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Abstract
The notion of ‘power of judgement’ in the title of Kant’s Critique of the
Power of Judgement is commonly taken to refer to a cognitive power
inclusive of both determining judgement and reflecting judgement. I argue,
first, that this seemingly innocuous view is in conflict both with the textual
fact that Kant attempts a Critical justification of the reflecting power of
judgement – only – and with the systematic impossibility of a transcen-
dentally grounded determining power of judgement. The conventional
response to these difficulties is to point out that, Kant’s systematic ambitions
in the third Critique notwithstanding, reflection, qua concept-forming
synthesis, is too closely tied to determination to be a cognitive power in its
own right. I argue, second, that this response is question-begging, since the
notion of reflection it employs is not only not one central to the third
Critique but one antecedently tied to the understanding. I argue, third, that
Kant’s discussion, in the pivotal y y76–7, of our cognitive relation to sensible
particularity addresses an epistemic problem present (but not raised) in the
Critique of Pure Reason. This is the problem of the synthesizability, qua
absolute unity, of unsynthesized intuitions. Solving this problem requires
Critical justification of a principle of reflection. It follows that Kant’s
systematic ambitions in the third Critique are appropriate. Given the
problem Kant seeks to address, he must offer what he takes himself to be
offering: a Critique of the (Reflecting) Power of Judgement.
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1. Introduction
According to a view commonly held in the literature on Kant’s Critique

of the Power of Judgement, Kant’s notion of ‘power of judgement’ in
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the Critique’s title does not refer to a cognitive capacity fundamentally

distinct from the eponymous power Kant had discussed several years

earlier in the Critique of Pure Reason. In particular, the central novelty

in the third Critique – Kant’s recognition of a new ‘reflecting power

of judgment’ (Kant 2000: 67; KU 5: 180, passim)1 – is not supposed

to herald the advent of a bona fide new faculty of the mind. Kant’s

reflecting power of judgement, we are assured, does not vie for inclu-

sion, alongside reason and the understanding, in the rarefied ranks of

Kant’s ‘upper’ cognitive faculties – at least not all by itself. The

reflecting power of judgement, rather, is one of two uses (a reflecting use

and the familiar determining use) to which we may put the power of

judgement ‘overall’ (überhaupt; Kant 2000: 66; KU 5: 179), and it is

that power which is the proper subject of Kant’s third and final Critique

(Guyer 2000: p. xlvii; Allison 2001: 17).

This view combines a general distaste for the scholasticization of Kant’s

faculty psychology with a first-Critique-centric conservatism about the

overall shape of Kant’s Critical system. The view also faces serious chal-

lenges. Kant, in the third Critique, argues not only that the determining use

of the power of judgement is subsidiary to the understanding, but that it is

incapable of Critical grounding. This, to be sure, had been Kant’s view in

the first Critique as well, but it remains true even – or, especially – under the

regime of the new, non-standard (namely, regulative and heautonomous)

transcendental principle that is the centrepiece of Kant’s Critical effort in

1790. If the determining power of judgement (and, a fortiori, the power of

judgement ‘overall’) thus cannot be the subject of a Critique, then it follows

that the only power of judgement that can properly be up for Critical

treatment in Kant’s capstone of the ‘entire critical enterprise’ (Kant 2000:

58; KU 5: 170) is the new reflecting power of judgement.

Commentators who resist this conclusion point out that it ignores, as Henry

Allison puts it, ‘the fact that, in [Kant’s] view, all theoretical judgments,

including ordinary empirical ones, contain what may be termed a ‘moment’

of reflection as well as determination’ (Allison 2001: 18). While there cer-

tainly are judgements (specifically, aesthetic and teleological judgements)

which are ‘merely reflecting’ (Kant 2000: 67; KU 5: 179) and not deter-

mining, these are rather exotic birds – all others (whether pure or empirical)

are both reflecting and determining. Accordingly, to overemphasize the

binary opposition of reflection and determination is to run the risk of losing

sight of judgement’s deeper unity. To codify that binary opposition by

hypostatizing the reflecting power of judgement as a faculty of the mind in

its own right tends to make an already incautious move worse.
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The interpretative options before us, then, are the following: (i) Kant’s

Critique of the Power of Judgement is a Critique of the (Reflecting and
Determining) Power of Judgement; (ii) Kant’s Critique of the Power of

Judgement is a Critique of the (Reflecting) Power of Judgement, only.

At first glance, the difference between these two interpretative options

may not seem very significant. In reality the stakes could hardly be

higher. For the difference in question is that between (i) an approach that

finds Kant, in the third Critique, tying up loose aesthetic and teleological

ends, but otherwise conducting his Critical business in the essentially

unaltered framework of the Critique of Pure Reason; (ii) an approach that

finds Kant, in the third Critique, reconstructing the Critical ship mid-

(supersensible-)sea, adding an entirely new generation of cognitive engine

to the vessel and one which, ex hypothesi, cannot be reduced to pre-third-

Critique protocols – one, moreover, that first makes a genuinely Critical

treatment of aesthetics and teleology possible.

My investigation of these interpretative options proceeds in three steps

(sections 2–4), followed by a short, programmatic conclusion on

intuitive intellection, aesthetics and teleology (section 5). I begin by

considering Kant’s notion of the determining power of judgement and,

specifically, its relation to the understanding. Remarkably, Kant’s con-

ception of that relation remains fully unchanged between the Critique

of Pure Reason (where judgement was considered determining by

default) and the Critique of the Power of Judgement (where deter-

mining judgement is but one of two kinds of judgement). Specifically, in

both Critiques, determining judgement is a necessarily principle-less

employment of the faculty of concepts – not a necessarily principled

employment of the faculty of judgement. Accordingly, qua exercise of

the understanding, determining judgement is not – and, sans principle

of its own, cannot be – part of the power of judgement for which Kant

now seeks transcendental justification. Given the available alternatives,

the Critique of the Power of Judgement can then, at best, be the Critique

of the (Reflecting) Power of Judgement (section 2).

Still, the role that the reflecting power of judgement plays in judgement

seems to count against this result. According to the popular view men-

tioned, reflection is far too closely tied to determination to constitute a

cognitive faculty in its own right. The notion that Kant’s third Critique is

the Critique of the (Reflecting) Power of Judgement must then either be

‘somewhat misleading’ (Allison 2001: 18), or ‘seriously misleading’

(Longuenesse 1998: 163), or altogether ‘unwarranted’ (Guyer 2005: 12).

This assessment faces two significant problems. First, it begs the question

what does kant mean by ‘power of judgement’?
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against the idea that the third Critique is the transcendental-logical apo-

theosis of a power of reflection sui generis. For the ‘moment’ of reflection,

which proponents of the view discern in determining judgement, is not

only understood in terms of a notion of reflection extrinsic to the third

Critique, but in terms of a notion of reflection Kant explicitly considers

an operation ‘of the understanding’ (Kant 1992: 592; JL 9: 94; emphasis

mine), qua faculty of concepts. The notion that reflecting judgement

cannot belong to a reflecting power of judgement sui generis (hence, that

the third Critique cannot be the critique of such a power) is, accord-

ingly, a foregone conclusion. Second, and not surprisingly, attempts to

explain why Kant should seek a transcendental justification for this

‘operation of the understanding’, then either remain inconclusive or else

have to bite the bullet and declare Kant’s claim to have presented that

justification (KU 5: 184) a ‘wildly ungrounded assertion’ (Guyer 2005:

68; see section 3, below).

Kant’s apparent ambition that his final Critique be a Critique of the

(Reflecting) Power of Judgement is thus not easily dismissed in a non-

question-begging way. Yet, this is hardly sufficient reason to believe that

Kant’s third Critique actually is the Critique of the (Reflecting) Power

of Judgement. In a third step, I argue that Kant, in the Critique of the

Power of Judgement, addresses a transcendental-logical problem that

remains unaddressed in the Critique of Pure Reason (what I will call the

problem of ‘the synthesizability – qua absolute unity – of unsynthesized

intuitions’). The solution to this problem requires the Critical ground-

ing of a (specifically) reflecting power of judgement that Kant now

attempts. I conclude that, even as the question remains open whether

Kant’s transcendental justification of a power of reflection sui generis

actually succeeds, there can be no question – given Kant’s evident sys-

tematic ambition; the failure of attempts to dismiss that ambition; and

the presence of a genuine philosophical problem which validates that

ambition – that the third Critique is the Critique of the (Reflecting)

Power of Judgement (section 4). Kant himself certainly saw it that way,

explicitly calling his new book the ‘Critique of the reflecting power

of judgment in regard of nature’ (Kant 2000: 50, EE 20: 251; my

emphasis) in his discussion of the subdivision of the work into Aesthetics

and Teleology in the final section of the First Introduction.

2. The Determining Power of Judgement
In order to understand the cognitive role that the reflecting power of

judgement is supposed to play in the Critique of the Power of Judgement,
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it will be helpful to begin by considering the cognitive role Kant there

accords the determining power of judgement. For this, it will, in turn,

be helpful to consider the cognitive role Kant accords the determining

power of judgement’s precursor – namely, the as yet unqualified ‘power

of judgement’ – in the Critique of Pure Reason.

2.1 The Power of Judgement in the Critique of Pure Reason

According to Kant’s presentation in the Analytic of Principles of the

Critique of Pure Reason, the cognitive role of the power of judgement

is to apply the abstract rules supplied by our faculty of concepts

(the understanding) ‘in concreto’ (Kant 1998: 269; A134/B173). First,

where the abstract rules of the understanding are a priori concepts

(as in the case of the categories or of mathematical concepts), a set of

necessary and sufficient conditions for the application of those concepts

is also given a priori (see A67/B92). This set of conditions, accordingly,

constitutes a set of rules for the application of rules. In the case of

transcendental logic, these are the ‘sensible conditions under which

pure concepts of the understanding can alone be used’ (Kant 1998: 270;

A136/B175). Kant presents these rules as well as the judgements that

‘derive a priori under these conditions’ (ibid.) in the first Critique’s

chapters on schematism and on the axioms of the understanding,

respectively. When the power of judgement thus stands ‘under universal

transcendental laws, given by the understanding y the law is sketched

out for it a priori and it is therefore unnecessary for it to think of a law

for itself in order to be able to subordinate the particular in nature to

the universal’ (Kant 2000: 67; KU 5: 179; my emphasis). In its a priori
use, then, the power of judgement has no principle of its own.

Second, where the abstract concepts of the understanding are empirical

concepts, no principles governing their use can, moreover, be given at all.

This is so, because there can be no a priori rules by which to judge whether

an object falls under a given empirical concept in concreto – and because a

demand for empirical rules by which to judge whether an object falls

under a given empirical concept would lead to an evident regress of rules

(A133/172B; KU 5: 169). Accordingly, Kant declares the capacity for

applying empirical concepts to objects ‘a special talent, which cannot be

learned, but only practiced’ (Kant 1998: 268; A133/B172). In its empirical

use, then, the power of judgement has no principle of its own, either.

The power of judgement thus operates either with a borrowed principle,

or with no principle at all – but never with a transcendental principle

of its own. Accordingly, the power of judgement plays a peculiar role in

what does kant mean by ‘power of judgement’?
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Kant’s system of transcendental logic in the first Critique. Lacking the

requisite principled grounding, it cannot be considered a proper trans-

cendental-logical analogue to our empirical-psychological capacity to

judge. Consequently, transcendental logic does not run entirely parallel to

general logic (A131/B170), whose division into an analytic of ‘concepts,

judgments, and inferences’ (Kant 1998: 267; A130/B169) neatly coincides

with the division of our cognitive psychology into ‘understanding, power

of judgment, and reason’ (ibid.). By contrast, Kant has little choice but to

assign the purported ‘transcendental power of judgment’ (Kant 1998: 268;

A132/B171, caption) to the transcendental use of the understanding: ‘We

can, however, trace all actions of the understanding back to judgments,

so that the understanding in general can be represented as a faculty for

judging’ (Kant 1998: 205; A69/B94; my emphases).

2.2 The Determining Power of Judgement in the Critique of the
Power of Judgement

As its title indicates, by the time Kant writes the Critique of the Power

of Judgement, his assessment of the prospects for a Critical justification

of the power of judgement has undergone a significant transformation.

Kant now characterizes ‘the power of judgment as an a priori legislative

faculty’ (Kant 2000: 66; KU 5: 179, caption) and proposes a genuinely

‘transcendental principle’ (Kant 2000: 68; KU 5: 181, caption) for it.2

Two factors help explain how this change in judgement’s transcendental

fortunes comes about.

First, Kant now discerns a new cognitive capacity within the power of

judgement at large. He begins by explaining that the power of judge-

ment ‘overall’ (überhaupt; Kant 2000: 66; KU 5: 179) is the capacity to

establish and endorse subsumption-relations between universals and

particulars. It is the ‘capacity of thinking the particular as contained

under the universal’ (ibid.). He then distinguishes two ways in which

this can be accomplished: either by descending from the universal to the

particular, or by ascending from the particular to the universal. Kant

explains that judgement consists in the former, analytical (KU 5: 407)

descent to particularity, ‘[i]f the universal (the rule, the principle, the

law) is given’ (ibid.). And he notes that, where the universal is thus

given, ‘the power of judgment, which subsumes the particular under

it y is determining’ (ibid.). Kant here has in mind predicative judge-

ment or the application of extant (empirical or pure) concepts to

sensible representations of objects. In short, determining judgement in

the third Critique is what Kant had called ‘judgement’ simpliciter in the

first Critique. By contrast, Kant explains that judgement consists in the
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latter, synthetic ascent to universality, ‘[i]f, however, only the particular

is given, for which the universal is to be found’ (ibid.). And he notes

that, where the universal is thus yet to be found or formed, ‘the power

of judgment is merely reflecting’ (ibid.). This second way of ‘thinking

the particular as contained under the universal’ is more perplexing than

the first, principally because, as presented, the notion of an ‘ascent to

universality’ is ambiguous between an empirical-psychological reading

and a transcendental-logical one (see 3.2, below). As a preliminary

guide to Kant’s distinction, however, we may simply say that, while

determining judgement is associated with the application of concepts,

reflecting judgement appears to be associated with the formation of

concepts. It is the power of judgement in the latter, reflecting employ-

ment, for which Kant proposes a transcendental principle in the third

Critique (KU 5: 184, 186).

Second, while this turn to reflection does not, of itself, stop the threat of

a regress (prima facie, rules for the formation of rules threaten no less of

a regress than rules for the application of rules), the proposed principle

for the reflecting power of judgement is, moreover, of a unique sort.

It is not an objective rule for judging whether a given concept is the

appropriate concept to be formed under given circumstances (KU 5: 169),

but a subjective rule that guides the reflecting power of judgement in the

formation of concepts, no matter the circumstances. The principle’s dis-

tinctive characteristic is its procedural nature as a judgement-determining

principle. As a second-order methodological principle with no ontological

import of its own, it threatens no regress of first-order rules.

Given that at least one dimension of the cognitive role of the power of

judgement (namely, reflecting judgement) is thus supposedly backed by

transcendental principle, and given that the other dimension (namely,

determining judgement) was previously transcendental-logically adrift,

it is perhaps natural to regard the power of judgement as now happily

Critically grounded in toto.

This, moreover, seems consistent with Kant’s newfound confidence in

the overall shape of his transcendental-logical project. No longer does

he think that transcendental logic is lacking in its fidelity to an empirical

psychological inventory of our cognitive capacities. First, Kant now

claims that the title of the Critique of Pure Reason was essentially a

misnomer: ‘it was strictly speaking the understanding y which was to

be established in secure and unique possession [of its a priori concepts]

against all other competitors in the critique of pure reason, generally so

what does kant mean by ‘power of judgement’?
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called’ (Kant 2000: 56; KU 5: 168; Kant’s emphasis). The ‘so called’

Critique of Pure Reason, accordingly, is really a Critique of the

understanding and its principles (i.e. the categories), only (for criticism,

see Brandt 1989: 183). Second, following his work on practical reason

in the Groundwork for the Metaphysics of Morals and the Critique

of Practical Reason, Kant is no longer bound (as he was in the first

Critique) by the circumstance that a genuinely transcendental (i.e.

constitutive) use of theoretical reason must be dialectical (and that only

theoretical reason’s apodictic or hypothetical use can be legitimate,

A131/B170). Kant can now consider reason a ‘faculty of cognition’

(Kant 2000: 83; KU 5: 198) in its own right, with a transcendental

principle and a ‘domain’ (freedom or ‘the practical’) within which it is duly

legislative (KU 5: 168). Add to this the proposed Critical grounding of the

power of judgement, and Kant can claim to have arrived – in perfect

architectonic simplicity – at a Critique of (the faculty of) concepts, a

Critique of (the faculty of) judgement, and a Critique of (the faculty of)

reason (KU 5: 198).

Yet, even in this somewhat airbrushed picture, the determining power

of judgement cuts an awkward figure. For Kant is perfectly explicit that

its status remains unchanged in the wake of the introduction and Critical

grounding of a reflecting power of judgement. First, in its empirical use,

the determining power of judgement necessarily remains as principle-less

as it ever was (KU 5: 169). Second, in its transcendental use, the deter-

mining power of judgement continues to be heteronomous (ibid.). The

determining power of judgement therefore cannot be subject to trans-

cendental critique.

That this is indeed Kant’s position is evident, moreover, from his continued

association of determining judgement with the use of the understanding. In

his extended discussion of the nature of our understanding in y y76–7,

Kant repeatedly explains that the determining use of the power of judge-

ment – namely, the analytic descent from the universal to the particular –

is, in fact, an operation of the understanding. Kant’s discussion, in these

sections, stands in the service of exposing a certain shortfall of the

understanding. But along with Kant’s diagnosis that the understanding,

unaided by a transcendentally grounded reflecting power of judgement,

cannot do its job of determining the particular (section 4 below), it

becomes fully evident just what the indigenous job of the understanding is

supposed to be – namely, determining the particular. Determining judge-

ment remains firmly identified with an exercise of the faculty of concepts:

‘Our understanding, namely, has the property that in its cognition, e.g. of
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the cause of a product, it must go from the analytical universal (from

concepts) to the particular (of the given empirical intuition)’ (Kant 2000:

276; KU 5: 407; my emphasis; see 4.2, below).

Incidentally, Kant’s identification of determination as the necessary task

of the understanding – and not of the transcendental power of judge-

ment – cannot be explained away by suggesting that Kant here takes

the understanding ‘in a wider sense’ (Kant 2000: 25; EE 20: 222),

as referring to the ‘upper cognitive faculty in general’ (Kant 2000: 26;

EE 20: 223). To be sure, taken in this wider sense, the notion of the

understanding would include the transcendental power of judgement.

Kant could then say that determining judgement is both an exercise of

the understanding and of the power of judgement, without openly

contradicting his division of the upper cognitive faculties into under-

standing, power of judgement, and reason (KU 5: 198). Yet, Kant’s

discussion of the ‘property’ (Kant 2000: 276; KU 5: 407) of our

understanding in y y 76–7 – or of its ‘peculiarity’ (Kant 2000: 276; KU

5: 406), or of the ‘sort’ (Kant 2000: 274; KU 5: 404) of understanding it

is – pointedly contrasts the understanding’s analytic descent to parti-

cularity with the principle of the reflecting power of judgement which

governs our mind’s synthetic ascent to universality (KU 5: 407–8).

Accordingly, if Kant, in y y 76–7, took the notion of the understanding

in a wider sense, this would mean either that the power of judgement

does not belong among our ‘upper cognitive faculties’ after all or that,

so far as it does belong, its judgement must be an analytic descent from

the universal to the particular. Either of these consequences would be

detrimental to Kant’s project in the third Critique.

Since determining judgement is, thus, an exercise of the understanding

(narrowly construed as the faculty of concepts) which is not amenable

to Critical treatment, it follows that there can be no such thing as a

Critique of the (Reflecting and Determining) Power of Judgement or a

Critique of the Power of Judgement (Overall). While it makes sense to

speak of a ‘power of judgment overall’ (Kant 2000: 66; KU 5: 179)

from the perspective of an empirical-psychological taxonomy of cog-

nitive capacities, the idea makes no sense from a transcendental-logical

perspective – since the determining power of judgement cannot have

genuine transcendental-logical status. This, to be sure, does not settle

whether the reflecting power of judgement, for its part, has genuine

transcendental-logical status – but it does mean that, if there is to

be a Critique of the Power of Judgement at all, then it can, at most, be a

Critique of the (Reflecting) Power of Judgement.

what does kant mean by ‘power of judgement’?
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3. The Reflecting Power of Judgement
Commentators generally find this conclusion hard to accept. To be

sure, ‘Kant’s intent to introduce a distinct transcendental principle

for judgement in its reflective capacity’ (Allison 2001: 18) is usually

acknowledged. But this concession is inexorably followed by the cau-

tionary note that reading too much systematic significance into Kant’s

intent risks missing the bigger philosophical picture. That bigger picture

is then construed in one or another of three different ways. The first and

most popular of these is the suggestion mentioned that all theoretical

judgement contains a ‘moment’ of reflection, hence, that reflection and

determination cannot be nearly as fundamentally distinct as Kant’s

‘intent’ would (mis-)lead one to believe (Allison 2001: 18; Longuenesse

1998: 163; Guyer 2005: 12). A second conception of the bigger picture

is that the exercise of the reflecting power of judgement is ultimately

governed by (hence, that reflecting judgement is subservient to) reason

(Horstmann 1989: 172–3). A third conception runs parallel to the

second, except that the imagination is put in charge (Kukla 2006: 12).

I will here only address the first of these attempts to rein in Kant’s

ambitions in the third Critique, as it is the only one that has at least the

potential for explaining Kant’s presentation of a genuinely Critical

justification of a principle of reflection (see 3.2, below).

3.1 A ‘Moment’ of Reflection

The main proponents of the view that the reflecting power of judgement

is closely tied to the determining power of judgement are Paul Guyer

(2000: p. xlvii; 2005: 11–13), Béatrice Longuenesse (1998: 163–6,

195–7), and Henry Allison (2001: chs 1–2). The most straightforward

version of the idea is Guyer’s. On his tolerant account, not all judge-

ments are both determining and reflecting. Judgements in which ‘only

two terms are involved’ (e.g. demonstrative judgements in which a

universal, such as ‘— is white’, is directly related to an empirical

intuition) are ‘either determinant or reflective but not both’ (Guyer

2005: 12). Which one it is depends on whether the universal in question

is antecedently given or has yet to be found. In more complex cases,

however, where an antecedently given universal (e.g. ‘causation’) can

only be applied to a sensible particular through ‘intermediate concepts’

(e.g. specific causal laws) that ‘have to be discovered’ (ibid.), Guyer

believes that ‘reflective judgment may be needed to find those concepts

and thus complete the task assigned to determinant judgment’ (ibid.).

Determining judgement, accordingly, is both determining and reflecting,

whenever ‘intermediate’ concepts, required for a given determination, have

yet to be formed.

thomas teufel

306 | KANTIAN REVIEW VOLUME 17 – 2

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1369415412000076 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1369415412000076


Longuenesse’s version of the idea is more sophisticated and has broader

application. According to her account, reflection – in the form of

imaginative syntheses governed by Kant’s amphibolous ‘concepts of

reflection’ – plays an indispensable role in the generation of the logical

form (as well as judgeable content) of empirical judgements. On this

view – principally based on Longuenesse’s reading of the Critique of Pure

Reason, and developed, in the context of the third Critique, by Henry

Allison (see below, 3.2) – all empirical judgement is both determining and

reflecting (Longuenesse 1998: ch. 6; Allison 2001: ch. 1).

Fortunately, it is not necessary, for present purposes, to analyse either of

these accounts, in great detail. That there is a close relation between

reflection and determination in judgement may, instead, simply be

taken for granted. Of interest, rather, is whether the type of reflection

that enters into this relation is indeed the type of reflection operative,

also, in Kant’s third Critique. The question is important, since the

unscrutinized assumption that these forms of reflection are of the same

type entails the dominant view that reflection, in the third Critique,

cannot be sui generis.

Little mystery attaches to the nature of the ‘moment’ of reflection

supposedly involved in all (or some) empirical judgements. Longuenesse

sets the tone by identifying that ‘moment’ with the mental processes

involved in the formation of empirical concepts Kant describes in y6 of

the Jäsche Logik. The formation of an empirical concept, according to

Kant’s explanation there, is a complex empirical-psychological process,

comprising three distinct mental acts: (i) an act of ‘comparison’

(namely, surveying a range of presently – or previously – given empirical

objects); (ii) an act of ‘reflection’ (namely, noting similarities among

those objects); (iii) an act of ‘abstraction’ (namely, disregarding dis-

similarities among those objects). At the heart of Longuenesse’s account

of the intimate relation between reflection and determination lies the

view that the ‘reflective aspect’ present in all empirical judgement is this

threefold ‘progress from sensible representations to discursive thought:

the formation of concepts through comparison/reflection/abstraction’

(Longuenesse 1998: 164).

The guiding question of the present section can now be formulated,

with greater precision, as follows. Granted that all empirical judgement

does involve an operation of empirical-psychological, concept-forming

reflection: is this notion of a ‘progress from sensible representations to

discursive thought’ (based on the Jäsche Logik) relevantly similar to
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Kant’s notion of an ‘ascent from the particular to the universal’ in his

account of reflection in the third Critique?

To ask the question appears to be to answer it. Any suggestion that

Longuenesse’s ‘progress’ may not in fact be Kant’s ‘ascent’ seems ripe for

rhetorical dismissal, or worse. Longuenesse asks ‘How could one fail to

recognize, in this presentation of the activity of judgment, the features of

reflective judgment later described by Kant in the first introduction to the

Critique of Judgment’ (Longuenesse 1998: 163). Allison, coming up hard

against the rhetorical paucity of Kant’s presentation of reflecting judge-

ment in the introduction to the third Critique, strengthens the proposed

link to Kant’s lectures on logic by declaring flatly that ‘[i]n order to

understand the mechanics of this type of reflection it is necessary to turn

from the third Critique to the Jäsche Logik’ (Allison 2001: 21). Guyer,

although he does not mention the Jäsche Logik, apparently has Kant’s

account of empirical-psychological, concept-forming reflection in mind as

well, when he insists that, according to Kant’s introduction to the third

Critique, the job of reflecting judgement is ‘to find [intermediate] concepts’

(Guyer 2005: 12). After all, concepts do not grow on trees and ‘finding’

them, for Kant, does involve comparison, reflection and abstraction.

Yet Kant’s account of reflection in the third Critique certainly does not

entail that the designated job of reflection is to ‘find’ concepts. This

view is based on the unwarranted assumption that by ‘the particular’,

from which the reflecting power of judgement is tasked to ascend to the

universal, Kant means spatio-temporally and categorially synthesized

intuitions. This, however, is not what Kant means by ‘the particular’ in

the third Critique – certainly not in the context of his discussion of the

transcendental-logical significance of reflecting judgement’s ascent from

the particular to the universal (see section 4, below).

But even setting aside these considerations, which will soon take centre

stage, following Longuenesse’s lead gives reason for pause. For, both in

the main text of y6 of the Jäsche Logik and in its associated ‘Remark’,

we are reminded that the ‘Logical Acts of Comparison, Reflection and

Abstraction’ – which are supposed to help us understand the cognitive

operations of the power of judgement in the third Critique – are in fact

‘three logical operations of the understanding’ (Kant 1992: 592; JL 9:

94; my emphasis). Specifically, they are logical operations of the

understanding, narrowly construed as the faculty of concepts. After all,

the Jäsche Logik is Kant’s treatment of general logic, and the first

section of its Doctrine of Elements, the analytic of concepts (in which
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Kant discusses the logical nature and empirical-psychological formation

of universals), is fully distinct from the subsequent analytic of judgement

and the analytic of inferences.

This suggests two things. First, if reflecting judgement in the third Critique

is interpreted as associated with an ‘operation of the understanding’, then,

given that determining judgement in the third Critique, moreover, is an

operation of the understanding (see 2.2, above), it is hardly surprising that

commentators take reflecting and determining judgement in the third

Critique to be mere aspects of the same underlying capacity to judge

(Guyer 2000: p. xlvii). Yet, the interpretative automatism of explaining

Kant’s notion of reflection in the third Critique in terms of Kant’s notion of

reflection in the Jäsche Logik, evidently begs the question against Kant’s

‘intent’ in the third Critique to provide a theory of reflection that is as

fundamentally distinct from determination – namely, separated by trans-

cendental principle – as things get in Critical philosophy. If reflection in the

third Critique were indeed identical to reflection in the Jäsche Logik, and if

reflection in the Jäsche Logik, qua ‘operation of the understanding’, did

indeed neither admit of nor require principled governance (let alone

transcendentally grounded principled governance), then Kant’s intent to

present a Critique of the (Reflecting) Power of Judgement would not

merely be ‘somewhat misleading’ (Allison 2001: 18) but fully disingenuous.

Second, on the view that reflection in the third Critique is closely related to

reflection in the Jäsche Logik (hence, closely related to the ‘moment’ of

reflection detected in all empirical judgement), the alternative must then be

that Kant realized that the concept-forming ‘operation of the under-

standing’ discussed in the Jäsche Logik requires Critical grounding after

all. Allison himself takes this route. This, to be sure, turns the explanatory

dependence Allison proposed between Jäsche Logik and third Critique on

its head. More importantly, when followed through to its natural con-

clusion (see section 4, below), this reversal of explanatory strategy issues in

a decidedly negative answer to the question pursued here: the type of

concept-forming reflection at issue in the Jäsche Logik does not stand in

need of Critical grounding in the third Critique (or elsewhere), and the

type of reflection that does stand in need of Critical grounding in the third

Critique is not the type of reflection at issue in the Jäsche Logik.

3.2 The Particular as Such

Allison gives two explanations why Kant should have come to believe

that empirical-psychological acts of concept formation, like the ones

described in the Jäsche Logik, require transcendental grounding after all.
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His first explanation is that Kant sought to ward off a threat posed

by the contingency of the empirical order determined in our concept-

forming acts. The threat is that, even with the transcendental machinery

of the Critique of Pure Reason firmly in place, empirical regularities

among spatio-temporally and categorially determined objects could in

theory (‘as far as one can judge a priori’; Kant 2000: 70; KU 5: 183) be

so highly localized or fleeting that no unified theoretical cognition

(hence, depending on how pervasive the disunity, no experience) of

nature would be possible. That is to say, since we cannot deduce

empirical from transcendental order, it follows that the circumstance

that transcendentally justified, top–down categorial judgements structure

all of experience offers no guarantee that our contingent, bottom–up

inductive cognitions of nature will in fact – even within those spatio-

temporal and categorial constraints – issue in a coherent picture of reality.

More to the point, the fact that our inductive procedures seemingly do

issue in such a picture can, even for the author of the Critique of Pure

Reason, be nothing but a lucky coincidence. Right beneath the calm sur-

face of our deceptive experience yawns the abyss of a reality ‘in which

something like Hume’s ‘‘uniformity principle’’ does not hold’. Allison calls

this, evocatively, the ‘specter y of ‘‘empirical chaos’’’ (Allison 2001: 38).

And he contends that Kant, in the third Critique, realized that exorcizing

this spectre requires that our inductive procedures, too, be transcenden-

tally justified.

The problem, of course, is that Hume did just fine with an inductive

justification of the inductive principle and it is unclear why anything

more should – or how more could – be required. The belief that nature

supports inductive inferences may have considerable heuristic value (the

practices of modern science embody it), but it is hardly a condition of

the possibility of experience. This has prompted Guyer to conclude

that, without importing substantive premises that are decidedly not part

of Kant’s argument, Kant’s attempted justification of our inductive

capacities must be considered a failure (Guyer 2005: 68; 1997: 43).

Sensing that Kant’s answer to Hume has to consist in more than wanton

exorcisms and transcendental foot-stamping, Allison explains that the

threat that Kant’s transcendental grounding of our concept-forming

procedures in the third Critique is supposed to address is not simply the

contingency of empirical generalizations with respect to transcendental

laws. Rather, Allison notes that in his recapitulation of the transcen-

dental deduction of the principle of purposiveness in y y 76–7 Kant

addresses the ‘even more fundamental [and] endemic y contingency
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that the ‘‘particular, as such’’ (als ein solches) has with respect to the

universal supplied by the understanding’ (Allison 2001: 38). We may,

in short, observe a deepening, over the course of the third Critique,

in Kant’s conception of the threat that needs transcendental address.

It evolves from a problem about the contingency of a given particular

with respect to a given universal – to a problem about the contingency

of the particular as such with respect to conceptual universality as such.

In detecting a threat at this more fundamental level, Allison suggests

that the real problem Kant seeks to solve in the third Critique is not the

contingency of empirical conceptualizations vis-à-vis transcendental

conceptualizations. Instead, it is the contingency of sensible particu-

larity untouched by our conceptual capacities vis-à-vis the type of

conceptual universality those capacities can alone supply. The problem

with Allison’s first formulation of a ‘specter of chaos’ is, then, that it

remains a spectre of empirical chaos. Such a spectre presupposes a ground-

level of empirical order, namely, of sensibly given, spatio-temporally and

categorially determined objects on which our concept-forming psycholo-

gies come to be exercised. Allison now suggests (correctly, I think) that a

rigorous transcendental accounting for the problem of sensible particu-

larity cannot simply take a notion of the particular ‘qua spatiotemporal

entity or event’ (Allison 2001: 39) for granted.

But if such a ground-level of spatio-temporal and categorial synthesi-

zation is not presupposed, can the type of reflection that is required in

order to first attain that level still be the type of concept-forming

reflection discussed in the Jäsche Logik? In one obvious sense it cannot.

Empirical-psychological concept formation does presuppose an outer

reality of spatio-temporally and categorially constituted objects. By

contrast, a more fundamental reflective ascent whose job is to first

attain that ground-level of synthesization is a transcendental task empirical

consciousness, happily, never confronts. Accordingly, that more funda-

mental reflective ascent cannot be governed by ‘empirical laws y of

association’ (Kant 1998: 257; B152), or the laws of (what Kant calls) the

reproductive imagination. The reflective ascent in question must, instead,

be one accomplished by (what Kant calls) the productive imagination and,

hence, belong to the ‘transcendental synthesis of the imagination’ (Kant

1998: 256; B151).

While this turns the discussion of reflection’s synthetic ascent to universality

from a focus on empirical-psychological acts to a focus on transcendental-

logical acts, this is a shift which Allison and Longuenesse both can and do
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welcome. Longuenesse, in particular, argues that the mental acts of ‘com-

parison, reflection, and abstraction’ and Kant’s A-deduction characteriza-

tion of the transcendental synthesis of the imagination in terms of a

‘run[ning] through and then hold[ing] together’ (Kant 1998: 229; A99) of

sensible manifolds, are, respectively, psychological and transcendental

manifestations of the same fundamental synthetic capacity (Longuenesse

1998: 206). Transcendental syntheses, on this view, are presupposed in all

efforts at concept formation (Longuenesse 1998: 196). Whether the task is

to go ‘from the particular to the universal’ or ‘from the particular as such to

the universal as such’, the same synthetic capacities are arguably in play.

But if the synthetic ascent for which Kant, in the third Critique, seeks

transcendental grounding really is, as Allison proposes, the ascent to

universality ‘from the particular as such’, then, given that this is an

ascent accomplished by the ‘synthesis of the imagination’, we must ask

what the newfound need in the third Critique for grounding that syn-

thetic activity transcendentally can possibly consist in. Remember that

in the first Critique the imagination was a ‘blind but indispensable

function of the soul’ (Kant 1998: 211; A78/B103) whose operations

could not be further grounded without launching a regress not unlike

the one discussed above (see 2.1).

In response, Allison assures us (in a passage invoked earlier) that there

is indeed room for further transcendental argument, because ‘the

transcendental deduction [in the first Critique] was not concerned with

the ‘‘particular as such’’ but merely with it qua spatiotemporal entity or

event’ (Allison 2001: 39). The issue, in other words, was not already

settled in the first Critique. Moreover, Allison assures us that no regress

looms, since the transcendental principle now considered is one by

which judgement only legislates to itself (Allison 2001: 41).

And yet, despite these reassurances, Allison’s account remains incon-

clusive. This is because the exact nature of the problem that Kant’s new

transcendental argument is supposed to address remains unclear. First,

Allison clouds matters when he continues to identify the problem posed

by the ‘particular as such’ (i.e. by the particular not considered ‘qua

spatiotemporal entity or event’) with the earlier ‘specter of empirical

chaos’ (which, since it concerns disorder at the empirical level, very

much presupposes the particular ‘qua spatiotemporal entity or event’).

Second, beyond appeal to that earlier spectre – which, as we saw, leaves

the Humean justly unperturbed – Allison simply does not say what the

alleged deeper ‘unavoidable contingency in the fit’ (Allison 2001: 39)
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between the universal and the ‘particular as such’, that our spontaneous

synthetic abilities must negotiate in their apprehension of sensible

manifolds, could possibly consist in. But without a credible transcendental-

philosophical problem that reflection – limited to a mere ‘moment’ of

transcendental synthesis – must address, the routine and facile dismissal

of Kant’s systematic intent in the third Critique to provide Critical

grounding for a reflecting power of judgement not so limited (but, instead,

sui generis) remains without justification.

4. The Critique of the (Reflecting) Power of Judgement
While it is thus not as easily dispatched as its detractors think, the

one thing that may appear even harder than disproving the notion

that Kant’s third Critique is the Critique of the (Reflecting) Power of

Judgement – is proving it. Not least among the difficulties is Kant’s own

apparently evolving conception of the problem that his transcendental

grounding of the reflecting power of judgement is to address. Allison

takes a considerable step in the right direction by arguing that the

problem must be construed in terms of Kant’s conception of the

‘particular as such’ in y y 76–7. When Allison’s suggestion – i.e. that

Kant seeks to address a problem presented by spatio-temporally as well

as categorially unsynthesized sensible particularity – is taken seriously,

it is not hard to detect hints of it throughout the text. For example,

already in Kant’s earliest and most prominent formulation of the task of

reflecting judgement in the third Critique, Kant explains that the power

of judgement is ‘merely reflecting’ (and, so, not determining) under the

specific condition that ‘only the particular is given’ (Kant 2000: 67; KU

5: 179). In all strictness (and there is no reason to believe that Kant is

choosing his words carelessly at this point), the type of reflection Kant

seeks to ground transcendentally is thus called for by sensible particu-

larity considered apart from any pure or empirical determination (for,

else, a universal would be given and the power of judgement would,

a fortiori, not be merely reflecting). As Allison rightly points out, the

particular, thus construed, is a notion largely foreign to Kant’s Critique
of Pure Reason (Allison 2001: 39).

Still, it would be rash to think that Kant’s text can easily be made sense

of simply by adopting this sensuous notion of particularity. More often

than not, Kant tags fully constituted empirical objects (as opposed to

un-run-through sensible manifolds) as the legitimate targets of an

exercise of our reflecting power of judgement. To try to sort out all of

these passages would be a scholarly task much beyond what I can
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fruitfully attempt here (but see section 5, below). Instead, I will now

discuss the specific philosophical problem that the ‘particular as such’

poses (4.1), and present an argument to the effect that this is not only

the problem Kant addresses in y y 76–7, but a problem that demands

being solved in a Critique of the (Reflecting) Power of Judgement (4.2).

4.1 The Problem of the Synthesizability of Unsynthesized Intuitions

There is indeed a spectre lurking in the shadows of the relation between

our synthetic capacities and the ‘particular as such’. It is a problem that,

albeit present in the Critique of Pure Reason, Kant did not already

address there and that calls for just the sort of transcendental solution

Kant presents in the third Critique.

The locus classicus for Kant’s conception of the intersection of our

synthetic capacities with sensible particularity is his account of the

‘synthesis of apprehension’ (Kant 1998: 261; B160) in the transcen-

dental deduction of the categories of the first Critique. Of specific

relevance here is Kant’s formulation of this synthesis in the A-deduction,

where it is presented as the first of three interconnected syntheses of the

productive imagination, namely, as the ‘synthesis of apprehension in the

intuition’ (Kant 1998: 228; A98, caption). Perhaps Kant’s best-known

claim about that synthesis (alluded to earlier) concerns its cognitive role

of turning sensible manifolds into unified intuitions by ‘run[ning]

through and then hold[ing] together’ (ibid.) their elements. But it is

Kant’s claim about a precondition of these synthetic acts of ‘running

through’ and ‘holding together’ at the start of his discussion that is my

main interest here. Kant notes, as ‘a general remark, on which one must

ground everything that follows’ (ibid.), that for the synthesis of

apprehension to be possible, further syntheses (specifically temporal

syntheses) must already be presupposed.

Kant seeks to justify this idea with an intriguing line of thought. He

explains that, metaphysically speaking, ‘[e]very intuition contains a

manifold in itself’ (ibid.). But he insists that this does not mean that,

epistemically speaking, intuitions are eo ipso represented as containing

manifolds. That they are so represented is, instead, a consequence of the

circumstance that intuition, qua modification of the mind, is subject to

‘the formal condition of inner sense, namely time’ (ibid.). To prove the

point, Kant observes, counterfactually, that ‘if the mind did not dis-

tinguish the time in the succession of impressions on one another’

(ibid.), then the manifold of an intuition ‘would not be represented as

such’ (ibid.). A manifold of an intuition does not an intuition of a
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manifold make! Pursuing the counterfactual, Kant explains that in the

absence of succession, the manifold of a given empirical intuition would

be ‘contained in one instant’ (ibid.). And he concludes that, absent

succession, ‘no representation can ever be anything other than absolute

unity’ (ibid.; my emphasis).

‘Distinguishing the time in the succession of impressions’ is, however,

itself a cognitive capacity and thus entails yet another act of synthesis.

Specifically it presupposes an act of pure spatial intuition which Kant

famously illustrates with the image of drawing a line in thought. Thus,

‘the synthesis of the manifold in space, if we y attend solely to the

action in accordance with which we determine the form of inner sense

[illustrated by drawing lines in thought] first produces the concept of

succession at all’ (Kant 1998: 258; B155). As a consequence of the

mind’s spontaneous, interdependent and apparently equiprimordial

spatial and temporal syntheses, a scenario in which the mind is in touch

with an unsynthesized ‘given’ with respect to which it does not already

‘distinguish the time in the succession of impressions’ (Kant 1998: 228;

A99) does not arise. As Graham Bird puts the point, Kant does not

‘endorse a y bottom–up epistemological foundation for experience in

his descriptive metaphysics. Kant’s account is holistic, not atomist, and

certainly not empiricist’ (Bird 2006: 264).

Yet, as Kant’s contemplation of the metaphysical reality of intuitions (in

contrast to how they are represented by us) makes clear, it does remain

an important transcendental-logical presupposition of Kant’s holism

that sensible particularity – precisely because, for us, it can never be not

synthesized – actually be synthesizable. In the first Critique, Kant does

not appear too concerned about this presupposition. The spontaneity

of our transcendental imagination, in conjunction with the thesis that

intuition – metaphysically speaking – ‘contains a manifold in itself’ (i.e.

Kant’s principle of the ‘affinity of the manifold’ (Kant 1998: 235; CPR

A113), which has been aptly characterized as a transcendentally

necessary, formal, yet material condition of the possibility of cognition

(Westphal 2004: 87), seems warrant enough for the assumption that

sensible particularity is indeed synthesizable.

In his discussion of the ‘particular as such’ in the third Critique – i.e. of

empirical intuition not considered ‘qua spatiotemporal entity or event’

(hence, not considered subject to spatial, temporal, categorial, let alone

empirical determinations) – Kant revisits the issue. For good reason. When

sensible particularity is thus considered untouched by our synthesizing
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capacities, a problem readily presents itself. After all, Kant, as noted,

insists that if the mind did not ‘distinguish the time in the succession of

impressions on one another’ (Kant 1998: 228; A99) then the manifold

of an intuition ‘could never be anything other than absolute unity’ (ibid.).

It follows that the ‘particular as such’ – qua unsynthesized manifold of an

intuition – must be considered an absolute unity. The problem is that

something that must be considered an absolute unity cannot then be

considered capable of being ‘run through’ and ‘held together’ – at least

not without further argument. The circumstance that (metaphysically)

this absolute unity ‘contains a manifold in itself’ helps little, so long as

(epistemically) that manifold is beyond our reach.

One will object that the transcendental imagination needs neither

antecedent prompt nor roadmap and will, simply by dint of its sponta-

neous epistemic activity, come across the elements that, ex hypothesi, are

metaphysically there to be run through and held together. Yet – and this,

I propose, is Kant’s foundational insight in the third Critique – while this is

an accurate description of the transcendental-logical process of synthe-

sizing intuitive manifolds, it is not a full transcendental accounting of its

epistemic cost.

The spontaneous activity of ‘running through and holding together’ has a

relational structure (it is a ‘running from — through — to — ’ and a

‘holding — together with — ’). Even granting that the relata entering into

the relation can in fact be identified only in and through the synthetic

activity itself, the possibility of this synthetic activity requires more than

blind spontaneity and the metaphysical assumption that a manifold really

is contained in intuition. The latter, after all, is an assumption on the part

of the transcendental philosopher thinking about imaginative synthesis,

not a presupposition on which the transcendental imagination itself may

rely in its spontaneous synthesizing. As far as the spontaneous synthetic

activity of the transcendental imagination is concerned, rather, the epis-

temology of as yet utterly unsynthesized intuitions (namely, absolute

unity) is their metaphysics. This immediately makes clear that the rela-

tional structure of the synthetic activity itself masks an unwarranted

epistemic assumption. The relational structure of transcendental syn-

thetic activity requires that discrete, reidentifiable (even if as yet uni-

dentified) relata be available to enter into it. This presupposition is coeval

with the synthetic activity, not a product of it. But the presupposition

of the availability of discrete, reidentifiable relata in intuition – thus

inscribed into the logical structure of acts of the transcendental imagi-

nation – is the very assumption that, ex hypothesi, is denied us when
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confronting what (for the transcendental imagination) must be absolute

unity and, therefore, devoid of identifiable elements. It follows that the

spontaneous synthetic activity of the transcendental imagination is itself

predicated on a hidden – and thus far unsupported – assumption of the

synthesizability of sensible particularity.

The philosophical problem posed by ‘the particular as such’ is,

accordingly, the problem of the precise nature (and transcendental

justification) of this assumption of the synthesizability of intuitive

manifolds. This, I now seek to show, is the problem Kant’s transcendental

principle of the new reflecting power of judgement is supposed to address

in the Critique of the Power of Judgement.

4.2 The Limitation of the Understanding

The main evidence in favour of the interpretation that the fundamental

epistemic problem Kant addresses in the Critique of the Power of

Judgement is the problem of the synthesizability – qua absolute unity –

of unsynthesized empirical intuitions is Kant’s discussion of the short-

comings of the understanding in y 77. The main task of y 77 is to tie

Kant’s extended meditation on the nature of conceptual possibility and

sensible actuality in y 76 – a lengthy aside, entitled, simply ‘Remark’, in

which Kant presents the transcendental deduction of the principle of the

reflecting power of judgement in a sensationist key – to the main

argument of the Dialectic of the Critique of the Teleological Power of

Judgement. The idea is to show that the very limitations of the under-

standing, which call for the transcendental deduction of a general

epistemic principle of reflection, have additional resonance in tele-

ological contexts, thus justifying special appeal to that principle in those

contexts. This combination of general epistemic with specific teleological

concerns is the central reason why Kant’s characterization of ‘the par-

ticular’ in y y 76–7 oscillates between, on the one hand, focus on ‘the

particular as such’ – i.e. qua sensible manifoldness ‘which merely gives us

something, without thereby allowing us to cognize it as an object’ (Kant

2000: 272; KU 5: 402) – and, on the other hand, focus on particular

objects ‘e.g., the cause of a product’ (Kant 2000: 276; KU 5: 407).

That Kant, in y 77, is principally concerned with particular objects and

events (specifically, organisms and organic processes), accordingly, does

not entail that it is no longer possible – or indeed necessary – to keep the

general epistemic considerations on which Kant’s argument is based

distinct from the specific teleological use to which these considerations

are now being put.
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Kant’s recapitulation of the general epistemic problem in y 77 is

remarkable for its unprecedentedly strong (as well as thrice-repeated)

characterization of the understanding’s cognitive limitation in its rela-

tion to ‘the particular’. Kant’s characterization of this limitation makes

his discussion in y 77 both the clearest and severest statement in the

third Critique of the philosophical problem that the reflecting power of

judgement is called upon to address. The most striking of Kant’s three

formulations of the limitation of our understanding is the following:

Our understanding, namely, has the property that in its cog-

nition, e.g., of the cause of a product, it must go from the

analytical universal (from concepts) to the particular (of the

given empirical intuition), in which it determines nothing with

regard to the manifoldness of the latter, but must expect this

determination for the power of judgment from the subsumption

of the empirical intuition (when the object is a product of nature)

under the concept. (Kant 2000: 276; KU 5: 407; my emphasis)

On a cursory reading, the passage may appear to be little more than a

third-Critique version of Kant’s first-Critique principle that all analysis

presupposes synthesis (B130). As such, it would seem to confirm

Longuenesse’s notion of the intimate relation between concept-forming

syntheses and conceptual determination. On closer inspection, however,

determining judgement’s dependency on the concept-forming syntheses

of comparison, reflection and abstraction is clearly not the limitation of

the understanding Kant has in mind here. After all, Kant’s claim is not

that the understanding fails to determine the manifoldness of empirical

intuition when the universal has yet to be formed. Instead, Kant claims

that the (unaided) understanding ‘determines nothing’ in the particular

precisely in its indigenous operation of bringing extant analytic uni-

versals to bear on the particular in fully formed empirical judgements

(‘in its cognition, e.g., of the cause of a product’). As Kant puts it in the

first of the three passages that make the point: ‘through the universal of

our (human) understanding the particular is not determined’ (Kant

2000: 275; KU 5: 406; my emphasis).

This claim would be baffling indeed, if by ‘the particular’ Kant meant

spatio-temporally and categorially determined entities or events. On the

available interpretations of what it means to ‘determine’ something in

the third Critique, the claim would then either simply be false or, else,

state no problem at all. For the understanding certainly does subsume

sensible particulars under its empirical concepts (even if such subsumption
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were to yield only episodic object-consciousness along the lines of

Allison’s ‘empirical chaos’). The understanding is, moreover, constitutive
of the objects of cognition (even if those constitutions amounted only to

fleeting groupings of causally interacting substances in space and time).

And while the understanding certainly fails to supply the matter of its

intuition and, hence, to make its objects actual, the inability of our

discursive intellect to accomplish this last type of determination

(characteristic of certain forms of intuitive intellection) hardly amounts

to an epistemic problem within Critical philosophy.

A first step towards unravelling the mystery of our understanding’s

alleged utter inability to determine the manifoldness of the given

empirical intuition is to understand that manifoldness in the meta-

physical sense Kant contemplates in the A-deduction. That this is the

correct approach is evident, given Kant’s appeal to the cognition of a

contrasting, intuitive intellect, immediately following his account of our

understanding’s limitation. The intuitive intellect Kant envisions is one

for which both the manifold elements of an intuition as well as the

totality of their interrelations are immediately given without need for

synthesis.3 Kant contends that the cognition of such an intellect would

not be cognition of discrete things, hence, that ‘if our understanding

were intuitive, it would have no objects except for the Real’ (das

Wirkliche; Kant 2000: 272; KU 5: 402). Kant explains that in an

intuitive intellect’s ‘intuition of a whole as such’, hence, in its repre-

sentation of ‘the Real’, ‘there is no contingency in the combination of

the parts, in order to make possible a determinate form of the whole,

which is needed by our understanding’ (Kant 2000: 276; KU 5: 407; my

emphasis). This is to say that the difference between our own discursive

intellect and an intuitive intellect lies in the respective way each wrests

the representation of a whole from the manifoldness of intuition (one

through partially contingent determinations; the other through an unme-

diated ‘seeing’ of totality). It follows that, in his comparison of the two

types of intellection, Kant must use the notion of the ‘manifoldness of an

intuition’ in the same sense – or else there would be no comparison.

But then the manifoldness to which the intuitive intellect has unmediated,

non-synthetic access cannot be spatio-temporally synthesized manifoldness

(i.e. it cannot be our own transcendental imagination’s ‘manifoldness

represented as manifoldness’). Instead, this manifoldness to which our

own intellect has access only through representing it as manifoldness (i.e.

synthesizing it) must be the manifoldness that, metaphysically speaking,

an intuition ‘contains y in itself’ (Kant 1998: 228; A99). Thus, it is the
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metaphysical reality of ‘the manifoldness [of the given empirical

intuition]’, apart from our synthetic representation of this manifoldness

as manifoldness, with regard to which, Kant now observes, our (unai-

ded) understanding determines nothing.

Initially, however, identifying the manifoldness with regard to which

our understanding determines nothing along the lines that Kant’s

comparison between intuitive and discursive intellect dictates only

seems to deepen the exegetical puzzle presented by Kant’s account of

the limitation of our understanding in y 77. To be sure, apart from being

represented as manifoldness, an intuitive manifoldness must, for us, be

absolute unity – but this hardly stops our spontaneous synthetic capa-

cities from synthesizing. Moreover, on the transcendental philosopher’s

metaphysical assumption (i.e. that what, for us, must be absolute unity

nevertheless does contain at least some discrete, reidentifiable elements

in itself), there is then no a priori reason why that spontaneity should

not be cognitively rewarded (if, perhaps, only in the long run – and

however fleeting the resulting cognitions may turn out to be). Accordingly,

it seems that even if we do interpret Kant’s ‘particular as such’ as ‘mani-

foldness not represented as manifoldness’, it is still false to say (as Kant

does so emphatically) that our understanding ‘determines nothing’ in it.

Kant’s complaint in y y76–7 about the ‘entire heterogeneity’ (Kant 2000:

272; KU 5: 401) – as well as Allison’s complaint about an unavoidable

‘contingency of fit’ (Allison 2001: 38) – between conceptual universality

and sensible particularity thus seems exaggerated. First, if we take this

complaint to express the worry that an additional transcendental

principle is needed in order to help our conceptual capacities gain at

least minimal traction on an otherwise forever slippery sensible parti-

cularity, then the complaint is misplaced. The transcendental assump-

tions of the spontaneity of the understanding and of the affinity of the

manifold (suitably integrated with the rest of Kant’s transcendental

aesthetic and logic) name all indispensable requirements for progress on

the transcendental-logical road to cognition. Second, if we take the

complaint to express the maximalist worry (which so exercised the

idealists) that we have no independent criterion by which to judge that

the understanding’s determinations fix any ultimate truths (i.e. the

worry that the understanding does not ever truly determine objects),

then the response must surely be that aspirations to absolute knowledge

have no place in a duly Critical epistemology. In the end, then, there

seems to be no sense in which Kant’s contention in y 77 – that the

understanding ‘determines nothing’ in sensation – can possibly come
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out true in Critical philosophy. Despite Kant’s increasingly dramatic

language, no credible cognitive problem in need of Critical solution has

thus far emerged.

At this juncture, the distinction between, on the one hand, an identifi-

cation of the distinct steps of the transcendental-logical process by

which an as yet unsynthesized intuitive manifoldness first comes to be

synthesized and, on the other hand, a thoroughgoing accounting for the

epistemic cost of the steps thus identified becomes important. The latter

accounting requires (whereas the former identification does not require)

an answer, specifically, to the question of the cost of assuming spontaneous

transcendental syntheses. It requires, first, an answer to the question what

kind of cognition the assumption of the synthesizability of sensible parti-

cularity (necessarily expressed in the transcendental imagination’s spon-

taneous syntheses) is. It requires, second, that this cognition be Critically

grounded – lest there remain an unjustified and quite possibly unjustifiable

assumption at the very heart of Kant’s Critical epistemology.

For the purposes of the present paper – i.e. in order to show that Kant,

in the third Critique, seeks Critical grounding for a power of reflection

sui generis – we must focus on Kant’s response to the first of these

requirements. It is a matter of subsequent inquiry whether the cognition

thus identified as standing in need of Critical grounding can in fact be

so grounded.

The pivotal but enigmatic passage from y 77 can now be explained –

along the lines of section 4.1, above – as Kant’s response to this first

requirement. Kant’s point is that the determination of sensible mani-

foldness as synthesizable (i.e. as comprised of discrete, reidentifiable

relata available to be run through and held together) cannot be a

determination on the part of the understanding. The impossibility

attested here lies in the fact that the syntheses of the understanding are

themselves relational acts of ‘running through’ and ‘holding together’

manifoldness, which inescapably presuppose – and therefore cannot, on

pain of regress, first propose – the synthesizability (or run-through-ability)

of intuitively given material. When Kant says that the understanding

‘determines nothing with regard to the manifoldness [of the given

empirical intuition]’ (Kant 2000: 276; KU 5: 407; my emphasis), he means

just this. The one ‘determination’ of sensible manifoldness that the

determining power of judgement in principle cannot make is the one

which does not have the manifold elements of the given empirical

intuition for its objects but the manifoldness of that empirical intuition
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itself: that it be manifoldness (hence, determinable and synthesizable).

This foundational ‘determination’ is forever a mere presupposition

manifest in the relational structure of the understanding’s spontaneous

syntheses – never a product of those syntheses.

This, to be sure, means that the presupposition in question is not a

‘determination’ in the strict sense of a determining judgement, at all.

For this reason, Kant says that the understanding must ‘expect’ (ibid.) it

from elsewhere – namely, from a kind of judgement ex hypothesi dis-

tinct from the understanding’s own (determining) form of judging. That

Kant concludes the passage from y 77 by saying that the understanding

must expect this determination ‘from the subsumption of the empirical

intuition y under the concept’ (ibid.) does not run counter to the

present reading. Kant here evidently has in mind the kind of ‘sub-

sumption’ characteristic of exercises of the reflecting power of judgement.

After all, reflecting judgement is a form of judgement – a synthetic,

combinatorial act – which sets particular and universal into a logical

relation to one another (see below). At any rate, if we did not bill this

‘subsumption’ to the reflecting power of judgement, then Kant’s point

about the limitation of the understanding in y77 would (in the absence of

alternative forms of judgement) be plainly self-contradictory (Kant would

say that the understanding cannot determine the particular, yet, must

expect that determination from its subsumption of the particular under the

universal – hence, from determining the particular).

A model for the kind of non-determining subsumption that is thus

called for by Kant’s diagnosis of the understanding’s necessary inability

to represent sensible particularity as synthesizable is – entirely pre-

dictably – supplied by Kant’s explanation of the cognitive operation of

reflecting. In his crucial definition of reflecting in the First Introduction

to the Critique of the Power of Judgement, Kant notes that reflecting

need not be identified, merely, with a comparison of ‘given repre-

sentations with others y in regard of a concept thereby made possible’

(Kant 2000: 15; EE 20: 211). That would be the familiar notion of

reflecting, relevant in considering the understanding’s concept-forming

syntheses of ‘running through’ and ‘holding together’ sensibly given

material with the aim of ‘recognizing’ that material in a concept. But it is

clearly not the only notion Kant considers (Mertens 1975: 95). Kant now

insists that the operation of reflecting can also consist in the comparison

of given representations ‘with one’s cognitive faculty in regard of a

concept thereby made possible’ (ibid.). This evokes Kant’s conception

of ‘transcendental reflection’ in the Critique of Pure Reason – roughly,
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the philosophical desideratum of assigning different types of repre-

sentation to their appropriate cognitive sources (Kant 1998: 366–7;

A260–1/B316–17). But in the context of the third Critique this form of

reflection assumes a different – and altogether heightened – significance.

It no longer merely covers the desirable (but contingent) epistemic

posture Kant believes should be adopted by the transcendental philosopher

(Westphal 2004: 16–17).

The principal instance, in the third Critique, of the idea of comparing given

representations with one’s cognitive faculty in the service of conceptual

cognition is the foundational assumption – necessarily inscribed into the

structure of the transcendental imagination’s spontaneous syntheses

themselves – of the synthesizability of sensible particularity. For this

assumption just is the comparison or ‘holding together’ of sensible parti-

cularity (ex hypothesi considered as yet unsynthesized or ‘as such’) with

our faculty of concepts (specifically, with its structural demand for discrete,

reidentifiable relata) in regard of a concept thereby made possible, i.e. with

the aim of enabling conceptual cognition. Unlike determining synthesis,

which can only address the elements of a given sensible manifoldness

(comparing them with each other in concreto), reflecting synthesis

addresses the given sensible manifoldness as a whole (considering it

according to the type of representation it is and comparing that with

our faculty of concepts). Accordingly, it can arrive at the requisite

assumption of the availability of reidentifiable elements without

launching a regress.

Seen through the lens of this interpretation of y 77, reflecting judge-

ment’s task of ‘ascending from the particular to the universal’ is then

not the task of ascending from an unsynthesized sensible manifoldness

considered synthesizable (the particular) to that same manifoldness,

now synthesized (e.g. recognized in a concept; the universal). This latter

operation is accomplished by the transcendental imagination’s sponta-

neous syntheses without transcendental-logical difficulty and is an

ascent for which transcendental grounding in the form of a Critique of
the Power of Judgement is neither necessary nor possible. Reflecting

judgement’s task of ‘ascending from the particular to the universal’ is,

instead, the task of ascending from an unsynthesized sensible mani-

foldness considered unsynthesizable – qua absolute unity that must,

ex hypothesi, be devoid of discrete, reidentifiable elements (the parti-

cular ‘as such’) – to that same manifoldness, now considered synthe-

sizable, hence, a candidate for conceptual cognition (the universal).

Importantly, this ascent is an act of judgement (a ‘subsumption’ of
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sensible manifoldness under the conditions for object-cognition as such)

that does not represent unsynthesized sensible manifoldness objectively

(i.e. as synthesizable), but subjectively (i.e. as if it were synthesizable).

An exercise of ‘transcendental reflection’ (in the original first-Critique

sense) readily shows that Critical philosophy must account for the

cognitive source and transcendental-logical warrant of this most fun-

damental of cognitive ascents. In other words, Kant’s discussion in y 77

pointedly calls for what Kant had claimed to be presenting all along: a

Critique of the (Reflecting) Power of Judgement.

5. Conclusion: Intuitive Intellection, Aesthetics, Teleology
One may wonder whether my conception of the epistemic problem the

reflecting power of judgement is tasked with overcoming in the third

Critique brings our cognitive capacities into undue proximity to the type of

intuitive intellection Kant ostensibly intended as their principal contrast.

It will be helpful, in conclusion, to identify two salient differences.

First, intuitive intellection of the sort Kant discusses in y77 cannot

meaningfully be described as synthetic (if for no other reason than that we

cannot give a positive characterization of it at all). By contrast, the

reflecting assumption of the synthesizability of unsynthesized sensible

particularity is, as we have seen, very much a synthetic, combinatorial act.

Second, the intuitive intellect’s operation as it were contains the proof

of its own success within itself. Its immediate totalizing vision of a given

manifoldness metaphysically present in intuition would, wherever

exercised, leave no room for residual questions about whether such a

manifoldness were actually metaphysically present. By contrast, the

reflecting power of judgement’s assumption of the synthesizability of

unsynthesized sensible manifoldness cannot provide similar assurance.

Assuming, for the sake of the argument, that Kant’s transcendental

deduction of the principle of the reflecting power of judgement were

successful, that deduction would at most entail that a principle of

reflection is transcendentally necessary for governing our under-

standing’s constitution of objects of experience. It would not entail that

a principle of reflection is itself constitutive of objects of experience.

As Kant does not tire in insisting, the principle of the reflecting power

of judgement, however transcendentally necessary, is a ‘subjective

principle (maxim)’ (Kant 2000: 71; KU 5: 184) governing our cognitive

approach to sensible particularity and, hence, regulative. It thus represents,

at best, a cognitively necessary ‘as if’ – leaving open the distinct
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metaphysical possibility of the existence of genuinely unsynthesizable

sensible material.

It is crucial to recall in this regard that, while reflecting judgement’s

principal theoretical function in the third Critique is to account for the

epistemic cost of our discursive intellect’s relation to sensibility, the third

Critique is not, in the first place, a work in epistemology. Kant, instead,

recognizes that the identification of a necessary cognitive stance towards

sensibility, undergirding the transcendental imagination’s determining

syntheses, opens philosophical vistas that were strictly unavailable from the

perspective of the first Critique. Specifically, it allows Kant to explain our

judgements of beautiful things and living beings as differential cognitive

responses an intellect like ours must have to encounters with sensibly given

material that (Kant’s analysis suggests) is at least in part unsynthesizable.

If the means at Kant’s philosophical disposal in the third Critique were

limited to those available in the first Critique, one would have to conclude

that – marked by the absence of determining syntheses – an encounter

with genuinely unsynthesizable sensible material could leave no trace in

phenomenal object-consciousness at all. Importantly, however, such an

encounter would not thwart reflecting judgement’s a priori and necessary

assumption of the synthesizability of the sensible material in question. An

awareness of this reflecting assumption of synthesizability would, instead,

be the only (and necessarily indirect) cognitive commerce an intellect like

ours can have with (pockets of) genuinely unsynthesizable sensible mate-

rial. If, following Kant’s preferred characterization, we construe the

reflecting assumption of synthesizability as a reflecting assumption of

purposiveness (because transcendental philosophy can explain the idea of

synthesizable order presumed to be ‘in’ sensibly given material only on the

model of artefactual causality; KU 5: 383), then we can now describe the

response an intellect like ours would have to an encounter with such

unsynthesizable material as follows. It would consist in an oddly (yet,

genuinely) a priori and necessary reflecting assumption of purposiveness in

the presence of a sensibly given object whose main (other) distinction is

that it thwarts all attempts at determining conceptually what thus strikes

us phenomenally as its heightened yet ineffable artefactuality. This

cognitive response would, in short, exhibit just the structure common

to both reflecting aesthetic and reflecting teleological judgements of

purposiveness – strongly suggesting that Kant envisioned these sorts of

judgement as that sort of response.
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Notes

1 All references to Kant’s works, with the exception of those to the Critique of Pure

Reason, are to Kant (1900–) and are preceded by standard abbreviations (KU for

Critique of the Power of Judgement; EE for First Introduction to the Critique of the

Power of Judgement; JL for Jäsche Logic). Following standard practice, references to

the Critique of Pure Reason will be to the pagination of the A and B editions. All

translations from Kant’s works follow (with occasional slight modifications) Kant

(1992, 1998 and 2000).

2 ‘The principle of the formal purposiveness of nature is a transcendental principle of

the power of judgment’ (Kant 2000: 68; KU 5: 181, caption; my emphasis).

3 Kant, to be sure, calls the intuitive intellect’s representation of the whole or of the Real

a ‘synthetic universal’ (Kant 2000: 276; KU 5: 407). But the sense of synthesis

involved in this characterization is one of which we are in principle incapable of

giving a positive characterization. The negative characterization we are capable of

giving is that such combination has nothing to do with our way of synthesizing.

Accordingly, the intuitive intellect’s access to the manifoldness of intuition is ‘non-

synthetic’.

References

Allison, Henry E. (2001) Kant’s Theory of Taste. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Bird, Graham (2006) The Revolutionary Kant. LaSalle, IL: Open Court.

Brandt, Reinhard (1989) ‘The Deductions in the Critique of Judgment’. In Eckart Förster

(ed.), Kant’s Transcendental Deductions (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press),

pp. 177–90.

Guyer, Paul (1997) Kant and the Claims of Taste. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

—— (2000) ‘Editor’s Introduction’. In Paul Guyer (ed.), Critique of the Power of Judgment

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), pp. xiii–lii.

—— (2005) Kant’s System of Nature and Freedom. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Horstmann, Rolf-Peter (1989) ‘Why must there be a Transcendental Deduction in Kant’s

Critique of Judgment?’. In Eckart Förster (ed.), Kant’s Transcendental Deductions

(Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press), pp. 157–76.

Kant, Immanuel (1900–) Gesammelte Schriften, 29 vols, Königlich Preussische Akademie

der Wissenschaften. Berlin: G. Reimer.

—— (1992) Lectures on Logic: The Cambridge Edition of the Works of Immanuel Kant.

Ed. and trans. J. Michael Young. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

—— (1998) Critique of Pure Reason: The Cambridge Edition of the Works of Immanuel Kant.

Ed. and trans. Paul Guyer and Allen Wood. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

—— (2000) Critique of the Power of Judgment: The Cambridge Edition of the Works of

Immanuel Kant. Ed. Paul Guyer and trans. Paul Guyer and Eric Matthews. Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press.

Kukla, Rebecca (2006) ‘Placing the Aesthetic in Kant’s Critical Epistemology’. In Rebecca

Kukla (ed.), Aesthetics and Cognition in Kant’s Critical Philosophy (Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press), pp. 1–31.
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