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	00:00
	We are still on the First Introduction (note1) and we may not finish it today.  

	00:30
	To summarize where we are and where we are going.  

Last week we began laying out the problem of the relationship between determining judgment and reflecting judgment.  Determining judgment is that judgment which subsumes particulars under universals when the universal is already given.  Reflective judgment is that judgment that occurs when the particular is given and the universal is yet to be found.

So reflective judgment is the activity of searching for an adequate universal.  (note2)

	1:15
	We suggested initially that we can see how the issue of reflecting judgment arises when we look at three features of ordinary empirical judgments.  Namely: (note3)
1.  Learning new concepts.  How is it possible to learn new concepts?  And the reason this is an issue is because on that occasion in which we are presented with something and we do not yet know what concept it falls under or conversely we are told a new concept and we don’t know what objects it applies to.  So there is this question of how we fit together our awareness of individuals (“intuitions” in Kant’s jargon) and universals (i.e. “concepts”).

So in learning new concepts we must be able to have some form of cognitive engagement with particulars before they are subsumed under a concept, which is what the work of judgment is—to subsume under concepts



	2:45
	2.  Secondly, even in a applying ordinary concepts we have to have…to put it as a question, in what way does experience, however we are going to interpret experience, in what way does experience guide judgment-concept application?

The reason why these problems are difficult to get a hold of is because we walk around the world and it is already completely coded with concepts.  We walk down the street and there is nothing we don’t automatically see as already conceptualized.  

But in order for that to occur, that object that creeps into our site must somehow trigger the concept, and the question  is, what is that triggering-operation?  How do individuals in the world guide or tell us what they want, need, or are supposed to fall under? Is this just magic?

And for most Kantians it is magic.  This is the debate that Jay had with his dissertation supervisor W.H. Walsh who just thought that the idea of an un-conceptualized particular was a non-sense idea.  



	4:30
	3.  And the third problem is the analogous one where the ordinary application problem becomes overt when we have to extend a given concept to a new situation.  

Someone has something in their hand and they are going to tell me that I am supposed to apply the concept ‘telephone’ to it.  I might have a hard time adjusting to this and as we walk down the street and see people apparently talking to themselves we sometimes wonder if those people are just crazy.  

The point is that between those things we used to have with dials and cords we have had to extend the concept.  But how did we do that?  How did we fix new particulars under old concepts thereby widening the concepts appropriately?



	6:00
	So for the time being we are trying to feel the depth of the puzzle in the relationship between individuals and concepts.  Now it just so happens, in the second step we suggested (last time) that there are three arguments in which the CPR, which establishes the necessary conditions for the possibility of experience, that that solution—that the establishment of categories such as substances and causality and reciprocity and the forms of space and time—once we learn all that about possible we are still a far way from having anything like actual experience.



	7:00
	And we said that there were three obvious gaps or areas of under-determinations of transcendental philosophy.  (note3)
I.  First of all, it has no way of talking about the individual as such.  Indeed it seems to argue that the idea of an “individual” as such is an unintelligible idea because intuitions without concepts are blind.    Yet we think all the time that there is a notion of specificity, of concreteness, or irreducibility about the particular.  So, just for example, fixing it as in this place and in this time doesn’t get at its concreteness.
Of course we have conceptual mechanisms for fixing individuality, but that is already conceptually determining, but that wouldn’t to be aware of it as individual as such.  

	
	Question

	
	Kant thinks that qualitative identity is necessary but not sufficient for the individuation of particulars.  And this is an argument against Leibniz’s identity of indiscernibles.  And the reason he wants to argue this is first of all it just looks as if there might be millions of objects that are just about as identical as could be.  

But the real counter to the identity of indiscernibles is that it comes too late.  Leibniz famously says to the King, if you don’t believe me, look at the tree and you will see that any two each are qualitatively distinct: that is, each will have a different qualitative property than every other one.  

And Kant says, “Aha, any two leaves?  Where did you get two leaves from?”  And the answer is spatial position.  

So even abstract spaces clearly are themselves qualitatively identical—one empty square foot is the same as any other empty square foot—but they can be individuated by their position in space.  So Kant always wants to use space as necessary for individuation.

	10:00
	But what we are interested in here, however, is what it is to engage with a particular as such, where the best examples that Jay knows of are those of a particular work of art, say a painting.  When we look at (Jackson Pollock’s) “Lavender Mist” (note4) we do all sorts of things but somehow we think it is unique.
And it is that notion of uniqueness that Kant doesn’t seem to be able to quite get a hold of with his conceptual scheme.

	11:00
	II.  The second area (of Transcendental Under-determination) is that he says that we must presuppose, in ways that we will soon see, that any particular that we come across falls under some empirical concept or other.
That is, if it is true that intuitions without concepts are blind, then the idea of an in principle irreducible one that has no conceptual relationship to any other Kant thinks is unintelligible.  But more importantly in our ordinary empirical life, when we come across some object we assume that it is conceptualizable.  That is, it is not a mere raw particular but in principle intelligible.  



	12:00
	III.  And further, and this is the only argument that was done in any real detail last week, for the sake of science, we are faced with the possibility of that we could have laws but that those laws be disjunctive.  That there are laws of how things are on the moon but they are different from how things are on earth, which are different than how things are in Australia—totally different laws, nothing operates the same in Australia.
Now if it were true that it were just a fact of that matter that there were a heterogeneity of laws, science would be impossible.  Scientific inquiry presupposes that concepts can be brought under wider concepts—laws can be brought under wider laws until they are all brought under one unified apparatus—like Newton’s laws of motion—that can be the paradigm here.

	13:30
	In order for this third one (overcoming the possibility of empirical chaos) we had to work out a new principle of reflection.  We suggested that science must approach nature as if scientific inquiry were possible—that is, as if for any laws wider and broader laws could be found under which those narrower laws could be brought.
So that scientific inquiry is teleological or purposive intellectual activity.  And it is guided by this idea of a “unity of the world under law”.  And that presupposes what Kant calls in the FI, §IV (On Experience as a System for the Power of Judgment), (209’) the “principle of the purposiveness of nature”.

“Therefore it is subjectively necessary [for us to make the] transcendental presupposition that nature [as experience possible for us] does not have this disturbing boundless heterogeneity.” (Pluhar (Pl.) 398).

Why “transcendental” here?  Because it is necessary condition for the possibility of [thus “transcendental,” and in this case of…] scientific inquiry.  

	15:00
	“Therefore it is subjectively necessary [for us to make the] transcendental presupposition that nature [as experience possible for us] does not have this disturbing boundless heterogeneity [Ungleichartigkeit] of empirical laws and heterogeneity [Heterogeneität] of natural forms, but that, rather, through the affinity of its particular laws under more general ones it takes on the quality of experience as an empirical system.” (Pl. 398)
That is the “principle of the purposiveness of nature”.

And we ended last week noticing that this is a puzzling principle because it is not actually about nature.  Rather it is actually about how we must reflectively regard nature for the sake of our empirical investigations of it.  

So unlike the categories, which are legislative of nature, unlike the moral law which is legislative of freedom—the principle of the purposiveness of nature is not legislative of any ontological domain, what it legislates roughly is itself.  (If it can be said to legislate anything) it is for itself.  The principle of the purposiveness of nature is there for the sake of judgment.  

	17:00
	Therefore we suggested at the end of last week that Kant is here purposing a normative and not either an epistemological or an ontological solution to the problem of induction.

That is, he is legislating the presuppositions for rational activity and not for any object domain.

	17:30
	That is why, what we skipped over last week, in the SI he introduces the notion of “heautonomy” on pages 185-186 (Pl. 25) in one of those typically puzzling Kantian moves:

“Hence judgment also possesses an a priori principle for the possibility of nature, but one that holds only for the subject, a principle by which judgment prescribes, not to nature (which would be autonomy) but to itself (which is heautonomy), a law for its reflection on nature.”

The way the passages starts it sounds like we are getting a transcendental principle that will be ontological, about nature, but then he takes it all back.  

	19:30
	That is where we ended last week.

What we have done so far is discussed level III [the problem of empirical chaos] and that leaves levels II [Unconceptualizability]  and I [Particularity].            (see note3) 

And what we have done so far is begin to vindicate the notion of reflective judgment with respect to scientific inquiry.  But we still have not explain the systematic relation between reflective judgment and determining judgment with respect to problems I and II.  And making headway on these problems are our tasks for today.

And what we will try to do today, just to keep things simple, is to present the argument in the form it appears more or less in Allison.  Then by the end of the class we will explain what is absolutely wrong about Allison, but to begin we will stay with Allison.  Since Allison himself is copying Beatrice Longuenesse we can call this line of argument the Longuenesse-Allison hypothesis.

And it is a hypothesis that Kant himself never states and yet it is what makes the CJ important for questions of epistemology.  

	21:30
	There is a new book edited by Rebecca Kukla called Aesthetics and Cognition in Kant's Critical Philosophy  (Cambridge, 2006) all about the relation between aesthetics and epistemology.

	
	The Longuenesse-Allison hypothesis which we are going to state in a sentence takes Longuenesse something like 380 pages to work out, in amazing detail.  It is an immensely difficult book and immensely rewarding.

But the hypothesis is actually quite simple.  It states: 

“All theoretical judgments including, indeed especially, ordinary empirical judgments of empirical states of affairs contain what might be termed a moment of reflection as well as determination.”

Or if you like to talk in Kantian-ese, determining judgment presupposes in every instance a moment of reflecting judgment.  Or again, no determining judgment without reflecting judgment.

	23:30
	The structure of today’s class was intended to set up how we can already see why the Longuenesse-Allison hypothesis might be the case.

The problem of learning, applying, and extending concepts indicate that there is an intrinsic moment of indeterminacy with respect to each determinate judgment.  And that moment of indeterminacy, again, is that it [determinate judgment] cannot specify itself its conditions of application, it cannot explain the conditions of possibility of learning new concepts, and it cannot explain the extension of existing concepts to new circumstances.

These mark a fundamental incompleteness in the idea of conceptual determination.  

	25:00
	And to purposes to hand, the example that Allison focuses on (as does nearly everyone) is the question of the acquiring new concepts.  How do we acquire new concepts?

And the answer of course is through complex acts of logical reflection—called the “capacity to judge”.  So the “capacity to judge” is our capacity through logical reflection to acquire new concepts.

	25:30
	Now to make our lives miserable.  This problem arises in the context of the CPR with respect to what Kant calls the problem of “Schematism”.  At least, in order to get at this problem, in the context of Kant’s thought, you have to work through the problem of Schematism?
Well, what on earth is the notion of schematism and what does it have to do with reflective judgment?  

	26:30
	The problem of the schematism in the CPR is meant to answer one of the oldest problems of philosophy, namely, the question of how something that is a concept or something that is purely intelligible can be applied to something that is something that is not only individual but sensible.
That is, how do conceptual things hook on to sensible things?  And in the context of the CPR you might say that the problem is exiguously difficult.  And the reason why the problem is exiguously difficult is because the CPR begins with the problem of the missing empirical experience, namely, when you looked for the notion of “cause”—you look at the world for it—we don’t see anything corresponding to that concept.  Rather what we actually see is first one thing happens and then another thing happens.  

So Hume says that there is no such ting as “cause,” there are just empirical regularities.  And much of the CPR was designed to answer Hume on the basis of the thought that the universe really is not a matter of mere regularities, but a matter …
Kant took it for granted that the glue of the universe was causal laws, and not mere regularities.  And he thought therefore that the notion of mere regularities under-determined the notion of causality.

And therefore he equally knew, and so he had a puzzle, that if he was going to have the notions of cause and effect, he knew that he would find anything that would look like cause or that would look like effect.  That is what Hume rightly said wasn’t there—you don’t see cause the way you see a phone or a cat.

	30:00
	So as we suggested in the first week, Kant says that cause or causal talk is necessary in order to distinguish subjective succession (the way I order a house) from objective succession (things that really do happen one after the other).

So the question then becomes, how does the notion of causality get a grip on the sensible world?  We seem to have this gap between the intelligible and the sensible, the very gap that is at the heart of Platonic metaphysics.  And we realize that if we are going to have judgment at all, we are going to have to cross this gap.  We are going to have to somehow connect the merely conceptual with the sensible.  

	31:00
	So Kant suggests that there must be between the sensible and the intelligible, between concept and intuition a “third thing”.  Whenever in doubt add a third thing.

The third thing is going to also be between that which does the thinking, the understanding, which is the faculty of concepts and that which is that through which we are aware of particulars, namely our sensibility. 

We need some way of connecting the understanding and the sensibility, between mind and body.  And the “third thing” in terms of a faculty (that can do this connection) is going to be the imagination.  So schematism is going to be an operation of the imagination.  



	32:30
	Why is imagination, and not just imagination, but we are going to call it the “productive imagination”.  

And the notion of productive imagination is immensely felicitous for what we need because on the one hand as productive it is active in the way that the understanding is active, it is spontaneous, it creates, it makes.  On the other hand, what it makes are images, that is, things that have a moment of passivity.

So the imagination is neither wholly active like the understanding nor wholly passive, like sensibility, but a “third thing” in the middle. 

We are not able to spend a lot of time on this, (note7) but what the imagination does for every single one of the categories, is find…it temporalizes the concepts.  That is, the way in which the categories, which are the pure concepts, reach experience through an act of imaginative temporalization.
So in the case of causality, it will apply just in case one event succeeds, that is comes after, in accordance with a determinate rule—that is what causality is: it is temporal succession under a determinate rule.  

And the same will hold for all the other categories.  So if you are interested in this topic at CPR B 183 Kant explains the way in which all the categories are temporalized.  

	35:00
	That this occurs, and what allows us to heave a sigh of relief, is that all of this happens automatically, without any reflection whatsoever.  It is, as Kant says, an art hidden in the depths of the soul.  So this act of temporalization occurs.

So at least with respect to the categories, we do not have a problem of judgment, according to Kant.  Schematism, the procedure of finding and image, something that is itself empirical, for any concept, happens automatically in the case of categories.  So no rules are necessary for transcendental schemata.

	36:30
	Empirical concepts, it turns out, are going to be very different.  So what the question of reflective judgment is going to pick up and the odd bit is that on the whole reflective judgment does the work of the relating of sensibility to imagination that happens that happens through the imagination alone in the CPR.

So the notion of sensibility almost drops out of the CJ altogether and he will just talk about empirical reflective judgments. 

	37:30
	Why do we have this problem—the question of how we acquire concepts?  

What makes this deep for Kant—and many people misread Kant on this—according to Longeneuse and Allison neither the categories (e.g. cause-effect) nor the forms of intuition (space and time) are innate.

Rather, the forms of intuitions and the categories are acquired from the synthetic activities of the imagination under the direction of the logical functions of judgment.  The logical functions of judgment (subject-predicate, etc.) are innate.

	38:30
	So initially we might say we need reflective judgment even to explain how the categories themselves gain access to the world—they gain it through the way they regulate ordinary empirical concepts, but ordinary empirical concepts are not innate, not given, but must be generated.

The notion of schema will become clearer as we go on.  

	39:30
	Reflection is a work of comparison.

So Kant is going to be suggesting a version of concept formation through abstraction as it is classically called, and he has to solve all the problems that the theories of abstraction faces.  

Reflection is a work of comparison, and the question is, a comparison of what with what?

Well we know that concepts have two aspects: their generality and the individual that falls under them, which is their matter.  So concepts have form and matter as their moments.  

But what do we compare? On the end of page 21 of the Allison, he quotes from Kant’s logic lectures where Kant says:

“To make concepts out of representations one must thus be able to compare, to reflect, and to abstract, for these three logical operations of the understanding are the essential and universal conditions for generation of every concept whatsoever,  I see, e.g., a spruce, a will, and a linden.  By first comparing these objects with one another I note that they are different from one another in regard to the trunk, the branches, the leaves, etc.; but I reflect on what they have in common among themselves, trunk, branches, and leaves themselves, and I abstract from the quantity, the figure, etc., of these’ thus I acquire a concept of a tree.”
So what we are doing is making concepts out of representations.  In order to do this we need to do three things:  (i) compare two items, (ii) reflect on their similarities and differences, and (iii) abstract from their differences in order to catch their sameness.

Well the whole process sounds simple enough.  But the first thing to note here as Allison rightly points out that comparison, abstraction, reflection are not temporally successive but a single, unified activity with three analytic moments.

	43:30
	Well that isn’t going to help much because the age-old problem of abstraction, and what has made many philosophers claim that abstraction is a bad theory of concept formation and acquisition, the old problem of abstraction is how could one ignore certain features unless one already possessed the concept “tree”.

That is, the problem of abstraction is the business of noting identities and differences and then ignoring the differences—well, how do we know which differences to ignore?  How do we decide that some differences are not weighty?  How do we decide that there are some differences that we can just make irrelevant unless we already have in mind the concept? 

That is, the concepts just are that articulation of what is ‘essential’ to a concept and what is inessential.

	45:30
	Question:

	
	And we know, by the way that there are cultures that the way that we divvy up nature doesn’t totally match.

	
	This problem of abstraction has a special debt for Kant because we couldn’t apply the categories without empirical concepts.  You can’t apply the notion of causality directly, you have to apply it to some event, like water freezing.  But for that you need to have the concepts of water and the concepts of freezing and then you can begin to think causally.

So categories depend on empirical concepts, for their application, and we know already that they are insufficient for an account of concept acquisition.  

	46:30
	So we need to think a bit harder about the logical act of concept acquisition.  Well even animals have association of ideas.  Cartoon animals are great at this.  The cartoon wolf happens upon a cartoon sheep and then has the thought of a rack of lamb on the barbeque.  That’s a perfect association of ideas.  


	47:30
	So even animals have association of ideas.  The crux according to Longeneuse is that comparison is always universalizing, that is tending toward generality, and the reason it is tending toward generality or directed towards common features in the sensibly given is because the activity of comparison is in the service of the logical functions of judgment.

That is, we are looking as it were for generality because we are looking for objects that stand in the substance/subject place and that can stand in the property/predicate place of our judging activities.  That is, since we are already structured to judge the world, then when we encounter the world we bring that apparatus to it, and therefore we are always searching for common features of the sensibly given.  

	49:00
	And this search for the common features occurs under the guidance of what are called the “concepts of comparison” and these “concepts of comparison” are delineated in a chapter of the CPR called the “Amphiboly” of concepts (note8) which is an engagement with Leibniz.

There Kant says that the work of reflection occurs under the operation of  four couples:

1. identity-difference

2. agreement-opposition

3. inner-outer

4. matter-form

This can be found at B 319 (A 263)  and we are not going to spend time dwelling on those—down that path lies madness, as interesting as it is.  By the way, Longeneuse does dwell on them, but even Allison is frightened off from talking about them in detail.

	51:00
	But nonetheless we still have not identified an answer to the original question which is what is being compared with what to produce what?

In one of his Reflexions, and you know you are desparate when you can find nothing in the main texts and so you are hunting through these scrap books of his, so at R2880 he says that 

                “we compare only what is universal in the rule of our apprehension”

	52:00
	“Apprehension” is a technical term in Kant and it is the original work of the imagination in its operation on the sensibly given.  So the original business of gathering up the inputs of the senses is the idea of “apprehending” them, not “comprehending” them.  Comprehending requires concepts—here we are just in the business of apprehension.
“So we compare only what is universal in the rule of our apprehension.”

That is, we say that our apprehension of a sensibly given by the imagination is itself rule-governed, which is to say that there is some rule articulating how this sensibly given is held together.  So the rule of the sensibly given—well, that is a schema.

So it looks as if what we do when we want to form a concept is compare schemata.  

	54:00
	The reason that Longeneuse and Allison are so keen on the idea that we compare schemata is because they are not either raw images or raw impressions.  Schemata are rules governing particular image-formations, or rules articulating particular image-clusters, but they are themselves, they have that moment of universality.

There is something concept-like about them, although they are not concepts.  But what does it mean to say that something is concept-like but not a concept?   Well, that is the puzzle.

	55:00
	Allison’s first hypothesis-solution occurs on the top of p 25 where he says, after talking about the tree: 

“…what one is really comparing is the patterns or rules governing the apprehension of these items, that is, their schemata.  And it is from a reflection on what is common to these patterns of apprehension or schemata, combined with an abstraction from their differences, that one arrives at the (reflected) concept of a tree.”
The best way to think about this phrase “patterns of apprehension”—people who understand patterns of apprehension perfectly are people under the age of 5.  Because ask anyone under the age of 5 to draw a tree, and they will give you something…the point is that they assume that there is a patterning of trunk-branches-leaves and something like that patterning and the generality of that pattern is what they take “tree” to mean, without knowing anything—it is the patterning of that sensible form.

	57:00
	Two questions arise here.  Namely the same two questions all over again. This doesn’t seem to have solved any of the problems.

i. How is it going to be possible to have a schema without a concept?

ii. How does the schema of an empirical concept originate?

	58:00
	Well the answer to the first question is easy since it derives from the schematism chapter itself which supposes that we have the concept and not the schema.  So it says ‘concepts first, then schema’.  But that we know cannot right—and we know that this cannot be right because one cannot have a concept at all without its corresponding schema.  

But why cannot one have a concept at all without schema?  Because you have to know where it applies.  

So someone who says ‘an orange is a round thing that taste sweet and smells good’ but walks then into a fruit store and cannot pick out an orange doesn’t know how to apply the concept and in that sense he doesn’t really have the concept.  

To have a concept is not merely to have a dictionary definition, because in the dictionary one term defines another, so the dictionary is as it were a world of concepts without schemata—that is what dictionaries are, which is why they can be frustrating, especially if you are reading a foreign dictionary.  

	59:30
	Question:

	
	We can’t be comparing images, raw images or raw individuals with raw images or individuals [because] consciousness [would] have nothing to get a grip on.  Hence the solution, and this is why Hegel is interested in this discussion, is to get it all somehow ‘consciousness-like’.

So the notion of schema is so-to-speak meaning to ask the question how far towards concreteness can consciousness go and still be a work of consciousness?   

And after all what we are trying to do here is ask how does the mind touch the world?  And the answer is very, very carefully.

	61:00
	So one cannot have a concept at all without a corresponding schema otherwise there is no application.  Hence Allison argues in the middle of page 25 on the notion of schema that what is required for a schema is a “sensible expression or a ‘presentation’”.

So what a schema is is the sensible presentation of a concept.  So technically what schemas are are the rules for generating sensible presentations of concepts.

	62:00
	And therefore without a corresponding schema, a concept can have no application.  So what we are looking for now is, you might say, schema without a concept.

So Allison gives the example from Kant…

	63:00
	From the Logic Kant then gives the following example:

“If, for example, a savage sees a house from a distance, whose use he does not know, he admittedly has before him in his representation the very same object as someone else who knows it determinately as a dwelling established for human beings.  But as to form, this cognition of one and the same object is different in the two cases.  In the former it is mere intuition, in the latter it is simultaneously intuition and concept.”

So the first thing to say is that when people with or without a particular concept face a particular object, because we are operating with broad notions of concept and object, space, time, and the like, they see pretty much what we see.  



	65:00
	What the savage lacks, therefore is a schema.  Now what we are pressing for here, and certainly what Longeneuse and Allison want to press towards is, to use the Husserlian concept, a notion of what might be called “passive synthesis”.  

Apprehension, as we have already begun to indicate, is a work of “passive synthesis”.

So Allison says in the middle of page 27:

“Thus Kant’s savage, never have seen a house, initially had no basis of comparison to order his apprehension.  But after seeing many similar objects, which he presumably relates by association, he will begin to perceive relevant similarities and differences, which, in turn, leads (under the implicit guidance of the concepts of comparison) to the formation of a schema of a house as a rule governing apprehension, and possibly even the full-fledged concept.”  


	66:00
	What is presupposed, from the side of the mind, is the “capacity to judge”.  The question we have to ask is, and we still haven’t answered, is “judge what?”

We have got this notion of schema, but we still don’t have an account of how it is meant to get going.

We’ll start with this question after the break.

	
	***BREAK***

	00:00
	One final from Kant’s Reflections Allison quotes on page 28:

“This general validity [Gemeingültigkeit] presupposes a comparison, not of perceptions, but of our apprehension, insofar as it contains the presentation [Darstellung] of an as yet undetermined concept, and is universal in itself [an sich allgemein ist].”

We have to figure out what he means by this “universal in itself”.

So the presentation in the apprehension is what is “universal in itself”.  So what gets compared with what is various acts of apprehension, or better still what gets compared with what are the contents of various acts of the apprehension.

	2:00
	And they are compared with respect to their “presentation [or their exhibition] of an as yet undetermined concept”.

So the notion of presentation is pointing towards the notion of a schema, then indeed what is compared is between the schemata of concepts not yet formed.  And this claim is the basis for concept formation.  

	3:00
	The puzzle, what is going to make the whole thing work if it works at all, is that the content of these acts of apprehension contain something “universal in itself”.
So this is to say that not only in the production of an image corresponding to a concept, but in the apprehension of an object, there must be something universal involved.  And the strangeness, and the reason we are suffering here is because we are making a massive assumption.

And our massive assumption is that concepts have universality and intuitions, which are what are apprehended, are particular.  Which is to say that anything that is mind-like, low and behold belongs to the mind.  And everything that is in the world is merely a dumb particular.

	5:00
	That has to be wrong.  That is the mistake.  One might even say that it is the mistake of idealism.  Which is to say that this is an anti-idealist argument, of a kind.

For Kant is here denying is this dualism, the schema, and the reason why he keeps talking about the notion of schema with respect to apprehension is the very idea of “sensible generality”.  

And we have a lot of different terms for the notion of sensible-generality.  The one that is all over the third critique is the word “form”.  “Form” is a version of “sensible generality”.  The word we have been using is “patterning”.  

	6:00
	So what we are talking about is the notion of what is invisible in the sensibly-visible that is not yet a concept.  And what is invisible in the sensibly-visible that is not yet a concept but is a condition of application is sensible generality.

So the entire work of the CJ is in fact a critique of concept-intuition dualism.  But concept-intuition dualism is of course the structure of Platonic dualism, that is the structure of the gap between the intelligible and the sensible, between the universal all on one side and the particular on the other.  Mind on one side and body as merely causal, as if bodies were not themselves forms.

	8:00
	So the argument is that in order to concept acquisition to be possible, there must be sensible generality in the world.  That is, there must be patternings in the world that are not yet causal, not yet law-like, not yet conceptually-determined, but nonetheless of such a distinct quality that we cannot, as it were, gaze upon them deny that there is what we might call some “sensible integrity” to what we apprehend.

	9:00
	So the basis, what is presupposed for the possibility of concept formation is the existing—and the strong thesis, by the way, is itself Platonic.  The strong these which is in John McDowell is he says ‘nature is cut at the joints’.  There is just this one articulation of nature, and for poor McDowell his problem is to explain conceptual differences, because for him it should all be…and he uses second nature to do that, but basically in his heart he is a Platonist, a very concrete Platonist, but a Platonist nonetheless.

	10:00
	Kant’s notion of reflective judgment is trying to get at the possibility of their being sufficient patterning in the world so that the business of concept formation and acquisition can occur without that patterning of forming determining how conceptuality will run.

So he is trying to find as we might put it a moment of something that stands between strong rationalistic Platonism on the one hand and nominalism on the other. 

And the notion of reflective judgment is the first attempt that Jay is aware of in the history of philosophy to try to fill in exactly that space <perhaps Aristotle and then Aquinas, using that notion of sensible generality>.  

Kant is trying here to resist both Platonism and strong nominalism and show that there are presuppositions…

	11:30
	Think of it this way, one way to characterize Kant’s problem is he says how can we assume some wild heterogeneity that we will never be able to form any concepts?  

But here is a different version of the same problem, and a deeper one:  we like to think that our concepts are not mere reflections of how we think about the world but in some sense get at how the world is.  So the question raised by the problem of reflective judgment, again, is how does the world have a “speaking-voice” in the world of judgment and reason?  How does the world speak?

And it is not an accident that later in the CJ Kant will say that ‘nature speaks in ciphers’.  It will actually have nature speaking, and the hidden language of nature is what aesthetics gets at.  

	13:00
	If we thought that all of our conceptual inquiry, all of science was just our imposition, this is Nietzsche, just an imposition of our mind on the world, then we deeply uninterested in knowing the world.

Nietzsche has no account why anyone would bother looking at the world to know anything, since it seems as if when it is all metaphors we can say whatever we want—well, that can’t be right. 

	14:00
	And Kant became anxious that his own account, because he says that the mind legislates for nature, that is the mind dictates and doesn’t ask.  And then he began in the CJ the claim is here to have cold feet because he thought, ‘wait a minute, I don’t want to say we merely legislate, I want to know that our works of concept formation, scientific inquiry, actually touch the world.’

And this problem of concept formation is that moment where we are asking the question, ‘how does nature play a not merely causal role—that by the way is Karl Popper’s answer: nature is dumb, the only thing that nature can say is ‘no’.  That is Popper’s theory of conjectures and refutations—we come up with hypotheses, we test them and test them, it doesn’t matter if we get good answers, they don’t count.  The only thing that counts, Popper says, is when nature says ‘no’.

Why does he think that?  Because he thinks that there is no way that we can touch nature except causally—namely when it kicks-back.  Which is to say that for Popper, nature is intrinsically dumb.

	15:30
	Well that is what Kant is refusing.  So the assumption of the transcendental principle of reflective judgment is, again, is the principle of the purposiveness of nature.  

So on page 211’-212’ of the FI:
“The principle by which we reflect on given objects of nature is this: that for all natural things concepts can be found that are determined empirically.  This means that we can always presuppose nature’s products to have a form that is possible in terms of universal laws which we can cognize.”  

To say that we are looking to apply to natural things concepts that can be determined empirically is the crux.  To say ‘determined empirically’ is to say not by the will, not by convention, not by agreement, not by imposition, not by metaphor, but empirically.

	17:30
	Question:  why don’t we just say then that the principles of reflective judgment can become constitutive?

	
	Because then you have got legislation by the mind alone.  You have actually turned it back into rationalism.  And that is [one of two perils] we are hoping to avoid.

The genius of this is that it both gets some sense of what it is we want from concepts but not supposing that we can legislate that.  So there is a delicacy.  And if there is a genius to this book, that is the genius.  That it not be too quite or too loud.

That is to say, this is a way of avoiding empiricism (too quite) and rationalism (too loud).  So this is perfectly Kantian in its inspiration, but it is Kant now turning against a certain naïve conception of what it idealism means.

	19:00
	So the structure of the argument that we are trying to lay out here is that there is deep parallel to the solution of the problem of law-likeness in science, and the problem of the potential orderliness of nature as a whole.  

The one that Kant uses, scientific inquiry, and the problems of the possibility of empirical concept acquisition.  So [given the structure of this class] we are bound to say, to map in on the three levels—individuals, concepts, science (note3)—that level three (science) presuppose level two.  That is all we have been arguing for the last hour and a half.

	20:00
	Question:

	
	So it matters to this account, we want to remember exactly why we have said that there is an archaeology to the composition of the CJ.  Namely, first comes the problems of aesthetic judgment.  Second came the composition of the idea of reflective judgment.  And only very late did he come on to the idea of ethics and the substratum.

So the claim for us, and the reason we are sticking with the FI for the time being, in the FI we are convinced that this is a problem.  The question about whether it lasts into the published text is a real issue.

So we will be reading the published text of the CJ through the lens of the FI.  The FI differs in spirit, because there the problem of ethics, the substratum, and all of that doesn’t yet have the full blown character that it has in the final text and the SI.
Jay’s view is that Kant changed his mind.  He had an inkling of this problem, and then he thought he would have a better way of dealing with this problem, namely the notion of a heavily metaphysical notion of a substratum. 

	22:00
	So this class will pursue a heterodoxical reading of the text.  That is, to repeat, we are using Kant (of the FI) as a critique of Kant (of the CPR-CpR and of the final version of the CJ).  That is the strategy.

	
	But we have yet to solve the problem of level one, the individual qua individual.  We are still in the FI, and we won’t finish it today.  The problem here is the awareness of particulars as such in their particularity.  

And what we are going to hypothesize is that the resolution of this difficulty, and this difficulty alone, what it is to be an individual, will be the work of aesthetic reflective judgment.  But if that is true, then we will want to say that not only is it that level three presuppose level one, but we really do want to argue finally—and this is, by the way, what Allison and Guyer reject, for reasons that we will come to—that level two presupposes level one. 

	23:00
	So the three levels that we had on the board (note3) we mean to have as a series of structured presuppositions governing the logic of the argument as a whole.  And what gives it is power, and above all, the way w are reading it is the way that all the German Idealists read it.

So this reading of the text is the way that the texts appears at it gets picked up by Schiller, Hölderlin, Hegel, and the Schlegels.

	24:00
	The thought then, in order to push what it means to say that level two presupposes level one, is that we can only fully comprehend the moment of reflection presupposed by each determinate judgment as having an aesthetic level.  That the aesthetic will be, as it were, the foundation, the empirical foundation of it all.  That our aesthetic encounter with the world is the condition of possibility for our cognitive encounter with the world.  But that is because what we are calling the ‘aesthetic encounter with the world’ is already going to be pretty cognitive.

Again, Kant has problems with how cognitive it is and we will have to face that.

	25:00
	Here, at any rate, one way of beginning to get at this idea, is a passage Jay is fond of that makes everyone deeply uneasy, and it occurs in the SI at page 187, where Kant says:

“It is true that we no longer feel any noticeable pleasure resulting from our being able to grasp nature and the unity in its division into genera and species that alone makes possible the empirical concepts by means of which we cognize nature in terms of its particular laws.  But this pleasure was no doubt there at one time, and it is only because even the commonest experience would be impossible without it that we have gradually come to mix it in with mere cognition and no longer take any special notice of it.”

This is the hypothesis of what we can call the “lost pleasure of cognition”.  And Kant is here assuming that when we walk around the world and identify bottles and watches, our capacity to bring things under concepts doesn’t bring us any particular satisfaction, it is just the way we instrumentally get our way around the world, which is to say that we experience the world as already completely conceptualized.  There is no space between concept and object.  

	27:30
	So part of the depth of this book is that we actually experience the world as the concept-object relation as tightly put together as possible.  And the whole book is trying to open a space between concept and object in order to see the history of how they once got together.

So this whole book is a kind of genealogical, archaeological account of the history by means of which we have come to a conceptual determination of the world.

	28:30
	In putting the point that way, Kant is suggesting in this passage that when we originally face the world, collectively, we experience it as chaotic.  The way small children experience it as chaotic.  And just the way in which when you are watching a baby, someone learning language, when they for the first time they reapply a concept, the same-again, the thrill of that, that is, when they recognize that something that they have already experienced has come back.  And of course even when they are wrong, they have the notion of grandmother, and then any big, fat, hopeless woman they think is grandma.  

	29:30
	What this pleasure is is combined of two things.  Of course part of the pleasure is sheer mastery.  The pleasure of being successful in the act of ordering.  But there is a flip-side to that, namely there is a pleasure in discovering the amenability of nature as such to our powers of ordering.

That is, it is as if suddenly the world conspired to make it possible for me to name it.  And the pleasure therefore is both a pleasure in ordering and a pleasure in the order found.

	30:30
	To put the point in another way, there is a tension between discovery and creation.  And here now is the hypothesis:  the amenability of nature to our powers in general to our experience of particular presentations is perhaps the pleasure found in aesthetics, in judgments of natural beauty.

Within natural beauty we are as it were becoming aware that nature without imposition of our conceptuality, without any demanding of what we are to find, suddenly finds as if it was there beckoning our minded-relationship to it to become involved with it.

As if it we are not only attuned to it but our attunement to it is permitted by its attunement to us.  So that what natural beauty—and one of the great debates in Kant’s aesthetics that we will come to is why is his account primarily about natural beauty and only derivatively about artistic beauty?  

	32:00
	And some of the reason for that is what we are suggesting now.  In its Kantian conception, the experience of beauty is the experience of the amenability of nature in general to our capacities for cognition in general, without any active willing of that attunement.  

So we might say that it is a discovery of the attunement between mind and world and the delight in that.

	33:00
	So all beauty is a return of the repressed.  And the repressed here is repressed nature.  Nature that has been repressed by our conceptuality so it has become overly humanized so that we have lost touch with it, so we are walking around as if our concepts of it are (exhaustive) of it, and then we discover that there is more to nature than we thought, but low and behold it is still amenable to us.  Alternatively, it could be completely hostile to us, and we call this the “sublime”. 

	33:30
	Question:

	
	We are trying to put in motion a two-sided argument.  On the one hand, the Kantian transcendental determination of nature in general is a way in which we legislate what nature must be.  On the other hand, what we are now suggesting is that on the empirical (no longer at the transcendental) level, as we encounter particular ranges of objects, we are trying to show that this transcendental determination of nature which might lead us to think…

After all even in his own time people thought that Kant was a bit like Berkeley, they thought that thought he was come kind of crazy subjective idealist.  And we want to say that he is not anything nearly like Berkeley, he is not a subjective idealist at all, but you don’t get the depth of his commitment to trying to understand how mind and world connect without the issue of reflective judgment.
Because from the point of view of the transcendental determination of experience, there really is a tight fit of concept and object and that is why we are suggesting that by reopening the space between concept and object this retells the story to give the object a potential such that as we experience it we are not merely narcisstically experiencing our own mental powers but rather the attunement of our mental powers to what exists independently of them.

The question here is what do we mean by ‘independently of them’—that is exactly what needs to be shown by a theory of a judgment of taste: how that judgment gets going, how far it reaches.

	36:00
	So we are trying not to say we determine nature.

	36:30
	In order to get to this question we will take a detour, because there is another problem we haven’t talked about which is also about the mind’s relation to particular objects and there is also a problem of reflective judgments, namely the problem of organisms.

So before we talk about aesthetic judgment in the FI we need to talk about the question of teleological judgment in the FI.

	37:00
	For the FI we are looking at §§VI-IX, and for this argument we will be following an article Jay has written on Kant and Soutine (note9).

	38:00
	To start with the problem again: the actual subsuming of objects and events under concepts and laws is a work of determining judgment.  For determining judgment, all explanation just is mechanical explanation.  Absolutely fundamental to understanding Kant is that all real explanation is mechanical explanation, which means ultimately in terms of cause and effect but also means bodies in motion—he really doesn’t mean that (though).

As he puts it in the FI, 218’:

The operations of determining judgment occur as if “…wishing perhaps to have everything reduced to a mechanical kind of explanation.” 

That is, Kant thinks that there is a drive in our intellect to explain things causally and mechanically.  He says that in fact this kind of explaining works fine for a certain range of objects: earth, stones, minerals, anything that is a mere aggregate is suitable for classification under empirical laws as a system of nature even if they do not individually manifest the form of a system.

	40:00
	So he says that we just assume, which is what we already discussed at level three that even a dirty piece of coal but finally it is going to belong to an elegant system of laws.

When nature’s products are aggregates, when nature is operating mechanically as mere nature we have only a portion of the natural world.  There are other types of items in the natural world.  And Kant mentions flowers, or the inner structure of plants and animals, which—to be very clear—which appear to consciousness as being incapable of being explain by mechanical natural laws alone.

And the reason for this, as Kristel Fricke nicely states the thesis, for such items the interaction of the parts cannot be explained mechanically because the completeness of the parts cannot be explained by means of their mechanical relations without having recourse to the representation of the whole system.

	42:30
	So this is just standard Aristotelian stuff.  You understand the heart, not by getting the mechanical laws of how it beats, but by understanding the function of the heart in carrying oxygen through the body.

So what we have is that we cannot even say what an item is apart from the function or role it plays in the system of which it is a part.  That is, the notion of a heart cannot, as it were, stand outside the notion of a body and its system and what it accomplishes.
So for organic objects, we require a structure not of universal to particular but of whole to part.

	44:00
	To think of it another way.  Aggregates that make up the stuff of the world, aggregates have surfaces but no boundaries.  By that we mean that you take a piece of coal and cut it in half and now you have two pieces of coal.  You crush it, you get coal dust.  You break it down, you still get the same stuff.

However, take Oscar the cat, cut him in half, and you don’t have two cats.  In fact you don’t’ have a cat at all.  So there is something about its surface that is a boundary.  

	45:00
	So that with respect to organic things it is right to speak of an inside and an outside and of wholes and parts.

Because living things must be both organized from the perspective of a whole, and self-organizing from the perspective of the interplay of the parts (looking at §65), they can be comprehended as possible neither in accordance with pure mechanical laws nor as artifacts—that is objects produced through acts of freedom.

But according to Kant those two modes of comprehension exhaust the possibilities of objectively cognizing living beings by a discursive intellect like our own.

	46:30
	By “discursive” we mean an intellect in which what Kant calls the ‘analytically universal concept’ or abstract concept precedes and so determines the meaning the sensible particulars that fall under it.

	47:00
	This is puzzling, and the puzzle may be just Kant and we will soon offer why Kant may just be off base here, for Kant we can think about nature by explaining things mechanically or we can think about human beings by thinking about acting in accordance with purposes and intentions.  For us humans we first have an idea of a house and then we make the house.  
What we don’t have for Kant is any way of understanding anything whose character is self-organizing.  He says the idea of something that is self-organizing has nothing analogous to any causality known to us (§65).

In this sense Kant thinks that living nature is both opaque and inscrutable.  

	48:30
	And we should ask the question as we will when we come to §65 and §72 where he talks about this stuff, is living nature in principle scrutable, comprehensible, or is there something fundamentally inscrutable about living nature?  

Now the question is how to ask this question in a good way, and we will try—hopefully even today—to suggest one way of thinking about it that may give it some shape.  

But we can take it that it was a real question, and Kant was absolutely adamant in thinking that in itself the notion of something simply being alive, a living thing, was unexplainable, inscrutable, and opaque.

	50:00
	That being said, Kant equally thought that if we simply used our existing mechanical laws we are going to get nowhere.  So in order to cognize living things, we must judge them as purposive, since their complexity of form exceeds the grasp of mechanical explanation.

	
	Question:

	
	All we are doing by learning how the genome works is learning what the mechanisms are, but we still, and here is where the area of debate is, it looks as if each step in the advance of modern biological science involves the use of mechanical explanation—the use of above all chemistry.  Chemistry has been brought back in fashion.

And (those mechanical-chemical) explanations seem to be true.  However, what they are discovering is simply how the nucleus works, but they are still presupposing the idea of living thing and the degree to which they block out that it is a living thing, they treat it as if it was a dead thing.  

So there are some ways in which there are certain branches of biology really reduce the living to the dead.  But there are certain other bits of it which emphatically don’t do that—especially work in the ecological sciences (require a concept of a) living habitat.

And there are good arguments to show that you cannot reduce biology to as it were to just the model of long term evolutionary mechanics.   The best book on this topic is John Dupré, The Disorder of Things: Metaphysical Foundations of the Disunity of Science, which is really trying to say exactly why whatever the role of mechanics is that biology cannot be reduced to physics and therefore there is something irreducible about the living.
But that doesn’t answer the question about scrutability, it just raises it.  

	53:00
	Question:

	
	Kant’s puzzle or rather Kant thought that there was a limit.  We can do a mimesis of the living, (mathematically) but we can’t do the living.

So even where we talk about work at the University of Chicago that tries to (reproduce) the origins of life, but that never is about an explanation of life, it is simply a reproduction of an imagination of what the original conditions were like in which life arose.

And if you generate enough complexity then sure enough something like live emerges.  But does that means we have explained life mechanically?

	54:30
	But this puzzle, and the difficulty in answering it is what Jay wrote his PhD on and he claims to still be suffering now all these years later.

	55:00
	So Kant thinks that we must judge living things as purposive since their complexity of form exceeds the grasp of mechanical explanation while acknowledging that there is something inexplicable in the principle of purposiveness employed.

It is the combination of how, to be precise about his argument, about how we must think about living things, in part-whole terms, and the ultimate opacity of the principle of teleological judgment that makes it reflective, that is, subjective, albeit not merely subjective.

What makes it so weird is that we must judge living things as if they are in fact alive, is what Kant seems to be saying.  But it is only “as if”.  That is, we must judge them that way, but it is only—and this is just like the case of science—it is just “as if”: it is normative for our investigations but it is not constitutive of the objects themselves.

And he thinks that it is not constitutive of the objects themselves because we cannot conceive of or imagine a causality that is self-organizing.  

	57:00
	Question:

	
	It is absolutely right, although it will get us on the wrong trail here, to point out that space and time too have to be understood as intuitions as part and whole and not as universal and particular.  He does not think, however, that they are purposive, or teleological, or functional.  So it is a different kind of notion of part-whole that is at work here.

	59:00
	Organizing and Self-Organizing.  Kant is perplexed by the notion of self-organizing.  We should be reminded here of Hume’s account of this problem in the Dialogues on Natural Religion where there is an argument, indeed an argument that Kant himself is going to use in the second half of the CJ, namely the argument from design: if there is this holistic natural world it appears as if designed, therefore there must be a designer.
But what is Hume’s response to that?  Hume’s question is who organizes the ideas in God’s mind?  And the reason he asks that question because he thinks that the notion of ‘if design-like there must be a designer’ actually generates an infinite regress.  That in fact the notion of self-organizing is more primitive and more basic and therefore the inference to designer in fact does nothing, because at some point in the chain of explanation you are going to have to get the notion of self-organization somewhere.  

	61:00
	There is a tremendous puzzle about Kant’s analysis here.  And the puzzle here of using the principle of purposiveness ‘as if’ it were alive.

The first question is, why does Kant say this and what necessity is he responding to?  

We might take it that the necessity he is responding to is that living things present us with what we can call an “excess” or “surplus of formal integrity” beyond what discursive thinking can accommodate.  Now it is this excess in living things that is more troubling for Kant’s system than he acknowledges.



	62:30
	He says that the employment of teleological judgment permits us to begin the work of reflectively explaining living things.  But this use of teleological explanation in one absolutely crucial sense comes to late.

Before we can embark on the business of explaining living nature, there is a prior moment.  And the prior moment is recognizing something as a living being.  What Kant does not adequately conceptualize—we can add that no philosopher has adequately conceptualized as yet, Aristotle and Bergson give it a go but their accounts are deeply disappointing.  And oddly enough there don’t seem to be any other philosophers who really think hard about it.

Namely, what is involved in seeing something as alive—not as having consciousness—that comes way to late. (note10)  We are interested here in the prior question of what is involved in the experience of seeing something as living.

	64:30
	So before we can get going with the business of teleological explanation we have to recognize something as living and to distinguish what is living from the experience of mere things, of mere nature.

Reflective judgment’s turn to teleological explanation, the suggestion here is, must be a second reflection.  A reflection about our experience as living, that attempts to make sense of that initial encounter and do something with it.

	65:00
	Jay does not have an account of what it is to experience something as living, however, we can at least ponder briefly, for a moment, where he is thinking about this problem.  It is §284 of the Philosophical Investigations.  Stephen Mulhall argues that this is the most important passage of the Investigations.
“Look at a stone and imagine it having sensations.—One says to oneself: how could one so much as get the idea of ascribing a sensation to a thing?  One might as well ascribe it to a number! – And now look a wriggling fly and at one these difficulties vanish and pain seems able to get a foothold here, where before everything was, so to speak, too smooth for it.

And so, too, a corpse seems inaccessible to pain. – Our attitude to what is alive and to what id dead, is not the same.  All our reactions are different.”

	67:30
	What is Wittgenstein claiming here?  He is certainly claiming, and this is the hardest thing of all to get a hold of, he is claiming that the predicate “is alive” does not operate like the predicate “is red” “is smooth” “is triangular”.

It cannot operate this way as an ordinary predicate does because the way in which we assign properties to objects presupposes our prior categorization as living, as dead, as mere things.  

So when he says that all our reactions are different he means to be saying something like even if there are ‘family resemblances’ between the smoothness of the stone and the smoothness of the skin under the arm, there is nonetheless a difference in what is involved in feeling that smoothness.  All our reactions are different.  One is not even tempted to pinch a stone.  The temptation to pinch sometimes is irresistible.

Or think of small boys with flies and there is nothing more fun than picking off their wings because they know absolutely that the fly is suffering. 

	70:00
	So the suggestion is at least the following—although this is not an account of it, it is not clear what an account of it would look like, Michael Thompson at Pittsburg is worried about this—but the suggestion is that the notion ‘is living’ is a material a priori predicate.  
It is a material a priori predicate because we come to it through our encounter with patterns of living beings, however it is a priori because it is a condition for our use of concepts for things of that kind.  So it cannot be used like ordinary predicates.

	71:00
	Question:  Yet pulling the leaves off a tree doesn’t seem to provoke all of the same reactions 

	
	One of the things that Wittgenstein is interested in here, and why it is so important for the whole unfolding of the Investigations is that the Investigations is not about mindedness.  It is about bodied-ness.  And that the Investigations is an account that sensations belong not to consciousnesses but to bodies of certain kinds.

So it is right to say that his use of the fly tries to push capacities beyond the level of easy anthropomorphic identification, flies are not easy to identify with, yet as small children know they appear to suffer and we treat them as capable of suffering.  Otherwise there is no pleasure in pulling off their wings and legs.

So that the living also includes that which has no sensation is one of the most difficult things to think coherently about.  The person who thinks hardest about this is Matisse.  The trick of all of Matisse’s art is to treat plant-like-ness as the fundamental category which to understand even the human world.  And it is what makes his paintings so difficult and troubling but also so ravishing. That humans are plant-like and yet…

So the question raised is hard to respond to except to say that plant-likeness is a stratum of livingness but a livingness without sensation but nonetheless as every gardener knows that like children some plants require tough love but sometimes they need delicacy and tender handling.  And if you don’t get that then you don’t know that it is alive.  You don’t know how easily it can break, be killed.

So sensation is one stratum of this, living and dead seems to be another level.

	74:00
	Question:

	
	At least some of these questions that we have to think about as we encounter Kant include one already posed, namely, can we think coherently about art without thinking about the beauty of nature.  And when we think about the beauty of nature can we think about it coherently without thinking about at least part of it under the notion of ‘living nature’.

And that raises the question, to bring it back to an old saw-horse of the arts, is the notion of organic form intrinsic to the arts or not?  That is, this is sometimes thought to be a bad theory or art, that art works have “organic” form, they are best construed as whole with parts, and this is thought to be a bad metaphor since overly biological and nowadays we are structural or analytic, (Roland Barthe and the new critics of ???).

	75:30
	We will pick up here next week with the FI but then continue into the actual text.


1.  I am not sure if this lecture is the second or the third in the sequence.  Either this is the second class and the first class on the First Introduction or this is the third class and there is a missing lecture that started the First Introduction.

2.  To be specific, formal (logical) reflective judgments and objective (teleological) reflective judgments search for a universal concept (category).  Aesthetic reflective judgments are of a different nature.  To the extent that they achieve a “universal” it is not a concept but a claim to a universally valid feeling.  

3.     

     Three Shortcomings of Determinative Judgments:                                     note6
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Concept Acquisition

ii. Concept Application
iii. Concept Extension
                                                           (note5)
4.  Jackson Pollock’s “Lavender Mist”

            


5.  While the lecture in which Jay covered this same material in 2003 is also missing, reviewing in another lecture he describes this second level of transcendental under-determination of the empirical as:

“And the thought at the second level is that although we may have sufficient capacity to be aware of this and this and this, we may not be able to even to form a single empirical concept.  That is there may be not enough similarity and difference amongst intuitions to allow us to form empirical concepts.  That is all concepts are generally universal.”

It seems that the problem here could be interpreted to mean that either (i) the world is in such a wash of particulars that there is no chance that two given intuitions would ever fall under the same concept (i.e. nominalism) <no possible comparison between any two given forms> or that (ii) some given intuition doesn’t seem to quite appropriately match up with any given concept <no possible comparison between an intuition and a concept>.

6.  The application of Transcendental Concepts (categories) to experience is called the “Schematism”.  The point here then, in other words, is the Schemata under-determinate (leave too loose) actual experience in these three ways.  Since the Schematism regard (transcendental) concept application, it makes since that Jay considers shortcomings or under-determinations of the Schemata as a special problem of concept application in general.
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9.  “Kant to Chaim Soutine”  Constellations Volume 7, No 2, 2000.  pp 157-177 (?)
10.  JMB helpfully characterizes this difference in the Kant-Soutine article as the difference between the “problem of other minds” and the “problem of other bodies”.
ii.  Concept Application    


and the Three Areas of Transcendental Under-Determination:


I.   Particularity (Individuality) as such—“uniqueness”


II.  Unconceptualizability  <?> 


III. Empirical Chaos (unicity of transcendental laws do not preclude heterogeneity of empirical laws)





1. Necessity of Categories for any possible experience





The Schematism just is the Categories applied to experience (time)





Table of Judgments:


Quantity


Quality         Relation


Modality





Table of Categories:


Quantity


Quality         Relation


Modality





2. How pure categories apply to experience





Schematism:


Axioms


Anticipations     Analogies


Postulates





3. time











Axioms--time series


Anticipations--time content


Analogies--time order


Postulates--scope of time.





4. How time relates to each set of categories 








I. individuals





II. concepts





III. science











