Critique of Judgement – Immanuel Kant

Preface
In the first critique, Kant established that the understanding contains constitutive a priori cognitive principles (there called the categories), and that these concerned our faculty of knowledge. The second critique found that reason itself contains constitutive a priori principles only in the faculty of desire, and these are practical in nature. This book will investigate judgement, which lies midway between reason and understanding; specifically, in order to ascertain what a priori principles we can discover here.

Introduction
In line with what we discussed in the Preface, Kant divides philosophy into two realms; nature and freedom. The former is theoretical and the understanding is the faculty which prescribes its rules, while the latter is practical and finds its rules prescribed by reason. These two faculties, understanding and reason, therefore have two separate jurisdictions which cannot overlap. The reason for this is that “the concept of nature doubtless represents its objects in intuition, yet not as things in themselves, but as mere phenomena, whereas the concept of freedom represents in its object what is no doubt a thing in itself, but it does not make it intuitable…” (p.11) Nevertheless, the realm of the concept of freedom must be able to influence the realm of the natural concept, so there must be a ground of the unity of the supersensible and the sensible. This unifying ground is precisely the faculty of judgement, as the feeling of pleasure or displeasure. [Although this is probably jumping the gun a little, Kant describes this a bit later in the following way: “…since the freedom of the imagination consists precisely in the fact that it schematizes without a concept, the judgement of taste must found upon a mere sensation of the mutually enlivening activity of the imagination in its freedom, and on the understanding with its conformity to law.” (p.117)]
“Judgement in general is the faculty of thinking the particular as contained under the universal.” (p.15) If the universal is given, the judgement which subsumes the particular under it is called determining, and the laws which effect the subsumption are furnished by the understanding. If the particular is given, and the universal has to be found, the judgement is reflective and will require a principle which judgement will have to give to itself. The reason for this is that somehow judgement must discover in the manifold forms of nature, which are all subtly different from each other, some commonality by which we can group them under a universal, thereby making sense of them. The only way such a unity could be possible is if it were amenable to our cognitive faculties, and will necessarily be something concerning the form of the object, as opposed to the specific, particular content. 
Now “…the concept of an object, so far as it contains at the same time the ground of the actuality of this object, is called its end, and the agreement of a thing with that constitution of things which is only possible according to ends, is called the purposiveness of its form.” (p.16; boldface added) The principle of judgement then, “…in respect of the form of the things of nature under empirical laws generally, is the purposiveness of nature in its multiplicity. In other words, by this concept nature is represented as if an understanding [one greater than that of a human] contained the ground of the unity of the manifold of its empirical laws.” (p.16) The purposiveness here, then, refers to the object’s purposiveness for our own cognitive faculties. [Note: this is quite a convoluted explanation, but is made clearer in the third moment of the First Book below]
“A transcendental principle is one through which we represent a priori the universal condition under which alone things can become objects of our cognition generally. A principle, on the other hand, is called metaphysical, where it represents a priori the condition under which alone objects whose concept has to be given empirically, may become further determined a priori.” (pp.16-7; highlights added) The principle of the purposiveness of nature is therefore a transcendental principle. 
Since this principle purely concerns “the unique mode in which we must proceed in our reflection upon the objects of nature with a view to getting a thoroughly interconnected whole of experience…” (p.19), it therefore has nothing to do with the object itself; i.e. it is entirely subjective. The purely subjective in the representation of the object is precisely the object’s aesthetic character, and that part of the representation which is incapable of becoming an object of cognition is the pleasure or displeasure connected with it. What does this (dis)pleasure consist in? It is “…nothing but the conformity of the object to the cognitive faculties brought into play in reflective judgement, and so far as they are in play, and hence merely a subjective formal purposiveness of the object.” (pp.24-5) So, if, in comparing the form (only – not the matter) of the object to concepts in the understanding (this is reflective judgement), the former is brought into accord with the latter, “…then the object must be regarded as purposive for reflective judgement. A judgement of this kind is an aesthetic judgement upon the purposiveness of the object, which does not depend upon any available concept of the object, and does not provide one.” (p.25) The comparison, or judgement, itself obviously can’t depend on any concept because it is, in connecting the faculty of imagination to the faculty of concepts, prior to the understanding (in which concepts reside). 
When pleasure is obtained from the appearance of the mere form of an object without reference to any concept, “…this pleasure is also judged to be combined necessarily with the representation of it, and so not merely for the subject apprehending this form, but for all in general who pass judgement. The object is then called beautiful; and the faculty of judging by means of such a pleasure (and so also with universal validity) is called taste.” (p.25; highlights added) The pleasure in judgements of taste cannot be connected a priori to any particular concept, which means that “one cannot determine a priori what object will be in accordance with taste or not – one must find out the object that is so)…” (p.26)
The feeling of pleasure “betokens, however, not only a purposiveness on the part of objects in their relation to reflective judgement in the subject, in accordance with the concept of nature, but also, conversely, a purposiveness of the part of the subject, answering to the concept of freedom, in respect of the form, or even formlessness, of objects.” (pp.26-7) This is a higher intellectual feeling; namely the sublime.

We have already talked about determining and reflective judgements. Kant returns to this distinction now, although he identifies the former as purposiveness in the object, and the latter as purposiveness in the subject. The latter rests on the feeling of pleasure felt in the reflection, while the former has only to do with the understanding and consists in “placing beside the concept an intuition corresponding to it.” (p.27) In essence, we are here reading into the object “…our own concept of an end to assist our judging of its product.” (p.27) Now, we are no longer merely representing purposiveness of the form of the object; instead, we are representing the object as a natural end. “Natural beauty may, therefore, be looked on as the presentation of the concept of formal, i.e. merely subjective, purposiveness and natural ends as the presentation of the concept of a real, i.e. objective, purposiveness. The former of these we judge by taste (aesthetically by means of the feeling of pleasure), the latter by understanding and reason (logically according to concepts).” (p.28) This marks the difference between the aesthetic and the teleological power of judgement.



PART ONE: CRITIQUE OF AESTHETIC JUDGEMENT
First Section: Analytic of Aesthetic Judgement

First Book: Analytic of the Beautiful

First moment: The moment of quality
As we have seen, the beautiful thing is not determined by referring “the representation of it to the object by means of the understanding with a view to cognition, but by means of the imagination (acting perhaps in conjunction with the understanding) we refer the representation to the subject and its feeling of pleasure or displeasure.” (p.35) This is what makes judgement aesthetic and also subjective. 
The delight we feel in the representation of an object is called interest. In order to be able to judge something beautiful, then, one’s judgement must contain absolutely no interest. “One must not be in the least prepossessed in favour of the existence of the thing, but must preserve complete indifference in this respect, in order to play the part of judge in matters of taste.” (p.37) 
The agreeable is what we find pleasing in sensation. We use the word good in two different ways. First, to describe that which is good for something (useful); i.e. something that pleases as a means, and second, to describe that which is good in itself; i.e. that which pleases on its own account. However, to call a thing good in either sense of the word, “I must always know what sort of a thing the object is intended to be, i.e. I must have a concept of it.” (p.39) This means reason must be involved. Both the agreeable and the good are coupled with an interest in the thing.

This gives us three kinds of delight, or “three different relations of representations to the feeling of pleasure and displeasure…” (p.41); the agreeable, the beautiful, and the good. The agreeable appears in all animals, the beautiful only in humans, and the good for all rational beings. Since the beautiful is the only kind of delight which contains no trace of interest (either sensory or rational), Kant calls this “free delight.”
The above also lets us divide the aesthetic into two divisions; empirical aesthetic and pure aesthetic. The former are objects which arouse agreeableness or disagreeableness (therefore judgements of the senses). The latter, as formal judgements, are only concerned with the beautiful.

Definition of the beautiful derived from the first moment: “Taste is the faculty of judging an object or a mode of representation by means of a delight or aversion apart from any interest. The object of such a delight is called beautiful.” (p.42)

-----------------------------------------

Second moment: The moment of quantity
The beautiful object must be judged beautiful for all human beings; that is, it must admit of universal delight. Kant calls this universal validity. The beautiful object’s universal validity (or its “universal capacity for being communicated” (p.48) arises before the feeling of pleasure, and is, in fact, the basis of this feeling. 
Since the beautiful is purely subjective, the only thing that could enable universal validity in the judgement of the beautiful antecedent to pleasure, is the “state of mind that presents itself in the mutual relation of the powers of representation so far as they refer a given representation to cognition in general.” (p.48) This is precisely what we were talking about in the Introduction when we described the beautiful as the harmony established between the form of the representation of the object and the understanding in terms of making experience in general possible. Kant reinforces that when he says, “…a representation, whereby an object is given, involves, in order that it may become a source of cognition at all, imagination for bringing together the manifold of intuition, and understanding for the unity of the concept uniting the representations.” (p.49) 

Definition of the beautiful derived from the second moment: “The beautiful is that which, apart from a concept, pleases universally.” (p.51)

-----------------------------------------

Third moment: The moment of the relation of the ends brought under review in judgements of taste
An end (in transcendental terms) is “the object of a concept so far as this concept is regarded as the cause of the object (the real ground of its possibility)…” (p.51) This is precisely what the first Critique talks about. Our minds, through the categories and the transcendental aesthetic, provide the mould into which objects appear as objects in the first place. So, real objects can be considered as ends. Purposiveness is the “causality of a concept in respect of its object…” (p.51) Again, this applies directly to the conclusion of the first Critique. We can therefore understand the causal action of our minds in creating the objects we perceive in the world (the effects), as purposive, even though we don’t actively desire anything. This whole process is just how the mind works, and is, in fact, necessary before desire can arise in the first place. The point Kant wants to make here is that purposiveness can exist apart from an explicit, willed purpose. 
In what we have said above, we can see that the representation of the effect (the real object) is the determining ground of its cause. “The consciousness of the causality of a representation in respect of the state of the subject as one tending to preserve a continuance of that state, may here be said to denote in a general way what is called pleasure; whereas displeasure is that representation which contains the ground for converting the state of the representations into their opposite (for hindering or removing them).” (p.51) So, our awareness of the process (purposiveness without an explicit, willed purpose) by which our representations cause the object to exist as an object in the first place (an end without an explicit will desiring it) such that the resulting state in the subject (the perception of the object) is strengthened and preserved, is precisely pleasure. 
Since we have already seen that the judgement of taste can have no share of interest, it cannot rest on any subjective (willed) or objective end. Fortunately, we have discovered above a “subjective purposiveness in the representation of an object, exclusive of any end (objective or subjective) – consequently the bare form of purposiveness in the representation whereby an object is given to us, so far as we are conscious of it – as that which is alone capable of constituting the delight which, apart from any concept, we judge as universally communicable, and so of forming the determining ground of the judgement of taste.” (p.52) This is pleasurable for Kant because it represents the “enlivening of [the subject’s] cognitive powers…” (p.53) 

Next, Kant talks about the perfection of an object. Objective purposiveness (a purpose with a determinate end), as opposed to the formal purposiveness of the beautiful (a purposiveness without a purpose), can be either external; i.e. the utility of the object, or internal; i.e. the perfection of the object. The question Kant is interested in here is whether beauty is the same as the perfection of the object.
Perfection can also be divided into two kinds: qualitative perfection and quantitative perfection. All objective purposiveness requires a determinate end, which entails that we have the concept of that end in mind. “So in order to represent an objective purposiveness in a thing we must first have a concept of what sort of a thing it is to be.” (p.58) If the representation of the thing agrees with this concept, we have qualitative perfection. Quantitative perfection, on the other hand, “consists in the completeness of anything after its kind [already established in qualitative perfection]…” (p.58) This answers Kant’s question. Beauty cannot be reduced to the perfection of an object because “a formal objective purposiveness that is yet devoid of any purpose, i.e. the mere form of a perfection… is a veritable contradiction.” (p.58)

Beauty is purely formal. Anything that can arouse pleasure through its mere form alone (therefore requiring no concept of what the object should be) can be beautiful. Flowers and many birds admit of beauty; so does music that lacks a theme and music without words. The beauty of humans, a horse, a building, etc., on the other hand, all presuppose “a concept of the end that defines what the thing has to be, and consequently a concept of its perfection; and [are] therefore merely adherent beauty.” (p.60)

Definition of the beautiful derived from the third moment: “Beauty is the form of purposiveness in an object, so far as this is perceived in it apart from the representation of an end.” (p.66)

-----------------------------------------

Fourth moment: The moment of the modality of the delight in the object
The beauty in aesthetic judgement is necessary; i.e. everyone ought to feel it, but it is not a theoretical or even a practical necessity. Rather, Kant calls it exemplary; that is, “a necessity of the assent of all to a judgement regarded as exemplifying a universal rule which cannot be formulated.” (p.67) The subjective principle guiding this, since it can only operate through feelings, not concepts, must be common sense (understood as different from common understanding); i.e. a faculty common to all human beings.

Definition of the beautiful derived from the fourth moment: “The beautiful is that which, apart from a concept, is cognized as object of a necessary delight.” (p.71)



Second Book: Analytic of the Sublime

The sublime, unlike the beautiful, which is a question of the form of an object, is provoked by an object devoid of form insofar as it yields a representation of limitlessness. “Accordingly the beautiful seems to be regarded as a presentation of an indeterminate concept of the understanding, the sublime as a presentation of an indeterminate concept of reason.” (p.75) We have seen how the beautiful is attended with pleasure in the enlivening of the subject’s cognitive powers, “with a feeling of the furtherance of life, and is thus compatible with charms and a playful imagination.” (p.75) Before the sublime, however, pleasure only arises indirectly, “being brought about by the feeling of a momentary check to the vital forces…” (pp.75-6) This means that the mind is actually repelled by the object, and arouses not so much pleasure as admiration or respect. The greatest difference between the beautiful and the sublime, then, is that the former “conveys a purposiveness in its form making the object appear, as it were, already adapted to our power of judgement…” (p.76), whereas the sublime appears “to contravene the ends of our power of judgement, to be ill-adapted to our faculty of presentation, and to do violence, as it were, to the imagination…” (p.76)
All of this means that an object cannot be called sublime. Rather, we should say that “the object lends itself to the presentation of a sublimity discoverable in the mind. For the sublime, in the strict sense of the word, cannot be contained in any sensuous form, but rather concerns ideas of reason…” (p.76) While the beautiful seeks a ground external to the subject (although still being concerned with the subject), the sublime is purely inward focused.

Delight in the sublime is exactly as we analysed it to be for the beautiful; in its quality, it is independent of interest; in its quantity, it is universal; in its relation, subjective purposiveness; and necessary in its modality. However, since the sublime involves a movement of the mind (as opposed to the beautiful which sees the mind in restful contemplation), Kant sees a twofold division in the way we represent an object as sublime.
The first is the mathematically sublime. The sublime is the name we give to the absolutely great. But this assessment cannot come from a calculation of the magnitude of the object because such a procedure is always based on comparison and the absolute is, by definition, beyond comparison. This assessment can’t yield anything definite and precise because for that we would require number (to enable calculation), and apprehension and comprehension working together. Apprehension presents no problem because this can be continued into infinity, but comprehension quickly reaches a maximum as apprehension picks up more and more elements; as Kant describes it, if apprehension continues past a certain point comprehension eventually loses at one end what it gains at the other. Instead then, we must be able to grasp the sublime (e.g. the infinite) at once, as a whole. The only way this could be possible is if there is a faculty of the mind which transcends every standard of the senses. Indeed, Kant affirms this: “The sublime is that, the mere capacity of thinking which evidences a faculty of mind transcending every standard of the senses...” (p.81) And later: “…the infinite of the sensible world, in the pure intellectual estimation of magnitude, is completely comprehended under a concept, although in the mathematical estimation by means of numerical concepts it can never be completely thought.” (p.85) Hence, rather than aesthetic estimation, we comprehend the infinite object in nature through an estimation of magnitude by reason. In essence, the sublime is a feeling of respect aroused for our own rational capacities, which so easily outstrip those of our senses.
The second of Kant’s two divisions is the dynamically sublime. In this, nature is “considered in an aesthetic judgement as might that has no dominion over us…” (p.90) This requires that we see nature as a source of fear. However, we cannot be afraid of it. In the same way that interest cannot enter any judgement of the beautiful, fear cannot be a part of the sublime. How can one take delight in something one is terrified before? The apprehension of fear, then, arises simply from our “picturing to ourselves the case of our wishing to offer some resistance…” (p.91) to the object/phenomenon. The feeling of the sublime arises because, in picturing these aspects of nature before us, we, at the same time “discover within us a power of resistance of quite another kind, which gives us courage to be able to measure ourselves against the seeming omnipotence of nature.” (p.91) In other words, we find ourselves “independent of nature” and discover “a pre-eminence above nature that is the foundation of a self-preservation of quite another kind from that which may be assailed and brought into danger by external nature.” (p.92)
A nice summarising sentiment concerning the sublime comes later: “Thus the sublime must in every case have reference to our way of thinking, i.e. to maxims directed to giving to the intellectual side of our nature and to the ideas of reason supremacy over sensibility.” (p.104) 


General Remark

In this short section, Kant summarises the four different kinds of pleasure (or delight) and arranges them. We have:
The agreeable: As motive of the desires, this is always of one and the same kind, irrespective of its source. This makes it intelligible as quantity.
The beautiful: This requires that the representation of an object be understood and reduced to concepts (although it is not properly reduced in the aesthetic judgement), making it quality.
The sublime: The purpose here is to judge in the sensible representation of an object of nature a relation by which a supersensible faculty is revealed.
The absolutely good: Judged subjectively according to the feeling it inspires, this manifests as an absolutely necessitating law. 


Deduction of Pure Aesthetic Judgements
A deduction, “i.e. a guarantee of the legitimacy of the judgements of a particular kind” (p.110), is unnecessary for the sublime because these judgements are purely focused on the subject. This deduction, then, relates only to taste.
Kant notes two peculiarities. First; “Taste, just because its judgement cannot be determined by concepts or precepts, is among all faculties and talents the very one that stands most in need of examples of what has in the course of culture maintained itself longest in esteem.” (p.113) Note: Kant distinguishes here between referring to a precedent and imitation. This suggests that taste is something that must be cultivated in the individual. The peculiarity here is that although beauty is an a priori judgement, it requires examples.
Secondly, a judgement of taste cannot be proven by definite rules. Nor can another person’s judgement cause us to change our own; i.e. there is no empirical ground of proof for a judgment of taste. Despite this (that the judgement of taste only has subjective validity), the judgement extends to all subjects as if it were an objective judgement.

Judgements of taste are both synthetic (because they go beyond the concept and even the intuition of the object, connecting the intuition to a feeling of pleasure (or displeasure)) and a priori (because they require the assent of everyone). This is what the deduction aims to do then; answer the question: How are synthetic a priori judgements possible?
The short answer is that the judgement of taste is a priori precisely because, as a judgement merely of form in which the representation of the object is being associated with its subjective purposiveness for judgement, it “can only be directed to that subjective factor which we may presuppose in all human beings (as requisite for a possible experience generally)…” (p.120) 

Kant goes on to make an interesting distinction between three maxims of common human understanding:
The maxim of understanding (unprejudiced thought): This is the capacity to think for oneself, and involves never countenancing passivity in one’s thought. Passivity in thought is called prejudice, and the worst prejudice is supposing “nature not to be subject to rules which the understanding by virtue of its own essential law lays at its basis…” (p.124) This kind of prejudice is superstition. Freeing oneself from superstition is enlightenment.
The maxim of judgement (broadened thought): This is the capacity to think from the standpoint of everyone else. Someone who fails to exercise this capacity we call narrow, while the opposite is the sign of a broadened mind.  
The maxim of reason (consistent thought): This is the capacity to always think consistently, and is only attainable through union of the first two and constant attention on one’s thoughts.

Kant believes that to take an immediate interest in the beauty of nature is a sign of a “good soul” (p.128).  Where this interest is habitual, it indicates “a temper of mind favourable to the moral feeling…” (p.128) There are two things to clarify here; why does Kant privilege natural beauty, and why does an interest in beauty indicate a moral soul? 
We have talked a lot about aesthetic judgements (judging the forms of representations of objects without concepts), but we have also mentioned intellectual judgements, which are the judging of the forms of practical maxims. The pleasure felt in the former is taste, that from the latter, moral feeling. Not only is reason interested in the correspondence between representation and concept, it is “interested in ideas… having also objective reality. That is to say, it is of interest to reason that nature should at least show a trace or give a hint that it contains in itself some ground or other for assuming a uniform accordance of its products with our wholly disinterested delight…” (p.130) In other words, we expect our delight to have some basis in natural reality, not merely in human-constructed things. In fact, for Kant, art is either an imitation of nature, or it is deliberately designed to elicit our delight. Neither satisfy the demands of aesthetic beauty (although Kant makes an exception for fine art – see below). Moreover, since both taste and moral feeling are concerned with form only; i.e. a subjective purposiveness in which the object reveals how experiences in general are possible, a concern with one indicates a concern with the other. 

Art is distinguished from nature as making is from operating. The former arises as the product of “an act of will that places reason at the basis of its action…” (p.132) Art is also distinguished from science in that the former is practical, the latter theoretical. Finally, Kant distinguishes art from handicraft. The former only results from play; i.e. an undertaking which is pleasurable on its own account; while the latter is work and is only attractive through other results (i.e. pay).
Despite what we said earlier about beauty appearing only in nature, fine art can also be beautiful. However, in order to be judged so, “the purposiveness in its form must appear just as free from the constraint of arbitrary rules as if it were a produce of mere nature… Nature proved beautiful when it wore the appearance of art; and art can only be termed beautiful, where we are conscious of its being art, while yet it has the appearance of nature.” (p.135) This is precisely what artistic genius is; i.e. a natural talent for producing such artwork. Genius, for Kant, (1) is a natural talent for producing something original (since no rule can be given for how to produce beautiful art); i.e. not an aptitude for learning how to do something (in fact, this means that one cannot learn to be a good artist; not only does learning result in imitation, but a great artist cannot teach their method because they themselves don’t know how they come by it); (2) produces exemplary works; i.e. works that show others what beauty is; and (3) do not indicate scientific rules for how to produce artworks; rather, giving the rule as nature.
Next, Kant talks about how spirit in fine art “signifies the animating principle in the mind… that which sets the mental powers into a swing that is purposive, i.e. into a play which is self-maintaining and which strengthens those powers for such activity.” (p.142) A work of art contains spirit when it presents aesthetic ideas, representations of the imagination which stimulate thought while not provoking any one definite thought or concept. In other words, ideas which necessarily ‘overflow’ the language which was used to excite them. This free play of the imagination is a creative activity which “sets the faculty of intellectual ideas (reason) into movement… animating the mind by opening out for it a prospect into a field of kindred representations stretching beyond its ken.” (p.144) The forms which the mind alights on that are not directly indicated in the presentation of a given concept are aesthetic attributes. Genius is then the capacity for finding ideas associated with a given concept and being able to express them in such a way as to arouse the minds of others.
Kant now gives a fourfold definition of genius: (1) a talent for art, not science; (2) it presupposes a definite concept of the product as its end, and a relation between the imagination and the understanding; (3) it is concerned not so much with the presentation of a definite concept, as with the expression of aesthetic ideas; (4) it presupposes a connection between the imagination and the understanding that cannot be brought about by the observance of rules.

Fine art can be divided into (1) the art of speech; (2) formative art; and (3) the play of sensations (as external sense impressions); or word, gesture, and tone. (1) can further be divided into rhetoric, “the art of engaging a serious business of the understanding as if it were a free play of the imagination…” (p.149) and poetry, the art of “conducting a free play of the imagination as if it were a serious business of the understanding.” (p.149) 
(2) contains plastic art (art of sensuous truth) and painting (art of sensuous semblance). Plastic art includes sculpture and architecture. The former “presents concepts of things corporeally, as they might exist in nature…” (p.151), while the latter “is the art of presenting concepts of things which are possible only through art…” (p.151) Sculpture is merely about the expression of aesthetic ideas, whereas architecture highlights a certain use of the artistic object to which the aesthetic ideas are limited. Given this, Kant includes furniture in the category of architecture. Painting is divided into the beautiful depiction of nature, and the beautiful arrangement of nature’s products. The first is painting proper, the second landscape gardening. Under painting, Kant includes decorations of rooms and furniture designed to be looked at.
(3) includes the artistic play of hearing and sight; hence, music and the art of colour. 

Kant ranks poetry the highest among the arts because it “expands the mind by giving freedom to the imagination and by offering, from among the boundless multiplicity of possible forms accordant with a given concept, to whose bounds it is restricted, that one which couples with the presentation of the concept a wealth of thought to which no verbal expression is completely adequate, and by thus rising aesthetically to ideas.” (p.155) He is highly critical of rhetoric because it aims to delude by means of beautiful semblance. 
If we consider charm and the capacity to move the mind, Kant places tone after poetry because it moves the mind like speech. Although lacking speech’s depth for thought, it moves the mind more diversely and with a more intense effect. Here, Kant offers an insightful account of how the body and the mind are closely connected. “Every expression in language has an associated tone suited to its sense. This tone indicates, more or less, a mode in which the speaker is affected, and in turn evokes it is the hearer also, in whom conversely it then also excites the idea which in language is expressed with such a tone.” (p.157)
However, if we consider fine art to consist in what artworks supply to the mind, music holds the lowest rank since it merely plays with sensations. The formative arts rank higher. “Music advances from sensations to indeterminate ideas: formative art from determinate ideas to sensations. The latter gives a lasting impression, the former one that is only fleeting.” (p.158) Among the formative arts, Kant gives the palm to painting.

Kant finishes this section with an interesting discussion on harmony and wit. Music and wit (what provokes laughter) “are two kinds of play with aesthetic ideas… by which, all said and done, nothing is thought. By mere force of change they yet are able to afford lively gratification.” (p.160) Both excite ideas in the mind, while also being good for physical health, through a “movement of the viscera…” (p.160)
Music takes one from bodily sensation to ideas, then back again, with gathered strength, to the body. Note the oscillation here. In order for something to be funny, it must contain an element of the absurd. “Laughter is an affect arising from a strained expectation being suddenly reduced to nothing.” (p.161) The tension built up in the joke being suddenly snapped creates the same to and fro oscillation we saw in music; “…when the semblance vanishes into nothing, the mind looks back in order to try it over again, and thus by a rapidly succeeding tension and relaxation it is thrown to and fro and put in oscillation.” (p.162) This mental oscillation is sympathetically matched by an oscillation of certain internal body parts, and it is this which produces laughter.



Second Section: Dialectic of Aesthetic Judgement

There is nothing dialectical in the irreconcilability of judgements so no dialectic is possible concerning this. Instead, Kant presents a dialectic of the critique of taste, which begins with finding an antinomy.
The antinomy of taste consists of the thesis: the judgement of taste is not based upon concepts (if it were, it would be open to dispute; i.e. decision by proofs), and the antithesis: the judgement of taste is based on concepts (if it weren’t, there could be no contention; i.e. disagreements about what is beautiful). 
The solution lies in recognising that the word ‘concept’ is being used in different ways in the two maxims. In taste remember, the concept we rely on is the “general ground of the subjective purposiveness of nature for the power of judgement” (p.168), which, while being a concept, is an indeterminate one. Thus, we can dissolve the antinomy by changing the thesis to read: “The judgement of taste is not based on determinate concepts…” and the antithesis to read: “The judgement of taste does rest upon a concept, although an indeterminate one, (that, namely, of the supersensible substrate of phenomena)” (p.168).

Kant goes on to ask whether the purposiveness of nature and art (in aligning themselves with our cognitive faculties) is realist or idealist. The purposiveness of the beautiful forms we see in the natural world make the case for realism, suggesting that “there must lie an antecedent idea in the producing cause – that is to say an end acting in the interest of our imagination.” (p.175) Nevertheless, Occam’s razor and the fact that it appears as if simple mechanical causes bring about forms which exhibit purposiveness means that we should rule in favour of the second thesis: “in our general judging of beauty we seek its standard a priori in ourselves, and… the aesthetic faculty is itself legislative in respect of the judgement whether anything is beautiful or not. This could not be so on the assumption of a realism of the purposiveness of nature; because in that case we should have to go to nature for instruction as to what we should deem beautiful, and the judgement of taste would be subject to empirical principles.” (p.177)

There is no proper doctrine of method for taste because, since taste isn’t a science, it can’t be taught according to rules. Instead, Kant notes that fine art has a manner, not a method, of teaching. The teacher can only illustrate what the pupil is to achieve, and how to do so. “The propaedeutic to all fine art, so far as the highest degree of its perfection is what is in view, appears to lie, not in precepts, but in the culture of the mental powers produced by a sound preparatory education in what are called the humaniora [humanities]…” (pp.182-3); i.e. cultivating a universal feeling of sympathy and the ability to communicate universally one’s inmost self.

Kant closes with an interesting comment on the correlation between taste and moral good. First, we must outline the analogy Kant sees between the two: (1) The beautiful pleases immediately only in reflective intuition, whereas morality pleases in its concepts; (2) The beautiful pleases apart from all interest, and while the moral is bound up with interest, it is not of the kind related to delight; (3) The freedom of imagination lies in a judgement with the understanding; the freedom in moral judgements consists in the harmony of the will with itself according to universal laws of reason; (4) Both are universal; the beautiful incognisable by means of a concept, the moral cognisable by means of a universal concept. 
Given these points, Kant holds that taste is ultimately “a faculty that judges of the rendering of moral ideas in terms of the senses…” (p.183). It is this rendering and “the increased receptivity, founded upon it, for the feeling which these ideas evoke (termed moral sense), that are the origin of that pleasure which taste declares valid for mankind in general and not merely for the private feeling of each individual. This makes it clear that the true propaedeutic for laying the foundations of taste is the development of moral ideas and the culture of the moral feeling. For only when sensibility is brought into harmony with moral feeling can genuine taste assume a definite unchangeable form.” (p.183)



PART TWO: CRITIQUE OF TELEOLOGICAL JUDGEMENT

Teleological judgement concerns the objective purposiveness of nature, which would imply some kind of natural end. However, in truth, natural things all appear completely contingent, requiring nothing more efficient causes for their existence; i.e. not final causes (ends). This is the case if we remain within the natural world, but Kant notes that we may be able to “find some shadow of ground a priori” (p.188) outside the conception of nature. 
What we definitely can do is invoke teleological judgements regarding nature only “with a view to bringing it under principles of observation and research by analogy to the causality that looks to ends, while not pretending to explain it by this means.” (p.188) This would make teleological judgements an activity of reflective, not determining, judgement. In other words, teleology is based, on a regulative principle, directed to the simple judging of phenomena, not a constitutive principle, which would allow us to derive natural products from their causes.




First Division: Analytic of Teleological Judgement

All geometrical figures drawn according to a principle exhibit a “manifold objective purposiveness” (p.190). ‘Manifold purposiveness’ means being adaptable for many ends; i.e. we can use the figure to derive many figures and solve many problems, and ‘objective’ means in the object itself, considered apart from the subject. This makes it appear that we are dealing with synthetic judgements reflecting something about the object itself. For this reason, geometrical figures have elicited admiration all throughout history. However, Kant sees a problem with this. 
Take a circle, which is “an intuition which understanding has determined according to a principle. This principle, which is arbitrarily assumed and made a fundamental conception, is applied to space, a form of intuition which, similarly, is only found in ourselves, and found, a priori, as a representation.” (p.192) The facts that space is precisely a mode of representation existing within ourselves (the subject) and that the circle has been drawn from a principle derived from concepts (again, from ourselves) shows us that any purposiveness in the figure must actually come from us: “…when I draw a figure in accordance with a concept, or, in other words, when I form my own representation of what is given to me externally, be its own intrinsic nature what it may, what really happens is that I  introduce the purposiveness into that figure or representation.” (pp.192-3) This doesn’t make it subjective purposiveness (which arises in aesthetic judgements in the free play of imagination between the representation and the understanding); rather, it is objective purposiveness, just an objective purposiveness that we have introduced. Kant calls this a formal purposiveness because it concerns the form of the figure, and it has no need of a teleological exposition.
The opposite of this is a material purposiveness, and this can only arise if the object in consideration is an end of nature. Ends of nature come in two varieties: first, if we consider the effect as an end in itself; i.e. an art-product; second, if we regard it as a product other objects in nature can use for the purposes of their art. The latter is relative purposiveness (utility), the former intrinsic purposiveness. Only intrinsic purposiveness warrants a teleological judgement.

What does it mean to be an end then? It means that its origin (cause) must not be mechanistic. How can we talk of ends in mechanistic processes? Rather, to be an end requires a cause which is capable of actions determined by concepts; i.e. a will. But there is no will in nature. How can we talk of an end of nature then? Kant suggests that we consider an end natural if it is “both cause and effect of itself.” (p.199) There are three aspects to this self-reflexive causality, which Kant outlines using a tree as example. First, a tree produces another tree, which, while not being the same tree is the same genus. So, in its genus, a tree produces itself. Second, a tree produces itself as an individual when it causes itself to grow by the taking in of nutrients which it assimilates and converts to energy, bark, etc.; things that the mechanism of nature external to the tree cannot provide. Finally, the tree generates itself through a variety of parts which can be considered as separate appendages, but at the same time, the preservation of which are reciprocally dependent on the preservation of other parts.
There are two kinds of causes; efficient causes, which involve a progressive dependency (forwards; so the end depends on the cause), and final causes, which involve a regressive dependency (backwards, so the cause depends on the end). In order for a thing to be a natural end, (1) “its parts, both as to their existence and form, are only possible by their relation to the whole…” (p.201), and (2) “the parts of the thing combine of themselves into the unity of a whole by being reciprocally cause and effect of their form.” (p.201) Taking these two features together, we then have an object in which every part owes its presence to the agency of all the other parts, and also exists for the sake of them, but also in which each part is an organ producing the other parts. Such a product is “an organized and self-organized being…” (p.202), or, an organism. Or, in other words, a product, the efficient causes of which, are nothing more than the effect of the final causes. Because of this, we cannot think of these products as machines, which have motive power, but lack formative power. It is on the basis of organisms that we have a basis for considering teleology in the natural world.
We might want to think of this as an analogue of art, but this would suggest a rational being as the artist, and, as we’ve already affirmed, nature organises itself. We could also think of it as an analogue of life, but this would require either endowing matter with some special power (hylozoism) contrary to its essential nature as inertial, or associating with it a foreign principle (a soul). Since the organisation of nature bears no relation to any analogous causality we are familiar with, it cannot be a constitutive concept of either the understanding or reason (a determining power of judgement), but must rather be a regulative concept (a reflective power of judgement), useful in guiding our investigation of these kinds of objects. 

The principle then for Kant which defines what is meant by organism, is as follows: “an organized natural product is one in which every part is reciprocally both end and means.” (p.204) We can, of course, explain an organism as simple accretions of parts according to mechanical laws, but “the cause that accumulates the appropriate material, modifies and fashions it, and deposits it in its proper place, must always be judged teleologically.” (p.205)
Next, Kant affirms that there is even a natural next step here in which we go from viewing the organised product as a natural end (because of that complex, interdependent relation of parts to the whole) to extending this to products which aren’t self-organising, which we can nevertheless understand as forming part of a system of ends culminating in the ultimate system; i.e. the whole of nature.

Importantly, the preceding discussion says nothing about the cause of nature itself, and Kant explicitly rejects the notion that anything we have said about teleology infers anything theological. Any discussion that wishes to go beyond nature (physics) to the realm of the supersensible is no longer dealing with natural teleology, but with metaphysics. Physics has absolutely nothing to say about “whether natural ends are ends designedly or undesignedly.” (p.211) Talk of natural ends does unavoidably suggest design, but the design we are talking of here is attributed to nature; i.e. matter. In other words, ‘design’ as we are using it “only signifies a principle of reflective, and not of determining, judgement, and consequently is not meant to introduce any special ground of causality, but only to assist the employment of reason by supplementing investigation of mechanical laws by the addition of another method of investigation, so as to make up for the inadequacy of the former even as a method of empirical research that has for its object all particular laws of nature.” (p.211)



Second Division: Dialectic of Teleological Judgement

Determining judgement has no principles of its own. Its sole task is to subsume objects under already given laws or concepts, as principles. Since it lacks principles, it is in no danger of a conflict between them, meaning there is no chance of any antinomies arising. Reflective judgement, however, because it doesn’t concretely, or constitutively, structure our experience using concepts furnished by the understanding, has to subsume objects under a law or concept which it must supply itself. (Even though it doesn’t constitute our experience, reflective judgement is still necessary for obtaining knowledge) These principles can come into conflict, producing antinomies.
The antinomy of teleological reflective judgements consists in the thesis: All production of material things is possible on mere mechanical laws; and the antithesis: Some production of material things is not possible on mere mechanical laws; i.e. the judgement of some things requires a different law of causality, namely, that of final causes.
The solution to the antinomy rests on realising that the thesis has confused a principle of reflective judgement with one of determining judgement. The thesis asserts not that all events in material nature are solely possible according to mechanical laws (a determining judgement), but that “I ought at all times to reflect upon these things according to the principle of the simple mechanism of nature…” (p.215) simply because we (human beings) can’t make practical sense of the world in any other way owing to the nature of our understanding. However, it can also be profitable to employ the antithesis in certain circumstances, “when a proper occasion for its employment presents itself – that is to say, in the case of some natural forms (and, at their instance, in the case of nature as a whole)…” (p.215) 
In truth, our reason can give us no information concerning the antithesis; indeed, it seems “rash and undemonstrable” (p.217) for determining judgement. However, what we can ascertain with confidence is that relative to our cognitive faculties (the way our minds work, not the failings of our puny brains), “the mere mechanism of nature is… unable to furnish any explanation of the production of organisms…” (p.216)

Next, Kant looks at the systems which have been devised to explain our teleological judgements about nature. Broadly speaking, two approaches have been proposed; idealism and realism. The former would mean that purposiveness is dependent on human minds and therefore undesigned; the latter would suggest purposiveness is real and designed.
The idealism of purposiveness can be either one of accidentality or fatality. The system of accidentality Kant attributes to Epicurus or Democritus, and it affirms a causality according to dynamical laws, but denies it intentionality. Hence, it fails to explain anything, even the illusion in our teleological judgements is left unexplained. Spinoza espoused the system of fatality, in which the purposive connection we observe in the natural world derives from an original being. The problem with this is that it doesn’t come from any intelligence or will; rather, it arises from the necessity of the nature of this being. It was supposed to explain our teleological judgements, but actually explains them away, by giving us an “ontological unity” instead of a “unity of end” (p.221); “…the mere representation of the unity of the substrate can never produce the idea of purposiveness, even if it is undesigned.” (p.222) 
The realism of purposiveness can be either physical or hyperphysical. The former places natural ends in matter itself, in a view Kant calls hylozoism. This fails because in the first place (as we’ve already seen), it involves a contradiction in the sense that matter is, by nature, inertial. It also can’t be a priori because there is a vicious circle in that purposiveness of organised beings is explained by reference to matter, and matter can only be known in organised beings. Hyperphysicalism derives ends from an original source of the universe, an intelligent Being; hence, this is theism. Although theism does successfully rescue the purposiveness of nature from idealism, because it lies beyond our ken by definition, it can never be asserted dogmatically; that is, with certainty. (Note that the fact that a natural end is unprovable (i.e. not constitutive for determining judgement, but merely regulative for reflective judgement) is something we have already ascertained)

Where Kant eventually lands on this dialectical discussion is a reinforcement of the original conclusion reached earlier. “But then it is one thing to say: The production of certain things of nature, or even of nature as a whole, is only possible through the agency of a cause that pursues designs in determining itself to action. It is an entirely different thing to say: By the peculiar constitution of my cognitive faculties the only way I can judge of the possibility of those things and of their production is by conceiving for that purpose a cause working designedly, and, consequently, a being whose productivity is analogous to the causality of an understanding.” (p.225) The former is objective in that it attempts to say something about the objective reality of the concept; the latter is subjective because it only addresses the employment of my cognitive faculties “in accordance with their peculiar character and the essential conditions imposed both by their range and their limitations.” (p.225) Again, Kant asserts that it is necessary for us to ascribe the concept of design to nature even though it is only regulative, because mechanical principles will never be sufficient to explain organised beings. 

In a brief, but interesting, passage, Kant also discusses the application of this maxim of judgement to nature considered as a whole. He denies that it is indispensable at this level because “nature as a whole is not given to us as organized…” (p.226)

In another brief section, Kant looks at possibility and actuality. The only reason such a distinction is possible is because we have two different faculties; the understanding for concepts (which lets us conceptualise a thing even in its absence), and sensuous intuition for the corresponding objects (in actuality). Accordingly, the distinction between the possible and the actual is merely valid for human understanding and cannot be applied to anything in reality. 
What about the idea of something existing with unconditioned necessity; a being for whom there is no difference between its possibility and its actuality? Reason insists that this is valid, but our understanding will never be able to sanction such a thing because there is no concept it can subsume such a being under, “that is, it can discover no way of representing to itself any such thing or of forming any notion of its mode of existence.” (p.230) A thing is either possible (if understanding thinks it), or actual (if it is given in intuition). There is no middle ground. Although being a valid idea for reason, it is for our understanding complete nonsense.
The parallel here is with the mechanistic account of nature and the technic (purposiveness) one. Such a distinction between the two is only possible because of the nature of human understanding. Understanding cannot recognise any purposiveness in the individual thing unless it can be subsumed under a universal law, because it moves from universal rules or laws to the particular. Now the particular always contains something contingent in respect of the universal (this something is precisely purposiveness, which therefore, doesn’t fall under any universal law of the understanding). Reason, however, insists that this contingency (i.e. purposiveness) be subsumable under a universal law. “Hence it follows that the concept of a purposiveness of nature in its products, while it does not touch the determination of objects, is a necessary concept for the human power of judgement, in respect of nature. It is, therefore, a subjective principle of reason for the use of judgement, and one which, taken as regulative and not as constitutive, is as necessarily valid for our human judgement as if it were an objective principle.” (p.232)

Human understanding is discursive. This means that it moves from the universal (concepts) to the particular. It also means we require the particular to be given first in empirical intuition. In attempting to understand the whole, the understanding “must advance from the parts as the universally conceived principles to different possible forms to be subsumed under the latter as consequences.” (p.235) In other words, we can only understand the whole of nature as the effect of a number of parts. This is precisely the mechanistic explanation of nature that we have been talking about. However, we can imagine an “intuitive understanding” which would be non-discursive. Such an understanding would be able to move from “the synthetic universal, or intuition of a whole as a whole, to the particular – that is to say, from the whole to the parts.” (p.235) In other words, this would be an intuition that would be “different from our sensuous intuition… [in having] a determinate knowledge of the intelligible substrate of nature…” (p.247) This intuitive understanding would correspond to the teleological judgement we have been discussing; i.e. a system which would “represent the possibility of the parts as both in their form and synthesis dependent upon the whole…” (p.235) The conclusion is one we have already seen: we should apply the laws of mechanical generation to everything in nature (including organised beings), even as we acknowledge that organised beings arise by a different means; i.e. by a causality by ends. 
Kant goes on to argue that these two principles must derive from one principle in which they can both be united. This one principle will be supersensible in nature and form the basis of nature as phenomenon, but it will also be something about which we cannot “form the slightest positive determinate concept.” (p.241) In addition, the union cannot take place equally; i.e. one principle must be subordinated to the other, and the only way this makes sense is if mechanism is subordinated to the teleological principle.




Appendix: Theory of the Method of Teleological Judgement

Teleology, because it doesn’t derive from determining principles (it is merely a reflective judgement) can be neither theology nor science. Instead, it is a critique, a critique of judgement, and since it contains a priori principles, must outline “the method by which nature has to be judged according to the principle of final causes.” (p.246)
So, how does teleology actually operate? We’ve seen it must be some form of “hyperphysicalism”; hence, supersensible in nature. The internally purposive form of organised beings can arise either from the occasionalism or pre-establishment of the Supreme Cause. The former would see the Supreme Cause directly intervening in all organic formation. This would mean that there would be nothing reason could decipher about the process; hence, Kant rejects this option. 
The latter would see the Supreme Cause operate only on the original products, leaving the process to unfurl in accordance with natural laws (regeneration) from then on. Pre-establishment can be further divided into two: that in which the generated being is its educt, or its product. The former is called individual preformation or the theory of evolution; the latter the system of generic preformation or epigenesis or the theory of involution. Kant notes that evolution “exclude[s] all individuals from the formative force of nature, for the purpose of deriving them directly from the hand of the creator.” (p.252) This seems to mean that individuals in the course of the process have no role to play in the organisms being produced; the “formative force” rolls on implacably, producing organised beings mechanically, according to the ‘rule’ implanted in nature at the beginning. Because of this, Kant rejects it. Epigenesis, however, holds that every individual starts from material that is originally unformed, and form is only acquired over time through an interactive and cumulative process in which the individual itself plays a key role. Since individuals themselves are productive in respect of the continuation of this process, in addition to the principle of primordial organisation driving life, there is also a formative impulse in the individual itself which contributes to the regenerative process: “…epigenesis nonetheless regards nature as at least itself productive in respect of the continuation of the process, and not as merely unfolding something.” (p.253)
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Kant next turns to wonder what the ultimate end of nature might be. Of course, we cannot rule on this determinatively, but reflectively, there is “ample ground” for assigning human beings to this place. The reason for this is that man “is the one and only being upon [earth] that is able to form a concept of ends, and from an aggregate of things purposively fashioned to construct by the aid of his reason a system of ends.” (p.255) The end of nature is the human being “regarded as noumenon” (p.264); that is, in virtue of a supersensible faculty – his or her freedom. This, again, tells us nothing definite as regards the state of things constitutively. It is a mere regulative judgement.
What is the nature of this ultimate end, then? Kant sees two options. It could be either that we are so constituted that we can be completely satisfied by nature itself (i.e. happiness), or our nature could lie in “the aptitude and skill for all manner of ends for which he [humans] may employ nature both external and internal. [i.e. culture]” (p.258) Kant rejects happiness, because the very nature of the human being is such that happiness, even if we had complete control over nature, would be impossible. Happiness is the “mere idea of a state, and one to which he seeks to make his actual state of being adequate under purely empirical conditions – an impossible task. He projects this idea himself, and, thanks to his understanding and its complex relations with imagination and the senses, projects it in such different ways, and even alters his concept so often, that even if nature were a complete slave to his free power of choice, it would nevertheless be utterly unable to adopt any definite, universal and fixed law by which to accommodate itself to this fluctuating concept…” (pp.258-9) Not only this, “…the discord of inner natural tendencies betrays him into further misfortunes of his own invention…” (p.259) 
The ultimate end for human beings is culture, which Kant defines as a “formal, subjective condition, that, namely, of the aptitude for setting ends before himself at all, and, independent of nature in his power of determining ends, of employing nature as a means in accordance with the maxims of his free ends generally.” (p.260) Culture requires skill, but also the will, necessary to rein in the “despotism of desires” (p.260). 
Now, skill can only arise where inequality exists between different people, by which Kant means a majority to provide the necessities of life “in a mechanical kind of way that calls for no special art…” (p.261) for others who work in science and art. In other words, one class of people have to be oppressed by another. This “splendid misery” (p.261) inevitably leads to problems; hence the formal condition of culture is “the existence of a constitution so regulating the mutual relations of men that the abuse of freedom by individuals striving one against another is opposed by a lawful authority centred in a whole, called a civil community.” (p.261) Skill also requires a cosmopolitan whole, a “system of all states that are in danger of acting injuriously to one another…” (p.261)

We turn now to the Supreme Cause itself. One way of investigating this is physico-theology, the attempt to infer the Supreme Cause from the ends of nature. This will never be determinative because, being restricted to ends in nature, it cannot tell us anything about the end of nature itself, a cause which must, therefore, be outside nature. It is for this reason that the gods of the ancients were so diverse in their powers, purposes, and dispositions. This simply reflected what they saw in nature. Physico-theology can yield an artistic intelligence, but not wisdom.
Ethico-theology, on the other hand, is an attempt to infer the Supreme Cause from the moral end of rational beings in nature. We have already seen that human beings are the ultimate end of nature. However, they are so not as a result of their cognitive faculty (theoretical reason) which would imply that the world gets its worth through having been made an object of contemplation. The existence of a world can acquire no worth merely through being known, for things without a final end can also be known. On the contrary, the only worth of which we can be speaking here is that which the person can give to him or herself, consisting therefore, in what they do, “…in the manner in which and the principles upon which he acts in the freedom of his faculty of desire… it is only as a moral being that man can be a final end of creation.” (p.272) 
It is in this ultimate, moral end that we now find a reason for seeing the world as a system of final causes. Our rational faculty necessarily refers ends to causes, and in this case (where the product is a moral system), we can’t help but suppose a single, intelligent world-cause. In addition, with this moral principle at our backs, we can now go ahead and speculate on the attributes this world-cause must have. He must be omniscient (so as to know the moral worth of our actions), omnipotent (so he can adapt nature to his highest ends), all-good and just (the two attributes which unite to form wisdom), as well as other transcendental attributes, like eternity, omnipresence, etc.

We have seen the (theoretical, reflective) proof for the existence of a world-cause through physical teleology. Now, Kant wants to establish the same thing through moral teleology. If we suppose the ground of things to follow a teleological order, we require a fundamental principle to function as a final end. This must be the human being, but, since we are dealing with morality here, the human being standing under moral laws. The moral law is then the “formal rational condition of the employment of our freedom…” (p.278) and the subjective condition all rational agents operate under is happiness. “Consequently the highest possible physical good in the world, and the one to be furthered so far as in us lies as the final end, is happiness – subject to the objective condition that the individual harmonizes with the law of morality, regarded as worthiness to be happy.” (p.279) We cannot imagine these two conditions being fulfilled by mere natural causes; hence, we must assume an author of the world; in other words, God.
Naturally, this proof does not meet the theoretical requirements of pure reason, but it is sufficient for the practical employment of reason, because, again, “the nature of our faculty of reason is such that without an author and governor of the world, who is also a moral lawgiver, we are wholly unable to render intelligible to ourselves the possibility of a purposiveness, related to the moral law and its object, such as exists in this final end.” (p.284)

Kant talks about three kinds of knowledge: matters of opinion, matters of fact, and matters of faith. The first always concern objects of empirical knowledge, or else they devolve into mere sophistry, but objects the truth of which we cannot ascertain. The second concern concepts whose objective reality can be proven, either by reason or experience. The last are objects “that must be thought a priori, either as consequences or as grounds, if pure practical reason is to be used as duty commands, but which are transcendent for the theoretical use of reason…” (p.297)

This section closes with Kant returning to the three objects of metaphysical inquiry; God, freedom, and immortality of the soul. The first and last are wholly supersensible, but to allow us to cognise them at all, they must prove their reality in experience. The only supersensible concept human reason can form is that of our freedom subject to moral laws. Freedom proves its objective reality because of the causality implied in it; i.e. freedom has possible effects in the world. “Thus it is from this idea that an inference can be drawn to the existence and the nature of both God and the soul – beings that otherwise would be entirely hidden from us.” (p.302)





