judgment of taste consists precisely
in this. that it calls a thing beautiful only by virtue of that characteris-
tic in which it adapts itself to the way we apprehend it.

Moreover, whenever a subject offers a judgment as proof of his
taste [concerning some object|, we demand that he judge for himself:
he should not have to grope about among other people’s judgments
by means of experience, to gain instruction in advance from whether
they like or dislike that object; so we demand that he pronounce his
judgment a priori, that he not make it [by way of] imitation, (say) on
the ground that a thing is actually liked universally. One would think,
however, that an a priori judgment must contain a concept of the
object, this concept containing the principle for cognizing the object.
But a judgment of taste is not based on concepts at all, and is not at
all a cognition but only an aesthetic judgment.

That is why a young poet cannot be brought to abandon his
persuasion that his poem is beautiful, neither by the judgment of his
audience nor by that of his friends; and if he listens to them, it is not
because he now judges the poem differently, but because, even if (at
least with regard to him) the whole audience were to have wrong
taste, his desire for approval still causes him to accommodate himself
{even against his judgment) to the common delusion. Only later on,
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when his power of judgment has been sharpened by practice, will he
voluntarily depart from his earlier judgment, just as he does with
those of his judgments which rest wholly on reason. Taste lays claim
merely to autonomy; but to make other people’s judgments the basis
determining one’s own would be heteronomy.

It is true that we extol, and rightly so, the works of the ancients as
models, and call their authors classical, as if they form a certain noble
class among writers which gives laws to people by the precedent it
sets. This seems to point to a posteriori sources of taste and to refute
the autonomy of every subject’s taste. But we might just as well say:
the fact that the ancient mathematicians are to this day considered to
be virtually indispensable models of supreme thoroughness and ele-
gance in the synthetic method4 proves that our reason [only] imi-
tates and is unable on its own to produce rigorous and highly intuitive
proofs by constructing concepts.> The same holds for all uses, no
matter how free, of our powers, including even reason (which must
draw all its judgments from the common a priori source): if each
subject always had to start from nothing but the crude predisposition
given him by nature, {[many] of his attempts would fail, if other people
before him had not failed in theirs; they did not make these attempts
in order to turn their successors into mere imitators, but so that, by
their procedure, they might put others on a track whereby they could
search for the principles within themselves and so adopt their own
and often better course. In religion, everyone must surely find the
rule for his conduct within himself, since he is also the one who
remains responsible for his conduct and cannot put the blame for his
offenses on others on the ground that they were his teachers and
predecessors; yet even here an example of virtue and holiness will
always accomplish more than any universal precepts we have received
from priests or philosophers, or for that matter found within ourselves.
Such an example, set for us in history, does not make dispensable the
autonomy of virtue that arises from our own and original (a priori)
idea of morality, nor does it transform this idea into a mechanism of
imitation. Following by reference to a precedent, rather than imitating,

4 The synthetic method proceeds from principles to their consequences, the analytic
method the other way. Cf. the Logic, Ak. IX, 149, and the Prolegomena, Ak.1V, 263,
275, 276n, 279, and 365.]

5(Cf. Ak. 232 br. n. 51.]
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is the right term for any influence that products of an exemplary
author may have on others; and this means no more than drawing on
the same sources from which the predecessor himself drew, and
learning from him only how to go about doing so. Among all our
abilities and talents, taste is precisely what stands most in need of
examples regarding what has enjoyed the longest-lasting approval in
the course of cultural progress, in order that it will not become
uncouth again and relapse into the crudeness of its first attempts; and
taste needs this because its judgment cannot be determined by con-
cepts and precepts.

§33

Second Peculiarity of a
Judgment of Taste

A judgment of taste, just as if it were merely subjective, cannot be
determined by bases of proof.

If someone does not find a building, a view, or a poem beautiful,
then, first, he will refuse to let even a hundred voices, all praising it
highly, prod him into approving of it inwardly. He may of course act
as if he liked it too, so that people will not think that he lacks taste.
He may even begin to doubt whether he has in fact done enough to
mold his taste, by familiarizing himself with a sufficient number of
objects of a certain kind (just as someone who thinks he recognizes a
forest in some distant object that everyone else regards as a town will
doubt the judgment of his own eyes). And yet he realizes clearly that
other people’s approval in no way provides him with a valid proof by
which to judge beauty; even though others may perhaps see and
observe for him, and even though what many have seen the same way
may serve him, who believes he saw it differently, as a sufficient basis
of proof for a theoretical and hence logical judgment, yet the fact that
others have liked something can never serve him as a basis for an
aesthetic judgment. If others make a judgment that is unfavorable to
us, this may rightly make us wonder about our own judgment, but it
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can never convince us that ours is incorrect. Hence there is no
empirical basis of proof that could compel anyone to make [some|
judgment of taste.

Second, still less can a judgment about beauty be determined by
an a priori proof, in accordance with determinate rules. If someone
reads me his poem, or takes me to a play that in the end I simply
cannot find to my taste, then let him adduce Batreux or Lessingé to
prove that his poem is beautiful, or [bring in] still older and more
famous critics of taste with all the rules they have laid down; moreover,
let certain passages that I happen to dislike conform quite well to
rules of beauty (as laid down by these critics and universally recognized):
I shall stop my ears, shall refuse to listen to reasons and arguments,
and shall sooner assume that those rules of the critics are false, or at
least do not apply in the present case, than allow my judgment to be
determined by a priori bases of proof; for it is meant to be a judgment
of taste, and not one of the understanding or of reason.

It seems that this is one of the main reasons why this aesthetic
power of judging was given that very name: taste. For even if some-
one lists all the ingredients of a dish, pointing out that I have always
found each of them agreeable, and goes on to praise this food—and
rightly so—as wholesome, I shall be deaf to all these reasons: I shall
try the dish on my tongue and palate, and thereby (and not by
universal principles) make my judgment.

It is a fact that any judgment of taste we make is always a singular
judgment about the object. The understanding can, by comparing the
object with other people’s judgment about their liking of it, make a
universal judgment, e.g.: All tulips are beautiful. But such a judgment
is then not a judgment of taste; it is a logical judgment, which turns an
object’s reference to taste into a predicate of things of a certain
general kind. Only a judgment by which I find a singular given tulip
beautiful, i.e., in which I find that my liking for the tulip is universally
valid, is a judgment of taste. Its peculiarity, however, consists in the
fact that, even though it has merely subjective validity, it yet extends
its claim to all subjects, just as it always could if it were an objective

8{Charles Batteux (1713-80), French philosopher and, in particular, aesthetician, and
author of several works; Gotthold Ephraim Lessing (1729-81), German dramatist and
aesthetician. ]
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judgment that rested on cognitive bases and that [we] could be
compelled [to make] by a proof.

§ 34

An Objective Principle
of Taste Is Impossible

By a principle of taste would be meant a principle under which, as
condition, we could subsume the concept of an object and then infer
that the object is beautiful. That, however, is absolutely impossible.
For I must feel the pleasure directly in my presentation of the object,
and I cannot be talked into that pleasure by means of any bases of
proof. Hence, although, as Hume says, critics can reason more plau-
sibly than cooks,’ they still share the same fate. They cannot expect
the determining basis of their judgment [to come] from the force of
the bases of proof, but only from the subject's reflection on his own
state (of pleasure or displeasure), all precepts and rules being rejected.

There is, however, something about which critics nonetheless can
and should reason, since doing so may serve to correct and broaden
our judgments of taste. I do not mean that they should set forth the
determining basis of this kind of aesthetic judgments in a universal
formula that we could [then] use. What they should do is investigate

7| Essays, Morel and Political (1741-42), Essay VIII, “The Sceptic”: “There is some-
thing approaching to principles in mental taste, and critics can reason and dispute
more plausibly than cooks or perfumers. We may observe, however, that this uniform-
ity among human kind hinders not, but that there is a considerable diversity in the
sentiments of beauty and worth, and that education, custom, prejudice, caprice, and
humour frequently vary our taste of this kind. You will never convince a man who is
not accustomed to [talian music and has not an ear to follow its intricacies that a Scots
tune is not preferable. You have not even any single argument beyond your own taste
which you can employ in your behalf; and to your antagonist his particular taste will
always appear a more convincing argument to the contrary. lf you be wise, each of you
will allow that the other may be in the right, and, having many other instances of this
diversity of taste, you will both confess that beauty and worth are merely of a relative
nature and consist in an agreeable sentiment, produced by an object in a particular
mind, according to the peculiar structure and constitution of that mind.”|
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our cognitive powers and what task these powers perform in these
judgments, and they should clarify by examples the reciprocal subjec-
tive purposiveness about which it was shown above that its form ina
given presentation is the beauty of the object of this presentation.
Hence the critique of taste is itself only subjective as regards the
presentation by which an object is given us: it is the art, or science, of
finding rules for the reciprocal relation that understanding and imagi-
nation have in the given presentation (without reference to prior
sensation or concept), and hence for their accordance or discordance,
and of determining them as regards their conditions. The critique of
taste is an art if it shows this only through examples; it is a science if
it derives the possibility of such judging from the nature of these
powers as cognitive powers as such. It is with the latter alone, with a
transcendental critique, that we are here concerned throughout. Its
aim is to set forth and justify the subjective principle of taste as ana
priori principle of the power of judgment. The critique that is an art
merely takes the physiological (in this case psychological) and hence
empirical rules by which taste actually proceeds, and (without think-
ing about [how] they are possible) seeks to apply them to our judging
of objects of taste; and it criticizes the products of fine art, just as the
transcendental critique criticizes our very ability to judge them.

§35

The Principle of Taste
Is the Subjective Principle
of the Power of
Judgment as Such

A judgment of taste differs from a logical one in that a logical
judgment subsumes a presentation under concepts of the object,
whereas a judgment of taste does not subsume it under any concept at
all, since otherwise the necessary universal approval could be [obtained]
by compelling [people to give it]. But a judgment of taste does
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resemble a logical judgment inasmuch as it alleges a universality and
necessity, though a universality and necessity that is not governed by
concepts of the object and hence is merely subjective. Now since the
concepts in a judgment constitute its content (what belongs to the
cognition of the object), while a judgment of taste cannot be deter-
mined by concepts, its basis is only the subjective formal condition of
a judgment as such. The subjective condition of all judgments is our
very ability to judge, i.e., the power of judgment. When we use this
power of judgment in regard to a presentation by which an object is
given, then it requires that there be a harmony between two presenta-
tional powers, imagination (for the intuition and the combination of
its manifold) and understanding (for the concept that is the presenta-
tion of the unity of this combination). Now since a judgment of taste
is not based on a concept of the object (in the case of a presentation
by which an object is given), it can consist only in the subsumption of
the very imagination under the condition [which must be met] for the
understanding to proceed in general from intuition to concepts. In
other words, since the imagination’s freedom consists precisely in its
schematizing® without a concept, a judgment of taste must rest
upon a mere sensatior,% namely, our sensation of both the imagina-
tion in its freedom and the understanding with its lawfuiness, as they
reciprocally quicken each other; i.e., it must rest on a feeling that
allows us to judge the object by the purposiveness that the presenta-
tion (by which an object is given) has insofar as it furthers the
cognitive powers in their free play. Hence taste, as a subjective power
of judgment, contains a principle of subsumption; however, this
subsumption is not one of intuitions under concepts, but, rather, one
of the power of intuitions or exhibitions (the imagination) under the
power of concepts (the understanding}, insofar as the imagination ir
its freedom harmonizes with the understanding in its lawfulness.

In attempting to discover this legitimating basis by means of a
deduction of judgments of taste, we can use as our guide only the

§1e., creating a schema; cf. Ak. 253 br. n. 17. Kant is about to say that in a judgment
of taste the imagination as such is subsumed under the understanding as such. Strictly
speaking, however, the imagination is subsumed under the (indeterminate) schema of
the understanding as such; and this indeterminate schema is the “condition” which
Kant has just mentioned.]

9In the sense of feeling, in this case.]
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formal peculiarities of this kind of judgments, i.e., we must consider
merely their logical form.

§ 36

On the Problem of a Deduction
of Judgments of Taste

With the perception of an object we can directly connect the concept
of an object as such, [for] which it contains the empirical predicates,
in order to give rise to a cognitive judgment. This is how an empirical
judgment is produced.!® Now this judgment is based on a priori
concepts of the systematic unity of the manifold of intuition; hence
we can think this manifold as the determination of an object. These
concepts (the categories) require a deduction, and this was indeed
provided in the Critigue of Pure Reason,!! which thus made it
possible to solve the problem: How are synthetic cognitive judgments
possible a priori? That problem, then, concerned the pure under-
standing’s a priori principles and theoretical judgments.

But we can also directly connect with a perception a feeling of
pleasure (or displeasure) and a liking that accompanies the object’s
presentation and serves it in the place of a predicate. This is how an
aesthetic judgment arises, which is not a cognitive judgment. Now if
an aesthetic judgment is not a mere judgment of sensation, but a
formal judgment of reflection that requires this liking from everyone

10(“As far as empirical judgments have universal validity they are JUDGMENTS OF
EXPERIENCE; but those that are valid only subjectively 1 call mere JUDGMENTS OF
PERCEPTION. The latter require no pure concept of the understanding, but only the
logical connection of the perceptions in a thinking subject. Judgments of experience,
on the other hand, require, in addition to the presentations of sensible intuition, special
concepts produced originally in the understanding, and it is these concepts that make
the judgment of experience valid objectively”: Prolegomena, Ak. IV, 298. Cf. the
Critique of Pure Reason, A 120, A 374, B 422n.]

1[The metaphysical deduction (for this name, see B 159), A 65-83 = B 90-116, is to
show what categories there are (in the understanding); the transcendental deduction,
A 84-130 and B 116-69, is to prove that these categories are objectively valid. |
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as necessary, then it must be based on something as its a priori
principle. This principle may well be merely subjective (in case an
objective one were to be impossible for judgments of this kind), but
even then it requires a deduction, in order that we may grasp how an
aesthetic judgment can lay claim to necessity. And that is the basis of
the problem with which we are now dealing: How are judgments of
taste possible? So this problem concerns the a priori principles that
the pure power of judgment [uses when it makes| aesthetic judgments,
i.e., judgments where it does not (as it does in theoretical judgments)
merely have to subsume under objective concepts of the understanding,
[so that] it is subject to a law,!2 but where it is, subjectively, object to
itself as well as law to itself.

We can also think of this problem as follows: How is a judgment
possible in which the subject, merely on the basis of his own feeling
of pleasure in an object, independently of the object’s concept, judges
this pleasure as one attaching to the presentation of that same object
in all other subjects, and does so a priori, i.e., without being allowed
to wait for other people’s assent?

We can readily see that judgments of taste are synthetic; for they
go beyond the concept of the object, and even beyond the intuition of
the object, and add as a predicate to this intuition something that is
not even cognition: namely [a] feeling of pleasure (or displeasure).
And yet, that these judgments are, or want to be considered, a priori
judgments as regards the demand that everyone assent, a demand
they make despite the fact that their predicate (of one’s own pleasure
|as] connected with the presentation) is empirical, is also already
implicit in the expressions used to make that claim. Hence this
problem of the critique of judgment is part of the general problem of
transcendental philosophy: How are synthetic judgments possible a
priori?t3

131, the Critique of Pure Reason, A 137-47 = B 176-87, and below, Ak. 351-52.

3[CE. the Critique of Pure Reason, B 19. ‘A priori’ has here been construed adverbially,
as modifying ‘possible.’ It can also be read as an adjective modifying ‘judgments,’ so
that Kant’s question reads, ‘How are synthetic a priori judgments possible? Either
reading can be supported by quotes in which the ambiguity does not arise, since Kant
switches frequently between these two ways of talking. See, e.g., the passage immedi-
ately following the question Kant just quoted, B 20.]
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§ 37

What Is Actually
Asserted A Priori
about an Object in a
Judgment o% Taste?

That the presentation of an object is directly connected with a
pleasure can only be perceived inwardly, and if we wished to indicate
no more than this, the result would be a merely empirical judgment.
For I cannot connect a priori a definite feeling (of pleasure or
displeasure) with any presentation, except in the case where an
underlying a priori principle in reason determines the will; but in that
case the pleasure (in moral feeling) is the consequence of that principle,
and that is precisely why it is not at all comparable to the pleasure in
taste: for it requires a determinate concept of a law, whereas the
pleasure in taste is to be connected directly with our mere judging,
prior to any concept. That is also why all judgments of taste are
singular judgments, because they do not connect their predicate, the
liking, with a concept but connect it with a singular empirical presen-
tation that is given.

Hence it is not the pleasure, but the universal validity of this
pleasure, perceived as connected in the mind with our mere judging
of an object, that we present a priori as [a] universal rule for the
power of judgment, valid for everyone. That I am perceiving and
judging an object with pleasure is an empirical judgment. But that I
find the object beautiful, i.e., that I am entitled to require that liking
from everyone as necessary, is an a priori judgment.
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§ 38

Deduction of
Judgments of Taste!

If it is granted that in a pure judgment of taste our liking for the object
is connected with our mere judging of the form of the object, then
this liking is nothing but [our consciousness of] the form'’s subjective
purposiveness for the power of judgment, which we feel as connected
in the mind with the presentation of the object. Now, as far as the formal
rules of judging |as such} are concerned, apart from any matter
(whether sensation or concept), the power of judgment can be directed
only to the subjective conditions for our employment of the power of
judgment as such (where it is confined neither to the particular kind
of sense involved nor to ajny] particular concept of the understanding),
and hence can be directed only to that subjective [condition] which
we may presuppose in all people (as required for possible cognition as
such). It follows that we must be entitled to assume a priori that a
presentation’s harmony with these conditions of the power of judgment
is valid for everyone. In other words, it seems that when, in judging an
object of sense in general, we feel this pleasure, or subjective purpos-
iveness of the presentation for the relation between our cognitive pow-
ers, then we must be entitled to require this pleasure from everyone. "

14/0n the problem as to where the deduction ends (specifically, the problem as to
whether the link of beauty to morality is still part of the deduction), see the Translator’s
Introduction, Ixi-ixvi. ]

5To be justified in laying claim to universal assent to a judgment of the aesthetic
power of judgment, which rests merely on subjective bases, one need grant only the
following: (1) that in all people the subjective conditions of this power are the same as
concerns the relation required for cognition as such between the cognitive powers that
are activated in the power of judgment; and this must be true, for otherwise people
could not communicate their presentations to one another, indeed they could not even
communicate cognition; (2) that the judgment has taken into consideration merely this
relation {(and hence the formal condition of the power of judgment) and is pure, i.e.,
mingled neither with concepts of the object nor with sensations as the judgment’s
determining bases. But even if a mistake be made on the latter point,!6 this amounts to
nothing but an incorrect application, in a particular case, of an authority given to us by
a law, and in no way annuls the authority [itself].

1Cf. Ak. 216 incl. br. n. 30, as well as the Comment Kant is about to make, but esp.
§ 39, Ak. 293, and § 40, Ak. 293-94.}
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Comment

What makes this deduction so easy is that it does not need to justify
the objective reality of a concept; for beauty is not a concept of an
object, and a judgment of taste is not a cognitive judgment. All it
asserts is that we are justified in presupposing universally in all people
the same subjective conditions of the power of judgment that we find
in ourselves; apart from this it asserts only that we have subsumed the
given object correctly under these conditions.!? It is true that this
latter assertion involves unavoidable difficulties that do not attach to
the logical power of judgment (since there we subsume under concepts,
whereas in the aesthetic power of judgment we subsume under a
relation of imagination and understanding, as they harmonize with
each other in the presented form of an object, that can only be
sensed, so that the subsumption may easily be illusory [triigen]). But
this does not in any way detract from the legitimacy of the power of
judgment’s claim in counting on universal assent, a claim that amounts
to no more than this: that the principle of judging validly for everyone
from subjective bases is correct. For as far as the difficulty and doubt
concerning the correctness of the subsumption under that principle is
concerned, no more doubt is cast on the legitimacy of the claim that
aesthetic judgments as such have this validity (and hence is cast
on the principle itself), than is cast on the principle of the logical
power of judgment (a principle that is objective) by the fact that
{sometimes] (though not so often and so easily) this power's subsump-
tion under its principle is faulty as well. But if the question were, How
is it possible to assume a priori that nature is a sum [Inbegriff] of
objects of taste? that problem would have to do with teleology. For if
nature offered forms that are purposive for our power of judgment,
then this would have to be regarded as a purpose of nature belonging
essentially to its concept. But whether this assumption is correct is as
yet very doubtful, while the actuality of natural beauties is patent to
experience.

17[Cf. just above, n. 15 and br. n. 16.]
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§ 39

On the Communicability
of a Sensation

Sensation, [construed]| as what is real [i.e., material rather than
formal]!8 in perception and [hence as] referred to cognition, is called
sensation proper.!9 The only way for it to be conceivable that what is
specific in the quality of such a sensation should be universally
[durchgingig] communicable in a uniform way is on the assumption
that everyone's sense is like our own. This, however, we simply

18/Cf. Ak. 189.]

| Sinnesempfindung, i.e., Empfindung (sensation) as involving a (genuine) Sinn
(sense) and hence having to do with perception, rather than as meaning feeling. Thisis
the very same distinction that Kant has made before, though he did not then use the
term ‘Sinnesempfindung’ to make it: see §3, Ak. 205-06, and cf. Ak. 203-04 and 266
incl. br. n. 33. Now although the literal meaning of this term is ‘sensation of sense,’
rendering it that way would make it perplexing, since the component terms are cognate
in English. 'Sensation proper’ avoids this difficulty and still captures Kant's meaning:
feeling is not sensation proper, precisely because it does not have its own sense. It is
true that Kant sometimes uses even ‘sense’ in talking about feeling, especially in talking
about our “shared” or “common sense¢” (§ § 20-22, Ak. 23740, and § 40, Ak. 293-96),
which he calls “Rot an outer” sense (Ak. 238), thus suggesting that it is the inner sense.
But in fact Kant does not consider it a (genuine) sense at all. Though he uses the term,
he uses it much more rarely in the context of feeling than he does the term ‘sensation,’
and he uses it very reluctantly: see § 40, Ak. 293 and esp. 295, and cf. the Metaphysics
of Morals, Ak. VI, 400. Moreover, in the Anthropology (Ak. VII, 153) he says
expressly that, though we might (emphasis added) call feeling an interior sense, this is
not to be equated with the inner sense {the e through whic 1

inner sense (1fie sense through which we poreeive apd
cognize, @@g&h@_@e@?@l&g@@;@). And this view is consistent with the fact
that Kant also says that feeling is a receptivity that “belongs to" or “is based on"” inner
sense (Critique of Practical Reason, Ak. V, respectively 58 and 80. Section VIII of the
First Introduction to the Critigue of Judgment can be interpreted similarly: see esp.
Ak. 226, just before the Comment) and in so far can be called “sensible” (cf. Ak. 335
br. n. 76) or a feeling “of” inner sense (as at Ak. 228): inner sense, and through it even
the outer senses, besides engaging in sensation proper, are also to some extent
involved in feeling. Cf. § 3, Ak. 205. The alternative of rendering ‘Sinnesempfindung’
by some expression referring to an “organ™ has the difficulty that inner sense does
not, strictly speaking, have an organ (so that ‘Sinnesempfindung’ would wrongly
exclude inner sense, and the contrast with feeling would be lost): see Ak. 234 br.
n. 55.]
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cannot presuppose about such a sensation. Thus to a person who
lacks the sense of smell we cannot communicate this kind of sensation;
and even if he does not lack the sense, we still cannot be certain
whether he is getting the very same sensation from a flower that we
are getting. Yet people must be considered even more divergent
concerning the agreeableness or disagreeableness [they feel] when
sensing one and the same object of sense, and we simply cannot
demand that everyone acknowledge [taking] in such objects the plea-
sure [that we take in them]. This kind of pleasure, since it enters the
mind through sense, so that we are passive, may be called pleasure of
enjoyment.

On the other hand, when we like an act for its moral character, this
liking is not a pleasure of enjoyment, but one that arises from our
spontaneous activity and its conformity with the idea of our vocation.
But this feeling, called moral feeling, requires concepts and is the
exhibition of a law-governed, rather than a free, purposiveness. By
the same token, the only way it can be communicated universally is
by means of reason, and, if the pleasure is to be of the same kind in
everyone, it must be communicated through quite determinate practi
cal concepts of reason.

It is true that the pleasure we take in the sublime in nature,
since it is a pleasure involved in reasoning contemplation, also
lays claim to universal participation; and yet the feeling it presup-
poses is already different again: it is a feeling of our supersensible
vocation, a feeling which, however obscure it may be, has a moral
foundation. But I have no justification for simply presupposing
that other people will take account of this feeling of mine and feel a
liking when they contemplate the crude magnitude of nature. (We
certainly cannot attribute this liking to nature’s aspect itself, since
that is closer to being terrifying.) Nonetheless, inasmuch as we should
on every suitable occasion take those moral predispositions into
account, I may require that liking too from everyone, but only
by means of the moral law, which is in turn based on concepts of
reason.

On the other hand, the pleasure we take in the beautiful is a
pleasure neither of enjoyment, nor of a law-governed activity, nor yet
of a reasoning contemplation governed by ideas, but is a pleasure of
mere reflection. Without being guided by any purpose or principle
whatever, this pleasure accompanies our ordinary apprehension of an
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object by means of the imagination, our power of intuition, in relation
to the understanding, our power of concepts. This apprehension
occurs by means of a procedure that judgment has to carry out to give
rise to even the most ordinary experience. The only difference is that
in the case of ordinary experience the imagination has to engage in
this procedure in order [for us] to [obtain] an empirical objective
concept, whereas in the present case (in aesthetic judging) it has to do
so merely in order to perceive that the presentation is adequate for
|giving rise to a]) harmonious (subjectively purposive