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determining and reflecting judgement

Recall the difference between determining and reflecting judgement.

We can see how the problem of reflecting judgement arises when we look at three features of ordinary empirical judgements: 

1. learning new concepts (we must have some form of cognitive engagement with particulars before they are subsumed under a concept)

2. applying ordinary concepts (in what way does experience guide or trigger concept application? how do objects in the world tell us what concepts they need to fall under?)

3. extending a given concept to a new situation

In other words, there is something puzzling about the relationship between individuals and concepts.

The argument of the 1st Kr, which establishes the necessary conditions for the possibility of experience, cannot yet account for the possibility of ordinary experience.  There remain three obvious gaps or areas of underdetermination of transcendental philosophy:

(1) the individual as such 

Indeed, the 1st Kr seems to argue that the individual as such in an unintelligible idea, since “intuitions without concepts are blind,” yet we have an idea of specificity, of concreteness, of the irreducibility of the particular (and just fixing it at-this-place and-this-time does not get at its concreteness).  Best example: a particular work of art.

(2) particulars as of some concept
We must presuppose that any particular we come across falls under some empirical concept or other.  If it is true that intuitions without concepts are blind, then the idea of an in-principle irreducible one which has no conceptual relationship to any other is unintelligible.  But more importantly, in our ordinary empirical life, when we come across an object, we assume that it is conceptualizable – that is, not a raw particular, but in principle intelligible.

(3) concepts as under wider concepts / laws – a system of science
And further, for the sake of science, we presuppose that concepts can be brought under wider concepts, laws can be brought under wider laws, until they are brought under one unified conceptual apparatus.

In order for (3) to work out, we had to introduce a new principle of reflection – science must approach nature as if scientific inquiry were possible, that is, as if for any laws, broader laws could be found under which those narrow laws could be brought.  

So, scientific inquiry is teleological or purposive intellectual activity, guided by this idea of a unity of the world under law.  And that presupposes (p. 209 2nd intro, §4) the principle of the purposiveness of nature.  It is subjectively necessary for us to make this transcendental presupposition (it is transcendental because it is a necessary condition for the possibility of scientific inquiry).

This principle is puzzling because it is not actually about nature, but how we must reflectively regard nature for the sake of our empirical investigations of it.  So unlike the categories, which are legislative of nature, or 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 is itself – that is, the activity of judgement.

And therefore, Kant is here proposing a normative and not epistemological or ontological solution to the problem of induction.  He is legislating the presuppositions for rational activity, and not for any object domain.
That is why he introduces the principle of heautonomy (p. 185-6, 2nd intro).

Hence judgement also possesses an a priori principle for the possibility of nature, but one that holds only for the subject – a principle by which judgement prescribes not to nature, which would be autonomy, but to itself, which is heautonomy, a law for its reflection on nature.  This law could be called the law of the specification of nature in terms of empirical laws.

determining and reflecting judgement : the problem of concepts

We have now said something about (3), and that leaves us with (2) and (1).  We have begun vindicating the notion of reflecting judgement with respect to scientific inquiry, but still have not explained the systematic relation between reflecting judgement and determining judgement with respect to (2) and (1).

This is what makes the 3rd Kr important for questions of epistemology.

The Longuenesse/Allison Hypothesis

cf. Kukla’s edited collection Aesthetics and Cognition in Kant’s Critical Philosophy

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

In other words, determining judgement presupposes in every instance a moment of reflecting judgement.  

We have already seen why this might be the case: the problems of learning, applying and extending concepts indicate that there is an intrinsic moment of indeterminacy with respect to each determinate judgement.  That moment of indeterminacy lies in the fact that the concept cannot itself specify its conditions of application, learning, and extension.

Allison focuses on the question of acquiring new concepts.  According to him, this occurs through complex acts of logical reflection, called “the capacity to judge.”

This arises in the 1st Kr with respect to the problem of schemata.  The Schematism is meant to answer how a concept, which is purely intelligible, can be applied to something that is not only individual, but sensible.

This problem, of course, is exiguously difficult as the 1st Kr begins with the missing empirical experience – namely Hume’s insight that nothing in experience corresponds to (looks like) “cause” or “effect”.  The 1st Kr is meant to answer Hume on this – showing that the universe is not a matter of mere regularity but causality.  Kant argues against him that cause is necessary in order to distinguish subjective from objective succession (see lecture 1).

The question then becomes, how does the notion of causality get a grip on the sensible world?

If we are going to have judgement at all, we are going to have to cross the gap between the intelligible and the sensible.

The third thing that connects understanding (the faculty of concepts) with sensibility (or connects mind and body) = the productive imagination.

Kant describes it as neither wholly active (like the understanding) nor passive (like sensibility).

The imagination temporalizes each of the categories.  So, causality, for example, is rule-following succession.

All of this happens automatically, without reflection (Kant describes it as “an art hidden in the depths of the soul”).

So, with respect to the categories, for Kant, there is no problem of judgement.  It happens automatically in the case of categories, so no rules are necessary for transcendental schemata.

Empirical concepts are another matter.

Reflective judgement is going to do the work of relating sensibility to imagination that happens through imagination alone in the 1st Kr.

According to Longuenesse and Allison, neither the categories (cause and effect, etc.), nor the forms of intuition (space and time) are innate.  Rather, they are both acquired from the synthetic activities of the imagination under the direction of the logical functions of judgement.  These latter (subject-predicate forms) are innate.

So we need reflective judgement even to explain how the categories themselves gain access to the world:

· the categories gain access to the world through the way in which they regulate ordinary empirical concepts, 

· but ordinary empirical concepts are not innate or given; rather they must be generated;

· how are they generated? we are back to the problem of reflective judgement.

Kant is going to be suggesting a version of concept formation through abstraction, and so has to solve all the problems that the theory of abstraction faces.

Reflection is a work of comparison.  The question is, a comparison of what with what?

Concepts have two aspects – generality (form) and the individual that falls under them (matter).  What do we compare?

[41:20]

Allison p. 21 Kant’s Theory of Taste
(quoting Kant’s logic lectures) 

To make concepts out of representations, one must be able to compare, to reflect, and to abstract.  For these three logical operations of the understanding are essential and universal conditions for the generation of every concept whatsoever.  I see, for example, a spruce, a willow, 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 next I reflect on what they have in common among themselves – trunk, branches and leaves themselves – and I extract from the quantity, the figure, etc., of these.  Thus I acquire the concept ‘tree’.

First of all, as Allison points out, comparison, reflection, and abstraction are not temporally successive, but a single, unified activity with three analytic moments. 

But the whole problem of abstraction – and the reason many take it to be a bad theory of concept formation – is: How can one ignore certain irrelevant features unless one already possesses the concept?  How else do we know which differences to ignore?

The problem of abstraction is significant for Kant because we cannot apply the categories without empirical concepts (can’t apply the notion of causality directly, but only to some event – |water| |freezing|, for example).  And we know already that they are insufficient to account for concept acquisition.

So, we need to think harder about the logical act of comparison.

Well, even animals and children have association of ideas.  When my son was about four, we lived in a village called Wivenhoe, with farms all around it, and I took him out for a walk along the country path in springtime, and there were all the tiny little lambs gamboling over, and I said “Dan, look at all the lambs!” and he said “Yum! Yum!”

The crux, according to Longuenesse, is that comparison is always universalizing – tending towards generality (looking for common features in the sensibly given), because this activity is in the service of the logical functions of judgement.  

This looking for generality occurs under the guidance of concepts of comparison.

cf. “The Amphiboly of Concepts”

The work of reflection occurs under the operation of four couples:

· identity and difference

· agreement and opposition

· inner and outer

· matter and form

But we still have not got an answer to our original question: what is being compared with what to produce what?

In one of Kant’s notebooks, he states: “We compare only what is universal in the rule of our apprehension.”  

Recall that apprehension is the original work of the imagination in its operation on the sensibly given (to be distinguished from comprehension, which requires concepts.)

So our apprehension, in the imagination, of the sensibly given is rule-governed.  A rule of the sensibly given is a schema.  So what we do, in forming concepts, is compare schemata.
Schemata are neither raw images nor raw impressions, but rules governing particular image formations, or rules articulating particular image clusters – they have that moment of universality.  There is something concept-like about them.

Allison’s 1st hypothesis, p. 25:

What one is really comparing are the patterns or rules governing the apprehension of these terms.  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, eventually, at their reflecting concept (at ‘tree’).

1. How is it possible to have a schema without a concept?

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

How far toward concreteness can consciousness go, and still be a work of consciousness?  After all, our question is: How does the mind touch the world?

So, one cannot have a concept at all without a corresponding schema, otherwise no application.

Allison p. 25: “What is required for a schema is a sensible expression or presentation (of a concept).”  So schemata are the rules for generating sensible presentations of concepts.

So what we are looking for now are schemata without a concept.

Allison quotes an example from Kant (from the Logic): 

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.

When people with or without a concept face the same material object, they see pretty much the same thing.  

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.

What the savage lacks, therefore, is a schema.

What Allison and Longuenesse want to press for is a notion of passive synthesis.  Apprehension is a work of passive synthesis.

Allison (still quoting Kant) p. 27 

But after seeing many similar objects, which he [the savage] 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.

What is presupposed, from the side of the mind, is the capacity to judge.  The question we must ask is, judge what?  We have a notion of schema, but still no account of how it is to get going.

Allison p. 28 

This general validity presupposes a comparison, not of perceptions, but of our apprehension, insofar as it contains the presentation of an as-yet undetermined concept, and is universal in itself.

So: 

· the presentation in the apprehension is what is universal in itself

· what gets compared with what is various acts of apprehension – or better still, the contents of various acts of apprehension

· and they are compared with respect to their exhibition of an as-yet undetermined concept.

The notion of presentation points towards the notion of a schema.  So indeed what is compared is the schemata of concepts not yet formed.  And this is the basis of concept formation.  The puzzle – what will make the whole thing work if it works at all – is that the content of these acts of apprehension contains something universal in itself.

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.  The strangeness we feel towards this comes from our massive assumption that concepts have universality, and intuitions (what are apprehended) are particular (i.e. everything mind-like belongs to the mind, and everything in the world is merely a dumb particular).  But this must be wrong.  And indeed Kant is denying this very dualism.  Kant believes in sensible generality – form, schema, patterning – something that is not yet a concept, but a condition of its application.

The Critique of Judgement is a critique of concept-intuition dualism.  

In order for concept acquisition to be possible, there must be sensible generality (patternings) in the world – not yet causal, or law-like, or conceptually determined, but nonetheless of such a distinct quality that we cannot deny as we gaze upon them that there is some sensible integrity to what we apprehend.

Kant is trying to find something between strong rationalistic Platonism on the one hand, and nominalism on the other.  The notion of reflective judgement is the first attempt to fill that space.

After all, we like to think that concepts are not mere reflections of how we think about the world, but in some sense get at how the world is.  The question raised by the problem of reflective judgement is, precisely how does the world have a speaking voice in the realm of judgement and reason?

The hidden language of nature is what aesthetics gets at.

If we thought that all of our conceptual inquiry – all of science – was just an imposition of our mind on the world (as per Nietzsche), then we would be deeply uninterested in knowing about the world.  

Kant was concerned about this suggestion in his own account (1st Kr: “the mind legislates for nature”).  By the 3rd Kr, he is concerned to show that the mind doesn’t merely legislate, but touches the world.  

And nature speaks – quietly, but more than Popper, for example, would allow, according to whom nature can only ever say “no”.  

The transcendental principle of reflective judgement is, again, the principle of the purposiveness of nature.

1st Intro, p.211-2 

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.
– i.e. not by will, or agreement, or imposition, or metaphor.
Kant is turning against a certain naïve conception of what idealism means.

There is in fact a deep parallel to the solution of the problem of lawlikeness in science and the problem of the potential orderliness of nature as a whole – the one that Kant uses for scientific inquiry – on the one hand, and the problem of the possibility of concept acquisition, on the other.  

So, on the scale discussed at the beginning of this lecture (individual, concepts, science) – level (3) presupposes level (2).

I am hypothesizing that the resolution of the difficulty of what it is to be aware of an individual (1) will be the work of aesthetic reflective judgement, but if that is true, then not only does (3) presuppose (2), but finally (contra Allison and Guyer), (2) presupposes (1).

In other words: we can only fully comprehend the moment of reflection presupposed by each determinate judgement by having an aesthetic level.  The aesthetic will be the empirical foundation of it all.  Our aesthetic encounter with the world is the condition of the possibility of our cognitive encounter with the world, because the aesthetic encounter with the world is already going to be pretty cognitive.

The lost pleasure of cognition

p. 187 2nd Intro

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 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.

(The way small children do.)  We no longer experience such pleasure because we experience the world as already conceptualized – there is no space between concept and object.  

The 3rd Kr is about opening up the space between concept and object, so as to see the history of how they once got together.  It is a genealogical account of the history by means of which we have come to a conceptual determination of the world.

Note: the pleasure is both a pleasure in ordering (mastery) and in the order found – i.e. in both discovery and creation.  

Hypothesis: The amenability of nature to our powers in general, in our experience of particular presentations, is the pleasure found in aesthetics.  In natural beauty, we become aware that nature, without any imposition of our conceptuality upon it, suddenly appears as if it were beckoning our mind’s relationship to it – that is, as if we were not only attuned to it, but our attunement to it is permitted by its attunement to us, without any actual willing of that attunement.  

(This is one of the reasons why the 3rd Kr is primarily an account of natural beauty, and only derivatively about artistic beauty.)

So all beauty is a return of the repressed – of nature repressed by our conceptuality.  We walk around as though are concepts are nature, and then discover that there is more to nature than we thought, but lo and behold, it’s still amenable to us.  Or completely hostile, which we call the sublime.

This gives the object a potential, such that as we experience it, we are not merely narcissistically re-experiencing our own mental powers, but rather the attunement of our mental powers to what exists independently of them.  What does “independently of them” mean?  This is what needs to be shown by a theory of the judgement of taste.

Before talking about aesthetic judgement, we will talk about teleological judgement and 

The problem of organisms 

(which is also about the mind’s relationship to particular objects, and also a problem of reflective judgement).

See 1st intro, §§ 6, 7, 9

See Chapter 2, Against Voluptuous Bodies
[38:10] 

Actual subsumption under laws or concepts is the work of determining judgement.  For determining judgement, all explanation is merely mechanical explanation – that is, in terms of laws of cause and effect, bodies in motion.

p. 218, 1st Intro

“The operations of determining judgement occur as if wishing to have everything reduced to mechanical kind of explanation.”

This works well for certain ranges of objects – namely, everything that is a mere aggregate, e.g. rocks.

But not all of the natural world is like this.  Flowers, or the inner structure of plants and animals, appear to consciousness as being incapable of being explained by mechanical natural laws alone.
Why?

Crystal Fricka: 

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.

That is, we cannot even say what these items are, without describing the system of which they are a part.

So here we require a structure not of universal to particular, but of whole to part.
Aggregates have surfaces but no boundaries – cut a piece of coal in half and you have two pieces.  A cat, however…  So there is something about a cat’s surface that is a boundary.  It has an inside and an outside, a whole and parts.

§ 65 

Because living things must be both organized, from the perspective of the whole, and self-organizing, from the perspective of the interplay of the parts, 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.”

A discursive intellect = an intellect in which the analytically universal or abstract concept precedes and so determines the meaning of the sensible particulars that fall under it.  [From 10_03_07: A judgement articulates conceptual content.  S is P.  Substance with property.]

According to Kant, we don’t have any way of understanding anything whose character is self-organizing.  Such a thing “has nothing analogous to any causality known to us.”

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

So we can ask the question, Is living nature in principle comprehensible?  Or is there something fundamentally inscrutable about living nature?

The task is to ask this question in a good way.

Kant was adamant that, in itself, the notion of something being alive – a living thing – was inscrutable and opaque.

[See John Dupré, The Disorder of Things]
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 we must think about living things in part-whole terms, and the ultimate opacity of the principle of teleological judgement that makes it reflective – that is, subjective albeit not merely subjective.

In other words, we must judge living things as if they were alive.  But only as if.  This is normative for our investigations, but not constitutive of the objects themselves – for we cannot conceive of a causality that is self-organizing.

Kant is puzzled by the notion of self-organization.  Recall Hume’s account of this problem in the Dialogues on Natural Religion – if the world appears as if designed, there must be a designer.  But then, who organizes the ideas in God’s mind?  Generates an infinite regress.

The notion of self-organizing is more primitive and more basic.

Living things present us with an excess of formal integrity, beyond what discursive thinking can accommodate.  This sensuous excess in living things is more problematic for Kant’s system than he acknowledges.

He says “The employment of teleological judgement permits us to begin the work of reflectively explaining living things.”  But this use of teleological explanation, in one absolutely crucial sense, comes too late.  Before we can embark on the business of explaining living nature, there is a prior moment: recognizing something as a living being.  What Kant does not adequately conceptualize – arguably no philosopher has yet (Aristotle and Bergson give only disappointing accounts) – is what is involved in the experience of seeing something as alive.

So, we have to already distinguish between the experience of something living, and the experience of a mere thing, mere nature.  Reflective judgement’s turn to teleological explanation must be a second reflection – about our experience of things as living that attempts to make sense of that initial encounter and do something with it.

Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, §284

Look at a stone and imagine it having sensations.  One says to oneself, ‘how can 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 at a wriggling fly.  And at once these difficulties vanish, and pain seems to be 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 what is dead is not the same.  All our reactions are different.

Wittgenstein is claiming that the predicate “is alive” does not, and cannot, operate the way an ordinary predicate (“red”, etc.) does because the way in which we assign properties to objects presupposes our prior categorization of them as living or as dead (mere things).

So when he says “all our reactions are different,” he means to say that even if there are family resemblances between the smoothness of the stone, and the smoothness of the skin, there is nonetheless a difference in what is involved in feeling that smoothness.  One is not even tempted to pinch a stone.

My suggestion is that the notion of “is living” is a material a priori predicate – material because we come to it through our encounter with patterns of living beings, but a priori because it is a condition for our use of concepts for things of that kind.  It cannot be used like ordinary predicates.

Question: What about non-animal life?

[image: image1.jpg]


Note that the Investigations is not about mindedness, but bodiedness – sensations belong not to consciousness, but to bodies of certain kinds.  Wittgenstein’s use of the fly as example is trying to push our capacities beyond anthropomorphic identification.
That the living also includes that which has no sensation is one of the most difficult things to think coherently about.  Matisse thinks hardest about it – he treats plantlikeness as the fundamental category with which to understand even the human world.

Some of the questions we have to think about in thinking about Kant:

1. Can we think coherently about art without thinking about the beauty of nature?

2. Can we coherently think about the beauty of nature without thinking at least part of it under the notion of living nature?

3. Is the notion of organic form intrinsic to the arts or not?
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