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EDITOR’S INTRODUCTION

There are not wanting indications that public iagtiin the Critical Philosophy has been quickened
of recent days in these countries, as well as ireea. To lighten the toil of penetrating through
the wilderness of Kant’'s long sentences, the Engliadent has now many aids, which those who
began their studies fifteen or twenty years agondidenjoy. Translations, paraphrases, criticisms,
have been published in considerable numbers; $af ihés not yet true that “he who runs may
read,” it may at least be said that a patient studeordinary industry and intelligence has higywa
made plain before him. And yet the very numberid$ & dangerous. Whatever may be the value
of short and easy handbooks in other departmerdsiefice, it is certain that no man will become a
philosopher, no man will even acquire a satisfgckmowledge of the history of philosophy,

without personal and prolonged study of ifh&ssima verbaf the great masters of human thought.
“Above all,” said Schopenhauer, “my truth-seekimgigg friends, beware of letting our professors
tell you what is contained in the Critique of the®Reason”; and the advice has not become less
wholesome with the lapse of years. The fact, howdkat many persons have not sufficient
familiarity with German to enable them to study @an Philosophy in the original with ease,
makes translations an educational necessity; asdrémslation of Kant’s Critique of the faculty of
Judgement has been undertaken in the hope thalipnamote a more general study of that
masterpiece. If any reader wishes to follow Schbpeer’s advice, he has only to omit the whole of
this prefatory matter and proceed at once to thdis laborious Introduction.

It is somewhat surprising that the Critique of Jerdgnt has never yet been made accessible to the
English reader. Dr. Watson has indeed translated aelected passages, so also has Dr. Caird in
his valuable account of the Kantian philosophy, bnave found their renderings of considerable
service; but the space devoted by both writereeédQritique of Judgement is very small in
comparison with that given to the Critiques of Paime Practical Reason. And yet the work is not
an unimportant one. Kant himself regarded it ascth@ng-stone of his critical edifice; it even
formed the point of departure for his successacht€, Schelling and Hegel, in the construction of
their respective systems. Possibly the reasors @bitnparative neglect lies in its repulsive style.
Kant was never careful of style, and in his la&girg he became more and more enthralled by those
technicalities and refined distinctions which determany from the Critical Philosophy even in its
earlier sections. These “symmetrical architect@msements,” as Schopenhauer called them,
encumber every page of Kant’s later writings, drel/tare a constant source of embarrassment to
his unhappy translator. For, as every translatomla) no single word in one language exactly
covers any single word in another; and yet if Kaudi'stinctions are to be preserved it is necessary
to select with more or less arbitrariness Englghivwalents for German technical terms, and retain
them all through. Instances of this will be givatel on; | only remark here on the fact that Kant's
besetting sin of over-technicality is especiallpgpicuous in this treatise.

Another fault—an old fault of Kant—apparent afteading even a few pages, is that repetitions are
very frequent of the same thought in but slightlyied language. Arguments are repeated over and
over again until they become quite wearisome; aed tvhen the reader’s attention has flagged,
and he is glancing cursorily down the page, sonmmomntant new point is introduced without
emphasis, as if the author were really anxioustpkis meaning to himself at all hazards. A book
written in such fashion rarely attracts a wideleiaf readers. And yet, not only did Goethe think
highly of it, but it received a large measure @¢ation in France as well as in Germany on itg firs
appearance. Originally published at Berlin in 17®&econd Edition was called for in 1793; and a



French translation was made by Imhoff in 1796. ©OFrench versions are those by Keratry and
Weyland in 1823, and by Barni in 1846. This lalsave had before me while performing my task,
but I have not found it of much service; the olBeznch translations | have not seen. The existence
of these French versions, when taken in connexitimtive absence until very recently of any
systematic account of the Critique of Judgemeinglish, may be perhaps explained by the lively
interest that was taken on the Continent in théoBbphy of Art in the early part of the century;
whereas scientific studies on this subject recelite attention in England during the same period

The student of the Critique of Pure Reason willeether how closely, in his Transcendental Logic,
Kant follows the lines of the ordinary logic of teehools. He finds his whole plan ready made for
him, as it were; and he proceeds to work out theaptg/sical principles which underlie the process
of syllogistic reasoning. And as there are thregppsitions in every syllogism, he points out that,
correspondence with this triplicity, the higherdlies of the soul may be regarded as threefold.
The Understanding or the faculty of concepts giv@sur major premiss, as it supplies us in the
first instance with a general notion. By meanshefJudgement we see that a particular case comes
under the general rule, and by the Reason we duawamclusion. These, as three distinct
movements in the process of reasoning, are regéyl&ant as indicating three distinct faculties,
with which the Analytic of Concepts, the AnalytitRrinciples, and the Dialectic are respectively
concerned. The full significance of this importalassification does not seem, however, to have
occurred to Kant at the time, as we may see fratler in which he wrote his great books.1 The
first problem which arrests the attention of alldam philosophers is, of course, the problem of
knowledge, its conditions and its proper objectsd An the Critique of Pure Reason this is
discussed, and the conclusion is reached thatematuphenomenon is the only object of which we
can hope to acquire any exact knowledge. Butapgarent that there are other problems which
merit consideration; a complete philosophy inclugiesctice as well as theory; it has to do not only
with logic, but with life. And thus the Critique ®fractical Reason was written, in which is unfolded
the doctrine of man’s freedom standing in shargreshwith the necessity of natural law. Here,
then, it seems at first sight as if we had covéhnedvhole field of human activity. For we have
investigated the sources of knowledge, and ataheedime have pointed out the conditions of
practical life, and have seen that the laws ofdfoee are just as true in their own sphere as are the
laws of nature.

But as we reflect on our mental states we find lea& no proper account has been given of the
phenomena dikeeling,which play so large a part in experience. And Kast saw before he had
proceeded very far with the Critique of PracticabRon; and in consequence he adopted a threefold
classification of the higher mental faculties basadhat given by previous psychologists.
Knowledge, feeling, desire, these are the thramate modes of consciousness, of which the
second has not yet been described. And when wearentipis with the former triple division which
we took up from the Aristotelian logic, we see tti parallelism is significant. Understanding is
par excellencehe faculty of knowledge, and Reason the facultyesire (these points are
developed in Kant's first two Critiques). And tlsigggests that the Judgement corresponds to the
feeling of pleasure and pain; it occupies a pasitiermediate between Understanding and
Reason, just as, roughly speaking, the feelindedsure is intermediate between our perception of
an object and our desire to possess it.

And so the Critique of Judgement completes the evbadertaking of criticism; its endeavour is to
show that there am priori principles at the basis of Judgement just as therén the case of
Understanding and of Reason; that these principkesthe principles of Reason, are not
constitutive but only regulative of experientce, that they do not teach us anything positive about



the characteristics of objects, but only indicate ¢conditions under which we find it necessary to
view them; and lastly, that we are thus furnishéith @na priori philosophy of pleasure.

The fundamental principle underlying the procedafrthe Judgement is seen to be that of the
purposiveness of Nature; nature is everywhere addptends or purposes, and thus constitutes a
koouoc, a well-ordered whole. By this means, nature gareéed by us as if its particular empirical
laws were not isolated and disparate, but connextddn relation, deriving their unity in seeming
diversity from an intelligence which is at the smiof nature. It is only by the assumption of sach
principle that we can construe nature to ourselaed;the principle is then said to be a
transcendental condition of the exercise of ouging faculty, but valid only for the reflective, no
for the determinant Judgement. It gives us pleasuvéew nature in this way; just as the
contemplation of chaos would be painful.

But this purposiveness may be only formal and sive, or real and objective. In some cases the
purposiveness resides in the felt harmony and daoce of the form of the object with the
cognitive faculties; in others the form of the attjes judged to harmonise with the purpose in view
in its existence. That is to say, in the one casgudge the form of the object to be purposivenas
the case of a flower, but could not explain anyppse served by it; in the other case we have a
definite notion of what it is adapted for. In tlwerher case the aesthetical Judgement is brought to
bear, in the latter the teleological; and it thppears that the Critique of Judgement has two main
divisions; it treats first of the philosophy of Tasthe Beautiful and the Sublime in Nature; and
secondly, of the Teleology of nature’s workingsla curious literary parallel that St. Augustine
hints (Confessionsv. 15) that he had written a bodRe Pulchro et Aptain which these apparently
distinct topics were combined; “pulchrum esse, gpedse ipsum; aptum, autem, quod ad aliquid
accommodatum deceret.” A beautiful object has mpgae external to itself and the observer; but a
useful object serves further ends. Both, howeveaw be brought under the higher category of
things that are reckongulirposiveby the Judgement.

We have here then, in the first place, a basiaifiar priori Philosophy of Taste; and Kant works
out its details with great elaboration. He borrowthte from the writings of his predecessors, but
struck out, as was ever his plan, a line of his.dWaquotes with approval from Burkelseatise

on the Sublime and Beautifwhich was accessible to him in a German trangiabat is careful to
remark that it is as psychology, not as philosopiwgt Burke’'s work has value. He may have read
in addition Hutcheson’siquiry which had also been translated into German; anddsecomplete
master of Hume’s opinions. Of other writers on Bgale only names Batteux and Lessing.
Batteux was a French writer of repute who had gitetha twofold arrangement of the Arts as they
may be brought under Space and under Time respgctavmode of classification which would
naturally appeal to Kant. He does not seem, howé¢wdrave read the ancient text-book on the
subject, Aristotle’Poetics,the principles of which Lessing declared to beexsain as Euclid.

Following the guiding thread of the categoriesgielares that the aesthetical judgement about
Beauty is according tquality disinterested; a point which had been laid dowsuzh different
writers as Hutcheson and Moses Mendelssohn. Asadatity,the judgement about beauty gives
universal satisfaction, although it is based omefinite concept. The universality is only
subjective; but still it is there. The maxifinahit sua quemque voluptdases not apply to the
pleasure afforded by a pure judgement about beAsttorelation, the characteristic of the object
called beautiful is that it betrays a purposivenesisout definite purpose. The pleasuraigriori,
independent on the one hand of the charms of sertke emotions of mere feeling, as
Winckelmann had already declared; and on the dthed is a pleasure quite distinct from that



taken which we feel when viewing perfection, withigh Wolff and Baumgarten had identified it.
By his distinction between free and dependent lyeautich we also find in the pages of
Hutcheson, Kant further develops his doctrine effteedom of the pure judgement of taste from
the thraldom of concepts.

Finally, the satisfaction afforded by the contentiplaof a beautiful object is a necessary
satisfaction. This necessity is not, to be surepititical like the necessity attaching to the Law o
Causality; nor is it a practical necessity as erbed to assume the Moral Law as the guiding
principle of conduct. But it may be calledemplary;that is, we may set up our satisfaction in a
beautiful picture as setting an example to be vadld by others. It is plain, however, that this can
only be assumed under certain presuppositions. W&t presuppose the idea adensus communis
or common sense in which all men share. As knovdexdimits of being communicated to others,
so also does the feeling for beauty. For the @tdbietween the cognitive faculties requisite for
Taste is also requisite for Intelligence or soumdiéfstanding, and as we always presuppose the
latter to be the same in others as in ourselvesiagowe presuppose the former.

The analysis of the Sublime which follows thatlod Beautiful is interesting and profound; indeed
Schopenhauer regarded it as the best part of ihiguerof the Aesthetical Judgement. The general
characteristics of our judgements about the Sub#ireesimilar to those already laid down in the
case of the Beautiful; but there are marked diffees in the two cases. If the pleasure taken in
beauty arises from a feeling of the purposivenésisenobject in its relation to the subject, that i
sublimity rather expresses a purposiveness ofuthgst in respect of the object. Nothing in nature
is sublime; and the sublimity really resides in thie@d and there alone. Indeed, as true Beauty is
found, properly speaking, only in beauty of forime idea of sublimity is excited rather by those
objects which are formless and exhibit a violatbpurpose.

A distinction not needed in the case of the Bealltifcomes necessary when we proceed to further
analyse the Sublime. For in aesthetical judgemamsit the Beautiful the mind is rastful
contemplation; but in the case of the Sublime atalemovemenis excited (pp. 105 and 120). This
movement, as it is pleasing, must involve a purg®ess in the harmony of the mental powers; and
the purposiveness may be either in reference téathdty of cognition or to that of desire. In the
former case the sublime is called the Mathemayicliblime—the sublime of mere magnitude—
the absolutely great; in the latter it is the suigiof power, the Dynamically Sublime. Gioberti, an
Italian writer on the philosophy of Taste, has msthis distinction so far as to find in it an
explanation of the relation between Beauty and iSutyl. “The dynamical Sublime,” he says,
“creates the Beautiful; the mathematical Sublimetams it,” a remark with which probably Kant
would have no quarrel.

In both cases, however, we find that the feelinthefSublime awakens in us a feeling of the
supersensible destination of man. “The very capaditonceiving the sublime,” he tells us,
“indicates a mental faculty that far surpassesyestmndard of sense.” And to explain the necessity
belonging to our judgements about the sublime, amts out that as we find ourselves compelled
to postulate @ensus communie account for the agreement of men in their apatien of

beautiful objects, so the principle underlying thensent in judging of the sublime is “the
presupposition of the moral feeling in man.” Theliieg of the sublimity of our own moral
destination is the necessary prerequisite for fognsuch judgements. The connexion between
Beauty and Goodness involved to a Greek in the ldasdnse of the wonchAdv is developed by

Kant with keen insight. To feel interest in the lyaof Nature he regards as a mark of a moral
disposition, though he will not admit that the sanference may be drawn as to the character of the



art connoisseur (8 42). But it is specially witference to the connexion between the capacity for
appreciating the Sublime, and the moral feelingt the originality of Kant’s treatment becomes
apparent.

The objects of nature, he continues, which westdllime, inspire us with a feeling of pain rather
than of pleasure; as Lucretius has it—

Me quaedam divina voluptas
Percipit atque horror.

But this “horror” must not inspire actual fear. As extraneous charm must mingle with the
satisfaction felt in a beautiful object, if the gement about beauty is to remain pure; so in tee ca
of the sublime we must not be afraid of the obyagich yet in certain aspects is fearful.

This conception of the feelings of sublimity exditey the loneliness of an Alpine peak or the
grandeur of an earthquake is now a familiar onéjtbwas not so in Kant’'s day. Switzerland had
not then become the recreation-ground of Europe tleough natural beauty was a familiar topic
with poets and painters it was not generally recsghthat taste has also to do with the sublime. De
Saussure’Jravels,Haller's poenmDie Alpen,and this work of Kant’s mark the beginning of ane
epoch in our ways of looking at the sublime andliéx aspects of Nature. And it is not a little
remarkable that the man who could write thus fedyimbout the emotions inspired by grand and
savage scenery, had never seen a mountain irfehig ie power and the insight of his observations
here are in marked contrast to the poverty of sofhies remarks about the characteristics of
beauty. For instance, he puts forward the curiamgs$rohe that colour in a picture is only an
extraneous charm, and does not really add to thetpef the form delineated, nay rather distracts
the mind from it. His criticisms on this point,gbund, would make Flaxman a truer artist than
Titian or Paolo Veronese. But indeed his discuseidPainting or Music is not very appreciative;

he was, to the end, a creature of pure Reason.

Upon the analysis he gives of the Arts, little nbedsaid here. Fine Art is regarded as the Art of
Genius, “that innate mental disposition throughchkihNature gives the rule to Art” (8 46). Art
differs from Science in the absence of definiteoggts in the mind of the artist. It thus happes th
the great artist can rarely communicate his methodeed he cannot explain them even to himself.
Poeta nascitur, non fitand the same is true in every form of fine armi@gis, in short, the faculty
of presenting aesthetical Ideas; an aestheticalldgeng an intuition of the Imagination, to whiah n
concept is adequate. And it is by the excitatiosuth ineffable Ideas that a great work of art
affects us. As Bacon tells us, “that is the best gBeauty which a picture cannot express; no, no
the first sight of the eye.” This characteristidlo¢ artistic genius has been noted by all who have
thought upon art; more is present in its produditivan can be perfectly expressed in language. As
Pliny said of Timanthus the painter of Iphigenil, 6mnibus ejus operibus intelligitur plus super
guam pingitur.” But this genius requires to be keptheck by taste; quite in the spirit of ded
poovvn of the best Greek art, Kant remarks that if inaxknof art some feature must be sacrificed,
it is better to lose something of genius than tate the canons of taste. It is in this self-mgste
that “the sanity of true genius” expresses itself.

The main question with which the Critique of Judgeins concerned is, of course, the question as
to the purposiveness, t@aveckmassigkeiexhibited by nature. That nature appears to beful
purpose is mere matter of fact. It displays punparsess in respect of our faculties of cognition, in
those of its phenomena which we designate beautiid also in its organic products we observe



methods of operation which we can only explain eégalibing them as processes in which means
are used to accomplish certain ends, as procdsseargpurposive.ln our observation of natural
phenomena, as Kuno Fischer puts it, we judge tbeimsaesthetically, and thdlife teleologically.

As regards the first kind dfweckmassigkeithat which isohne Zweck-the purposiveness of a
beautiful object which does not seem to be direttieahy external end—there are two ways in
which we may account for it. We may either say thatas actually designed to be beautiful by the
Supreme Force behind Nature, or we may say thabgiueness is not really resident in nature, but
that our perception of it is due to the subjectieeds of our judging faculty. We have to
contemplate beautiful objects ifthey were purposive, but they may not be so itityeédnd this
latter idealistic doctrine is what Kant falls bagkon. He appeals in support of it, to the phenomena
of crystallisation (pp. 248qq), in which many very beautiful forms seem to beduced by merely
mechanical processes. The beauty of a rock crgségdparently produced without any forethought
on the part of nature, and he urges that we argustiied in asserting dogmatically that any laws
distinct from those of mechanism are needed towatdor beauty in other cases. Mechanism can
do so much; may it not do all? And he brings fovas a consideration which ought to settle the
guestion, the fact that in judging of beauty “weanably seek its gauge ourselves a priofi we

do not learn from nature, but from ourselves, whatare to find beautiful. Mr. Kennedy in his
Donnellan Lectures has here pointed out severak spats in Kant’s armour. In the first place, the
fact that we seek the gauge of beauty in our owrdrfrinay be shown from his own definition to be
a necessary result of the very nature of beaufotlKant tells us that the aesthetical judgement
about beauty always involves “a reference of tipeagentation to the subject”; and this applies
equally to judgements about the beautiful in A #me beautiful in Nature. But no one could
maintain that from this definition it follows thatie are not compelled to postulate design in the
mind of the artist who paints a beautiful pictukad thus as the fact that “we always seek the
gauge of beauty” in ourselves does not do away thighoelief in a designing mind when we are
contemplating works of art, it cannot be said tolede the belief in a Master Hand which moulded
the forms of Nature. As Cicero has it, nature isf'@rtificiosa solum, sed plane artifex.” But the
cogency of this reasoning, for the details of wHiahust refer the reader to Mr. Kennedy’s pages,
becomes more apparent when we reflect on that doom of purposiveness, viz. adaptation to
definite ends, with which we meet in the phenomainarganic life.

If we watch,e.g.the growth of a tree we perceive that its varipads are not isolated and
unconnected, but that on the contrary they are pobgible by reference to the idea of the whole.
Each limb affects every other, and is reciprocaffected by it; in short “in such a product of natu
every part not only existsy means othe other parts, but is thought as exisfmgthe sake ofhe
others and the whole” (p. 277). The operationsabiire in organised bodies seem to be of an
entirely different character from mere mechanicakpsses; we cannot construe them to ourselves
except under the hypothesis that nature in themoi&ing towards a designed end. The distinction
between nature’s “Technic” or purposive operatemg nature’s Mechanism is fundamental for the
explanation of natural law. The language of biolefquently shows the impossibility of
eliminating at least thielea of purpose from our investigations into the pheananof life, growth,

and reproduction. And Kant dismisses with scameesthat cheap and easy philosophy which
would fain deny the distinctiveness of nature’spmsive operation. A doctrine, like that of
Epicurus, in which every natural phenomenon isnégghas the result of the blind drifting of atoms
in accordance with purely mechanical laws, reallyl@ns nothing, and least of all explains that
illusion in our teleological judgements which leadsto assume purpose where really there is none.



It has been urged by Kirchmann and others thatdistenction between Technic and Mechanism,
on which Kant lays so much stress, has been disgrby the progress of modern science. The
doctrines, usually associated with the name of rgref Natural Selection and Survival of the
Fittest, quite sufficiently explain, it is said, arechanical principles the semblance of purposk wit
which nature mocks us. The presence of order islmeto any purpose behind the natural
operation, but to the inevitable disappearancéeftlisorderly. It would be absurd, of course, to
claim for Kant that he anticipated the Darwiniarcidimes of development; and yet passages are not
wanting in his writings in which he takes a viewtlo¢ continuity of species with which modern
science would have little fault to find. “Natureganises itself and its organised products in every
species, no doubt after one general pattern bwiyletsuitable deviations, which self-preservation
demands according to circumstances” (p. 279). ‘@edogy of forms, which with all their
differences seem to have been produced accordimgdonmon original type, strengthens our
suspicions of an actual relationship between thetheir production from a common parent,
through the gradual approximation of one animabugen another—from those in which the
principle of purposes seems to be best authentidagefrom man, down to the polype and again
from this down to mosses and lichens, and finallgrude matter. And so the whole Technic of
nature, which is so incomprehensible to us in asgahbeings that we believe ourselves compelled
to think a different principle for it, seems to derived from matter and its powers according to
mechanical laws (like those by which it works ie floermation of crystals)” (p. 337). Such a theory
he calls “a daring venture of reason,” and its coi@nces with modern science are real and striking.
But he is careful to add that such a theory, efrestablished, would not eliminate purpose from the
universe; it would indeed suggest that certainigppcocesses having the semblance of purpose
may be elucidated on mechanical principles, buhenwhole, purposive operation on the part of
Mother Nature it would still be needful to assurmpe338). “No finite Reason can hope to
understand the production of even a blade of drgassere mechanical causes” (p. 326). “It is
absurd to hope that another Newton will arise anftiiure who shall make comprehensible by us
the production of a blade of grass according tanaataws which no design has ordered” (p. 312).

Crude materialism thus affording no explanatiothef purposiveness in nature, we go on to ask
what other theories are logically possible. We mhigyniss at once the doctrine of Hylozoism,
according to which the purposes in nature are axgiain reference to a world-soul, which is the
inner principle of the material universe and cdnggs its life. For such a doctrine is self-
contradictory, inasmuch as lifelessnassrtia, is the essential characteristic of matter, analto

of living matter is absurd (p. 304). A much morauysdible system is that of Spinoza, who aimed at
establishing the ideality of the principle of natiupurposes. He regarded the world whole as a
complex of manifold determinations inhering in agde simple substance; and thus reduced our
concepts of the purposive in nature to our own ciosness of existing in an all-embracing Being.
But on reflection we see that this does not so nexgitain as explain away the purposiveness of
nature; it gives us an unity of inherenoene Substance, but not an unity of causal depeeden
one Substance (p. 303). And this latter would lmessary in order to explain the unity of purpose
which nature exhibits in its phenomenal workingin®pism, therefore, does not give what it
pretends to give; it puts us off with a vague anfifuitful unity of ground, when what we seek is a
unity that shall itself contain the causes of tlifecences manifest in nature.

We have left then as the only remaining possiblgrdee, Theism, which represents natural
purposes as produced in accordance with the WillResign of an Intelligent Author and Governor
of Nature. This theory is, in the first place, “supr to all other grounds of explanation” (p. 305)
for it gives a full solution of the problem befars and enables us to maintain the reality of the
Zweckmassigkedf nature. “Teleology finds the consummation efirtvestigations only in



Theology” (p.311). To represent the world and thtural purposes therein as produced by an
intelligent Cause is “completely satisfactory frewvery human point of view for both the
speculative and practical use of our Reason” (g).3lhus the contemplation of natural purposes,
i.e.the common Argument from Design, enables us tahrazhighest Understanding as Cause of
the world “in accordance with the principles of tielective Judgemenite. in accordance with the
constitution of our human faculty of cognitiqp. 416).

It is in this qualifying clause that Kant's nega&tiattitude in respect of Theism betrays itself. He
regards it as a necessary assumption for the gredafnscientific investigation, no less than fae th
practical needs of morals; but he does not adrattwle can claim for it objective validity. In the
language of the Critique of Pure Reason, the Id€zod furnishes a regulative, not a constitutive
principle of Reason; or as he prefers to put thenpresent work, it is valid only for the refled;]

not for the determinant Judgement. We are noffigdfiKant maintains, in asserting dogmatically
that God exists; there is only permitted to uslitiméed formula “We cannot otherwise conceive the
purposiveness which must lie at the basis of ognitimn of the internal possibility of many natural
things, than by representing it and the world inegal as produced by an intelligent causea

God” (p. 312).

We ask then, whence arises this impossibility géctove statement? It is in the true Kantian spirit
to assert that no synthetical proposition can beéenvéth reference to what lies above and behind
the world of sense; but there is a difficulty inrgang out this principle into details. Kant’s refai

to infer a designing Hand behind the apparent asleature is based, he tells us, on the fact that
the concept of a “natural purpose” is one that oaibe justified to the speculative Reason. For all
we know it may only indicate our way of lookingthings, and may point to no corresponding
objective reality. That we are forced by the lirditeature of our faculties to view nature as working
towards ends, as purposive, does not prove tigteglly so. We cannot justify such pretended
insight into what is behind the veil.

It is to be observed, however, that precisely simarguments might be urged against our
affirmation of purpose, design, will, as the sprafghe actions of other human beings.1 For let us
consider why it is that, mind being assumed adp#sts of our own individual consciousness, we go
on to attribute minds of like character to othenm&/e see that the external behaviour of other men
is similar to our own, and that the most reasonalalg of accounting for such behaviour is to
suppose that they have minds like ourselves, biegtére possessed of an active and spontaneously
energising faculty, which is the seat of their padity. But it is instructive to observe that heit

on Kantian principles nor on any other candeenonstratehis; to cross the chasm which separates
one man’s personality from another’s requires dawrenof faith just as emphatically as any
theological formula. | can by no megm®veto the determinant Judgement that the complex of
sensations which | constantly experience, and whoetll the Prime Minister, is anything more than
a well-ordered machine. It is improbable that thithe case—highly improbable; but the falsity of
such an hypothesis cannot be proved in the saméhatye would prove the falsity of the

assertion that two and two make five. But then giotne hypothesis cannot be thus ruled out of
court by demonstration of its absurdity, it is tlué simplest hypothesis, nor is it that one whiektb
accounts for the facts. The assumption, on the titeed, that the men whom | meet every day have
minds like my own, perfectly accounts for all tlaets, and is a very simple assumption. It merely
extends by induction the sphere of a force whialdady know to exist. Or in other words, crude
materialism not giving me an intelligent accountof own individual consciousness, | recognise
mind, voiic, as avera causaas something which really does produce effectharfield of

experience, and which therefore | may legitimafelyforward as the cause of those actions of



other men which externally so much resemble my @®ut, as has been said before, this argument,
though entirely convincing to any sane personptsdemonstrative; in Kantian language and on
Kantian principles the reasoning here used woudths be valid only for the reflective and not for
the determinant Judgement. If the principle of giesir conscious adaptation of means to ends be
not a constitutive principle of experience, butyomlregulative principle introduced to account for
the facts, what right have we to put it forward ehagically as affording an explanation of the
actions of other human beings?

It cannot be said that Kant's attempted answeuth st defence of the Design Argument is quite
conclusive. In § 90 of thelethodology(p. 399) he pleads that though it is perfectlytiete to

argue by analogy from our own minds to the mindstbér men,—nay further, although we may
conclude from those actions of the lower animalgtviisplay plan, that they are not, as Descartes
alleged, mere machines—yet it is not legitimatednclude from the apparent presence of design in
the operations of nature that a conscious minctwifthose operations. For, he argues, that in
comparing the actions of men and the lower aninwails) comparing the actions of one man with
those of another, we are not pressing our analeggrid the limits of experience. Men and beasts
alike are finite living beings, subject to the Itations of finite existence; and hence the law Whic
governs the one series of operations may be regidrglanalogy as sufficiently explaining the other
series. But the power at the basis of Nature exlytabove definition or comprehension, and we are
going beyond our legitimate province if we ventto@scribe to it a mode of operation with which
we are only conversant in the case of beings sutgebe conditions of space and time. He urges in
short that when speaking about man and his mintha@ughly understand what we are talking
about; but in speaking of the Mind of Deity we dealing with something of which we have no
experience, and of which therefore we have no tigipredicate anything.

But it is apparent that, as has been pointed oet) ahen we infer the existence of another finite
mind from certain observed operations, we are nggliminference about something which is as
mysterious ax as anything can be. Mind is not a thing that Igjestt to the laws and conditions of
the world of sense; it igrf the world but nobf the world.” And so to infer the existence of the
mind of any individual except myself is a quitefeient kind of inference from that by which, for
example, we infer the presence of an electro-magreegiven field. The action of the latter we
understand to a large extent; but we do not unaiedsihe action of mind, which yet we know from
daily experience of ourselves does produce effadtse phenomenal world, often permanent and
important effects. Briefly, the action of mind uparatter (to use the ordinary phraseology for the
sake of clearness) is—we may assume for our presepbse—an established fact. Hence the
causality of mind is &era causawe bring it in to account for the actions of otheman beings,
and by precisely the same process of reasoningveke it to explain the operations of nature.

And it is altogether beside the point to urge, astkdoes incessantly, that in the latter case the
intelligence inferred igfinite; in the former onlyinite. All that the Design Argument undertakes

to prove is that mind lies at the basis of natlirs. quite beyond its province to say whether this
mind is finite or infinite; and thus Kant’s criteins on p. 364 are somewhat wide of the mark. There
is always a difficulty in any argument which triesestablish the operation of mind anywhere, for
mind cannot be seen or touched or felt; but thigcdify is not peculiar to that particular form of
argument with which theological interests are inreal.

The real plausibility of this objection arises franvague idea, often present to us when we speak of
infinite wisdom orinfinite intelligence, namely that the epithetfinite in some way alters the
meaning of the attributes to which it is appliedt Bie truth is that the wordfinite, when applied



to wisdom or knowledge or any other intellectuahwral quality, can only properly have reference
to the number of acts of wisdom or knowledge thatswppose to have been performed. The only
sense in which we have any right to speakfhite wisdom is that it is that which performs an
infinite number of wise acts. And so when we spefakfinite intelligence we have not the

slightest warrant, either in logic or in commons&rfor supposing that such intelligence is not
similar in kind to that finite intelligence whicheaknow in man.

To understand Kant’s attitude fully, we must alsketinto consideration the great weight that he
attaches to the Moral Argument for the existenc&aodl. The positive side of his teaching on
Theism is summed up in the following sentence §8)3“For the theoretical reflective Judgement
physical Teleology sufficiently proves from the poses of Nature an intelligent world-cause; for
the practical Judgement moral Teleology establigh®sthe concept of a final purpose, which it is
forced to ascribe to creation.” That side of histegn which is akin to Agnosticism finds expression
in his determined refusal to admit anything mommntthis. The existence of God is for him a “thing
of faith”; and is not a fact of knowledge, striclg called. “Faith” he holds (p. 409) “is the moral
attitude of Reason as to belief in that which iattainable by theoretical cognition. It is therefor
the constant principle of the mind to assume asttmat which it is necessary to presuppose as
condition of the possibility of the highest moria purpose.” As he says elsewhere (Introduction
to Logic, ix. p. 60), “That man is morallynbelievingwho does not accept that which, though
impossibleto know, ismorally necessarjo suppose.” And as far as he goes a Theist magag

with him, and he has done yeoman'’s service to Tinéig his insistence on the absolute
impossibility of any other working hypothesis asesplanation of the phenomena of nature. But |
have endeavoured to indicate at what points he niaoteseem to me to have gone as far as even his
own declared principles would justify him in goirfithe existence of a Supreme Mind be a “thing
of faith,” this may with equal justice be said bétfinite minds of the men all around us; and his
attempt to show that the argument from analogere without foundation is not convincing.

Kant, however, in the Critique of Judgement is géelitered by the chains that he himself had
forged, and frequently chafes under the restraingg impose. He indicates more than once a point
of view higher than that of the Critique of PureaBen, from which the phenomena of life and mind
may be contemplated. He had already hinted invtloak that the supersensible substrate of the ego
and the non-ego might be identical. “Both kind®bjfects differ from each other, not internally, but
only so far as the oreppearsexternal to the other; possibly what is at thessasphenomenal

matter as a thing in itself may not be so heteregas after all as we imagine.”1 This hypothesis
which remains a bare undeveloped possibility incéier work is put forward as a positive
doctrine in the Critique of Judgement. “There niustys Kant, “be a ground of thumity of the
supersensible, which lies at the basis of natuitd, thvat which the concept of freedom practically
contains” (Introduction, p. 13). That is to say,rhaintains that to explain the phenomena of
organic life and the purposiveness of nature wet maisl that the world of sense is not disparate
from and opposed to the world of thought, but tiettire is the development of freeddrhe
connexion of nature and freedom is suggested lyyisnavolved in, the notion of natural
adaptation; and although we can arrive at no kndgdeof the supersensible substrate of both, yet
such a common ground there must be. This princspiee starting-point of the systems which
followed that of Kant; and the philosophy of lalgealism is little more than a development of the
principle in its consequences.

He approaches the same doctrine by a differentipdtte Critique of the Teleological Judgement
(8 77), where he argues that the distinction betvtbe mechanical and the teleological working of
nature, upon which so much stress has been jastlydepends for its validity upon the peculiar



character of our Understanding. When we give wheat bre called a mechanical elucidation of any
natural phenomenon, we begin with its parts, aochfwhat we know of them we explain the
whole. But in the case of certain obje@sy.organised bodies, this cannot be done. In ther ez
can only account for the parts by a referencedonthole. Now, were it possible for us to perceive a
whole before its parts and derive the latter fromformer,1 then an organism would be capable of
being understood and would be an object of knovdaddhe strictest sense. But our Understanding
is not able to do this, and its inadequacy for sutdsk leads us to conceive the possibility of an
Understanding, not discursive like ours, but inteit for which knowledge of the whole would
precede that of the parts. “It is at least posdibleonsider the material world as mere phenomenon,
and to think as its substrate something like agtimntself (which is not phenomenon), and to dttac
to this a corresponding intellectual intuition. Bhithere would be, although incognisable by us, a
supersensible real ground for nature, to which ursaves belong” (p. 325). Hence, although
Mechanism and Technic must not be confused and eveststand side by side in our scientific
investigation of natural law, yet must they be rdgd as coalescing in a single higher principle
incognisable by us. The ground of union is “theesgpnsible substrate of nature of which we can
determine nothing positively, except that it is beeng in itself of which we merely know the
phenomenon.” Thus, then, it appears that the wioobe of Kant's main argument has proceeded
upon an assumption, viz. the permanent opposittvwden Sense and Understanding, which the
progress of the argument has shown to be unso#aht ‘seems,” says Goethe,2 “to have woven a
certain element of irony into his method. For, wtal one time he seemed to be bent on limiting
our faculties of knowledge in the narrowest wayaratther time he pointed, as it were with a side
gesture, beyond the limits which he himself hadwiré The fact of adaptation of means to ends
observable in nature seems to break down the baetereen Nature and Freedom; and if we once
relinquish the distinction between Mechanism anchie in the operations of nature we are led to
the Idea of an absolute Being, who manifests Hifvigeaction which, though necessary, is yet the
outcome of perfect freedom.

Kant, however, though he approaches such a positae than once, can never be said to have
risen to it. He deprecates unceasingly the attéenpdbmbine principles of nature with the principles
of freedom as a task beyond the modest capachiymfn reason; and while strenuously insisting
on the practical force of the Moral Argument foe tBeing of God, which is found in the witness of
man’s conscience, will not admit that it can in avgy be regarded as strengthening the theoretical
arguments adduced by Teleology. The two lines obfpihe holds, are quite distinct; and nothing
but confusion and intellectual disaster can refsoih the effort to combine them. The moral proof
stands by itself, and it needs no such crutchéiseagrgument from Design can offer. But, as Mr.
Kennedy has pointed out in his acute criticismihefKantian doctrine of Theism, it would not be
possible to combine a theoretichbeliefin God with a frank acceptance of the practicéiebef

His existence borne in upon us by the Moral Lawntd@amself admits this: “A dogmatical

unbelief; he says (p. 411), “cannot subsist together withcgial maxim dominant in the mental
attitude.” That is, though the theoretical arguntenincomplete, we cannot reject the conclusion to
which it leads, for this is confirmed by the manakcessities of conscience.

Kant’s position, then, seems to come to this, thatigh he never doubts the existence of God, he
has very grave doubts that He can be theoretikallyvn by manThatHe is, is certainwhatHe is,

we cannot determine. It is a position not dissimitacurrent Agnostic doctrines; and as long as the
antithesis between Sense and Understanding, betWattar and Mind, is insisted upon as
expressing a real and abiding truth, Kant’s reagpnan hardly be refuted with completeness. No
doubt it may be urged that since the practicalthedretical arguments both arrive at the same
conclusion, the cogency of our reasoning in thedathould confirm our trust in the former. But



true conclusions may sometimes seem to follow fouiite insufficient premises; and Kant is thus
justified in demanding that each argument shaudamitted to independent tests. | have
endeavoured to show above that he has not traagatie¢oretical line of reasoning quite fairly, and
that he has underestimated its force; but its vatuan argumenis not increased by showing that
another entirely different process of thought letaddhe same result. And that the witness of
conscience affords the most powerful and convinaggment for the existence of a Supreme
Being, the source of law as of love, is a simplétenaf experience. Induction, syllogism, analogy,
do not really generate belief in God, though they mserve to justify to reason a faith that we
already possess. The poet has the truth of it:

Wer Gott nicht fuhlt in sich und allen Lebenskreise
Dem werdet Ihr Ihn nicht beweisen mit Beweisen.

| give at the end of this Introduction a Glossdryhe chief philosophical terms used by Kant; |
have tried to render them by the same English edpiiws all through the work, in order to preserve,
as far as may be, the exactness of expressior iorifiinal. | am conscious that this makes the
translation clumsy in many places, but have thoiutgtest to sacrifice elegance to precision. This
course is the more necessary to adopt, as Kanvtherunderstood unless his nice verbal
distinctions be attended to. Thiesl means quite a different thing fromirklich; Hang from
Neigung; Ruhrungrom Affektor Leidenschaft; Anschauurigpm Empfindungor Wahrnehmung;
EndzwecKrom letzter Zweck; Ide&om Vorstellung; Eigenschaftom Attribut or Beschaffenheit;
Schrankeérom Grenze; Giberredefrom Uberzeugenetc. | am not satisfied with “gratification” and
“grief” as the English equivalents f¥iergnigerandSchmerzput it is necessary to distinguish
these words fromhustandUnlust,and “mental pleasure,” “mental pain,” which woulearly hit

the sense, are awkward. Again, the constant rerglefschonby beautiful involves the expression
“beautiful art” instead of the more usual phraseéfart.” Purposiveis an ugly word, but it has
come into use lately; and its employment enablds pseserve the connexion betwesmeckand
zweckmassid.have printedludgementvith a capital letter when it signifies tfeculty, with a

small initial when it signifies thact, of judging. And in like manner | distinguigbbjektfrom
Gegenstandhy printing the word “Object,” when it represetite former, with a large initial.

The text | have followed is, in the main, that pesh by Hartenstein; but occasionally Rosenkranz
preserves the better reading. All important vasdrgtween the First and Second Editions have
been indicated at the foot of the page. A few nbtege been added, which are enclosed in square
brackets, to distinguish them from those which fednpart of the original work. | have in general
guoted Kant'dntroduction to LogiandCritique of Practical Reasoim Dr. Abbott’s translations.

My best thanks are due to Rev. J. H. Kennedy and=MPurser for much valuable aid during the
passage of this translation through the press.lAamil under even greater obligations to Mr.
Mahaffy, who was good enough to read through thelevbf the proof; by his acute and learned
criticisms many errors have been avoided. Othkhesé no doubt still remain, but for these | must
be accounted alone responsible.

J. H. BERNARD.
Trinity College, DublinMay 24, 1892.

More than twenty-one years have passed sincertftestlition of this Translation was published,
and during that time much has been written, botBenmany and in England, on the subject of



Kant's Critique of Judgementn particular, the German text has been criticdéyermined by the
labours of Professor Windelband, whose fine edittwms the fifth volume of Kant's Collected
Works as issued by the Royal Prussian Academyieh8es (Berlin, 1908). It will be indispensable
to future students. An excellent account of thaisicance, in the Kantian system, of the
Urtheilskraft,by Mr. R. A. C. Macmillan, appeared in 1912; and M C. Meredith has published
recently an English edition of tl&ritique of Aesthetical Judgemenmtith notes and essays, dealing
with the philosophy of art, which goes over theugrd very fully.

Some critics of my first edition took exceptionth@ clumsiness of the word “representation” as the
equivalent oVorstellung,but | have made no change in this respect, &eihs to me (and so far as

| have observed to others who have worked orCtiiteque of Judgemeptthat it is necessary to
preserve in English the relation between the néorstellungand the verlvorstellen,if Kant’s
reasoning is to be exhibited clearly. | have, hasvegbandoned the attempt to preserve the word
Kritik in English, and have replaced it Gyitique or criticism, throughout. The other changes that
have been made are mere corrections or emendafidauslty or obscure renderings, with a few
additional notes. | have left my original Introdiect as it was written in 1892, without attempting
any fresh examination of the problems that Kantseself.

JOHN OSSORY.

The Palace, Kilkennylanuary6, 1914.

Endnotes

[1] Dr. Caird Critical Philosophy of Kantyol. ii. p. 406) has given an instructive accoohthe
gradual development in Kant’s mind of the main idé¢he Critique of Judgement.

[1 ] Natural Theology and Modern Thougpt,158.

[1] 1 reproduce here in part a paper read betweeVictoria Institute in April 1892.
[1] Critique of Pure Reasomialectic, Bk. ii. chap. i. near the end.

[1] Cf. Kuno FischerA Critique of Kantp. 142.

[2 ] Quoted by CairdCritical Philosophy of Kantyol. ii. p. 507, who reiterates this criticism all
through his account of Kant's teaching.

[1 ] Natural Theology and Modern Thougpt,241.



GLOSSARY OF KANT'S PHILOSOPHICAL TERMS

Absicht

; design
Achtung

; respect
Affekt

; affection
Angenehm

; pleasant
Anschauung
; intuition.
Attribut

; attribute
Aufklarung

; enlightenment
Begehr

; desire

Begriff

; concept
Beschaffenheit
; constitutionor characteristic
Bestimmen

; to determine
Darstellen

; to present
Dasein

; presenceor being
Eigenschaft
; property.
Empfindung
; sensation
Endzweck

; final purpose
Erkenntniss
; cognitionor knowledge
Erklarung

; explanation
Erscheinung
; phenomenon
Existenz

; existence
Furwahrhalten
; belief

Gebiet

; realm



Gefunl

; feeling
Gegenstand

; object

Geist

; Spirit.
Geniessen

; enjoyment
Geschicklichkeit
; skill.
Geschmack

; Taste
Gesetzmassigkeit
; conformity to law
Gewalt

; dominionor authority.
Glaube

; faith.

Grenze

; bound
Grundsatz

; fundamental propositioor principle.
Hang

; propension

Idee

; ldea
Leidenschaft

; passion

Letzter Zweck
; ultimate purpose
Lust

; pleasure
Meinen

; opinion
Neigung

; inclination.
Objekt

; Object

Prinzip

; principle.

Real

; real.

Reich

; kingdom

Reiz

; charm

Ruhrung

; emotion



Schein

; illusion.
Schmerz

; grief.

Schon

; beautiful
Schranke

; limit.
Schwarmerei
; fanaticism
Seele

; soul
Ueberreden

; to persuade
Ueberschwénglich
; transcendent
Ueberzeugen
; to convince
Unlust

; pain.

Urtheil

; judgement
Urtheilskraft

; Judgement
Verbindung

; combination
Vergnugen

; gratification.
Verkniupfung
; connexion
Vermogen

; faculty.
Vernunft

; Reason
Vernunftelei

; sophistryor subtlety
Verstand

; Understanding
Vorstellung

; representation
Wahrnehmung
; perception
Wesen

; being
Willkthr

; elective will

Wirklich

; actual



Wohlgefallen

; satisfaction
Zufriedenheit

; contentment

Zweck

; purpose
Zweckmassig

; purposive
Zweckverbindung

; purposive combinatiorgtc.




PREFACE

We may call the faculty of cognition from principle priori, pure Reasorand the inquiry into its
possibility and bounds generally the Critique ofgpReason, although by this faculty we only
understand Reason in its theoretical employment,aggears under that name in the former work;
without wishing to inquire into its faculty, as pteal Reason, according to its special principles.
That [Critique] goes merely into our faculty of kmimg thingsa priori, and busies itself therefore
only with thecognitive facultyto the exclusion of the feeling of pleasure anid pad the faculty of
desire; and of the cognitive faculties it only cemts itself withUnderstandingaccording to its
principlesa priori, to the exclusion aludgemenandReasor(as faculties alike belonging to
theoretical cognition), because it is found in $skequel that no other cognitive faculty but the
Understanding can furnish constitutive principlésagnitiona priori. The Critique, then, which

sifts them all, as regards the share which eatheobther faculties might pretend to have in the
clear possession of knowledge from its own pecutiat, leaves nothing but what the
Understandingorescribes priori as law for nature as the complex of phenomenage/ifarm also

is givena priori). It relegates all other pure concepts under ldehgh are transcendent for our
theoretical faculty of cognition, but are not tHere useless or to be dispensed with. For theyeserv
as regulative principles; partly to check the daogs pretensions of Understanding, as if (because
it can furnisha priori the conditions of the possibility of all things mh it can know) it had thereby
confined within these bounds the possibility ofthihgs in general; and partly to lead it to the
consideration of nature according to a principleahpleteness, although it can never attain tg this
and thus to further the final design of all knovwged

It was then properly thenderstandingvhich has its special realm in tbegnitive facultyso far as

it contains constitutive principles of cognitiarpriori, which by the Critique, comprehensively
called the Critique of pure Reason, was to be plateertain and sole possessionl against all other
competitors. And so also easonyhich contains constitutive principlaspriori nowhere except
simply in respect of thiaculty of desireshould be assigned its place in the Critique atfcal
Reason.

Whether now thdudgementwhich in the order of our cognitive faculties fam mediating link
between Understanding and Reason, has also peseiriori for itself; whether these are
constitutive or merely regulative (thus indicatimy special realm); and whether they give a aule
priori to the feeling of pleasure and pain, as the medidinhk between the cognitive faculty and
the faculty of desire (just as the Understandiregpribes laws priori to the first, Reason to the
second); these are the questions with which theepteCritique of Judgement is concerned.

A Critique of pure Reasomng. of our faculty of judging priori according to principles, would be
incomplete, if the Judgement, which as a cognitaeelty also makes claim to such principles,
were not treated as a particular part of it; alttoits principles in a system of pure Philosophgche
form no particular part between the theoretical gn@dpractical, but can be annexed when needful
to one or both as occasion requires. For if sugystem is one day to be completed under the
general name of Metaphysic (which it is possibladbieve quite completely, and which is
supremely important for the use of Reason in ex&figrence), the soil for the edifice must be
explored by Criticism as deep down as the foundaticthe faculty of principles independent of
experience, in order that it may sink in no paot,this would inevitably bring about the downfall o
the whole.



We can easily infer from the nature of the Judgdrehose right use is so necessarily and so
universally requisite, that by the name of sounddistanding nothing else but this faculty is
meant), that it must be attended with great diffiea to find a principle peculiar to it; (some but
must contaira priori in itself, for otherwise it would not be set apaytthe commonest Criticism as
a special cognitive faculty). This principle must be derived priori from concepts, for these
belong to the Understanding, and Judgement isanrigerned with their application. It must,
therefore, furnish of itself a concept, through ethiproperly speaking, no thing is cognised, but
which only serves as a rule, though not an objeative to which it can adapt its judgement;
because for this latter another faculty of Judgemeild be requisite, in order to be able to
distinguish whether [any given case] is or is et tase for the rule.

This perplexity about a principle (whether it idbgctive or objective) presents itself mainly in
those judgements that we call aesthetical, whicttem the Beautiful and the Sublime of Nature or
of Art. And, nevertheless, the critical investigatiof a principle of Judgement in these is the most
important part in a Critique of this faculty. Fdth@ugh they do not by themselves contribute to the
knowledge of things, yet they belong to the cogrifiaculty alone, and point to an immediate
reference of this faculty to the feeling of ple&sar pain according to some princiglgriori;

without confusing this with what may be the deterimg) ground of the faculty of desire, which has
its principlesa priori in concepts of Reason.— In the logical judgingnature, experience exhibits

a conformity to law in things, to the understandingo the explanation of which the general
concept of the sensible does not attain; hereutigement can only derive from itself a principle of
the reference of the natural thing to the unknoeablpersensible (a principle which it must only
use from its own point of view for the cognitionradture). And so, though in this case such a
principlea priori can and must be applied to #egnitionof the beings of the world, and opens out
at the same time prospects which are advantageotisef practical Reason, yet it has no immediate
reference to the feeling of pleasure and pain.tBstreference is precisely the puzzle in the
principle of Judgement, which renders a speciai@edor this faculty necessary in the Critique;
since the logical judging according to conceptsr{fiwhich an immediate inference can never be
drawn to the feeling of pleasure and pain) aloniy wieir critical limitation, has at all events bee
capable of being appended to the theoretical pdhibosophy.

The examination of the faculty of taste, as therestgal Judgement, is not here planned in
reference to the formation or the culture of tdkiethis will take its course in the future asie
past without any such investigations), but menelg transcendental point of view. Hence, | trust
that as regards the deficiency of the former pupowill be judged with indulgence, though in the
latter point of view it must be prepared for theesest scrutiny. But | hope that the great diffigul
of solving a problem so involved by nature may seas excuse for some hardly avoidable
obscurity in its solution, if only it be clearlytablished that the principle is correctly stategrant
that the mode of deriving the phenomena of the Sondgnt from it has not all the clearness which
might be rightly demanded elsewhere, viz. in theeaaf cognition according to concepts; but |
believe that | have attained to it in the second giathis work.

Here then | end my whole critical undertaking. alslproceed without delay to the doctrinal [part]
in order to profit, as far as is possible, by therenfavourable moments of my increasing years. It i
obvious that in this [part] there will be no spéaiection for the Judgement, because in respect of
this faculty Criticism serves instead of Theoryt,laccording to the division of Philosophy (and
also of pure Philosophy) into theoretical and pcattthe Metaphysic of Nature and of Morals will
complete the undertaking.



INTRODUCTION
I. OF THE DIVISION OF PHILOSOPHY

We proceed quite correctly if, as usual, we divididosophy, as containing the principles of the
rational cognition of things by means of concepts fnerely, as logic does, principles of the form
of thought in general without distinction of Objextintotheoreticalandpractical. But then the
concepts, which furnish their Object to the prithegpof this rational cognition, must be specifigall
distinct; otherwise they would not justify a divasi, which always presupposes a contrast between
the principles of the rational cognition belongtoghe different parts of a science.

Now there are only two kinds of concepts, and tlaebrit as many distinct principles of the
possibility of their objects, vinatural conceptand theconcept of freedonT.he former render
possibletheoreticalcognition according to principlespriori; the latter in respect of this theoretical
cognition only supplies in itself a negative prplei (that of mere contrast), but on the other hand
furnishes fundamental propositions which extendsipteere of the determination of the will and are
therefore called practical. Thus Philosophy is ectty divided into two parts, quite distinct in the
principles; the theoretical part biatural Philosophyand the practical part doral Philosophy

(for that is the name given to the practical leagish of Reason in accordance with the concept of
freedom). But up to the present a gross misusleeskt expressions has prevailed, both in the
division of the different principles and conseqieatso of Philosophy itself. For what is practical
according to natural concepts has been identifidl thve practical according to the concept of
freedom; and so with the like titles, ‘theoreticaiid ‘practical’ Philosophy, a division has been
made, by which in fact nothing has been divided lffath parts might in such case have principles
of the same kind).

The will, regarded as the faculty of desire, istfirs view) one of the many natural causes in the
world, viz. that cause which acts in accordancé witncepts. All that is represented as possible (or
necessary) by means of a will is called practicatigsible (or necessary); as distinguished from the
physical possibility or necessity of an effect, wlha@ause is not determined to causality by concepts
(but in lifeless matter by mechanism and in aninbglestinct). Here, in respect of the practical, i

is left undetermined whether the concept which githe rule to the causality of the will, is a natur
concept or a concept of freedom.

But the last distinction is essential. For if tlmcept which determines the causality is a natural
concept, then the principles dezhnically practical,whereas, if it is a concept of freedom they are
morally practical.And as the division of a rational science dependthe distinction between
objects whose cognition needs distinct principlles,former will belong to theoretical Philosophy
(doctrine of Nature), but the latter alone will stitute the second part, viz. practical Philosophy
(doctrine of Morals).

All technically practical rulesi.g. the rules of art and skill generally, or of prudemegarded as

skill in exercising an influence over men and thaits), so far as their principles rest on consgpt
must be reckoned only as corollaries to theorektallosophy. For they concern only the possibility
of things according to natural concepts, to whielobg not only the means which are to be met
with in nature, but also the will itself (as a fagwof desire and consequently a natural facuky),

far as it can be determined conformably to thekesroy natural motives. However, practical rules

of this kind are not called laws (like physical Bwbut only precepts; because the will does not
stand merely under the natural concept, but alsleutine concept of freedom, in relation to which

its principles are called laws. These with themsmguences alone constitute the second or practical
part of Philosophy.



The solution of the problems of pure geometry dagsbelong to a particular part of the science;
mensuration does not deserve the name of pradticabntrast to pure, geometry, as a second part
of geometry in general; and just as little ouglet tmechanical or chemical art of experiment or
observation to be reckoned as a practical patietibctrine of Nature. Just as little, in fine, bug
housekeeping, farming, statesmanship, the artrofersation, the prescribing of diet, the universal
doctrine of happiness itself, or the curbing of ith@inations and checking of the affections fag th
sake of happiness, to be reckoned as practicay$eiphy, or taken to constitute the second part of
Philosophy in general. For all these contain oualgs of skill (and are consequently only
technically practical) for bringing about an effétat is possible according to the natural concepts
of causes and effects, which, since they beloridoretical Philosophy, are subject to those
precepts as mere corollaries from it (viz. natscaénce), and can therefore claim no place in a
special Philosophy called practical. On the otlard) the morally practical precepts, which are
altogether based on the concept of freedom todheptete exclusion of the natural determining
grounds of the will, constitute a quite speciabkslarhese, like the rules which nature obeys, are
called simply laws, but they do not, like them t@s sensuous conditions but on a supersensible
principle; and accordingly they require for themssla quite different part of Philosophy, called
practical, corresponding to its theoretical part.

We hence see that a complex of practical preceyes dpy Philosophy does not constitute a distinct
part of Philosophy, as opposed to the theoretiadl pecause these precepts are practical; for they
might be that, even if their principles were ded\atogether from the theoretical cognition of
nature (as technically practical rules). [A distibcanch of Philosophy is constituted only] if thei
principle, as it is not borrowed from the naturahcept, which is always sensuously conditioned,
rests on the supersensible, which alone makestieept of freedom cognisable by formal laws.
These precepts are then morally practical not merely precepts or rules in this or that asped,
without any preceding reference to purposes angmgsare laws.

Il. OF THE REALM OF PHILOSOPHY IN GENERAL

So far as our concepts haagriori application, so far extends the use of our cogmifiaculty
according to principles, and with it Philosophy.

But the complex of all objects, to which those cepts are referred, in order to bring about a
knowledge of them where it is possible, may be sitbeld according to the adequacy or
inadequacy of our [cognitive] faculty to this desig

Concepts, so far as they are referred to objeudgpendently of the possibility or impossibility of
the cognition of these objects, have their fieldolhs determined merely according to the relation
that their Object has to our cognitive faculty engral. The part of this field in which knowledge i
possible for us is a ground or territotgrgitorium) for these concepts and the requisite cognitive
faculty. The part of this territory, where they &gislative, is the realnditio) of these concepts
and of the corresponding cognitive faculties. Emoplrconcepts have, therefore, their territory in
nature, as the complex of all objects of sensenbutalm, only a dwelling-placed@miciliuny; for
though they are produced in conformity to law they not legislative, but the rules based on them
are empirical and consequently contingent.

Our whole cognitive faculty has two realms, thahafural concepts and that of the concept of
freedom; for through both it is legislatieepriori. In accordance with this, Philosophy is divided
into theoretical and practical. But the territooywthich its realm extends and in which its legisiat



is exercisedis always only the complex of objects of all pb&siexperience, so long as they are
taken for nothing more than mere phenomena; faratise no legislation of the Understanding in
respect of them is conceivable.

Legislation through natural concepts is carriedpmeans of the Understanding and is theoretical.
Legislation through the concept of freedom is earon by the Reason and is merely practical. It is
only in the practical [sphere] that the Reasonlmategislative; in respect of theoretical cognition
(of nature) it can merely (as acquainted with Iamiie Understanding) deduce from given laws
consequences which always remain within [the limffnature. But on the other hand, Reason is
not always thereforkegislative,where there are practical rules, for they mayrig technically
practical.

Understanding and Reason exercise, therefore, istinct legislations in regard to one and the
same territory of experience, without prejudiceaah other. The concept of freedom as little
disturbs the legislation of nature, as the natcwakept influences the legislation through the
former.— The possibility of at least thinking witltocontradiction the co-existence of both
legislations, and of the corresponding facultiethasnsame subject, has been shown in the Critique
of pure Reason; for it annulled the objectionstendther side by exposing the dialectical illusion
which they contain.

These two different realms then do not limit eattteoin their legislation, though they perpetually
do so in the world of sense. That they do not ¢tutetonerealm, arises from this, that the natural
concept represents its objects in intuition, nahasys in themselves, but as mere phenomena; the
concept of freedom, on the other hand, represants Object a thing in itself, but not in intuitio
Hence, neither of them can furnish a theoreticaMdedge of its Object (or even of the thinking
subject) as a thing in itself; this would be thpemsensible, the Idea of which we must indeed make
the basis of the possibility of all these objedtexperience, but which we can never extend or
elevate into a cognition.

There is, then, an unbounded but also inacceds#tdiefor our whole cognitive faculty—the field

of the supersensible—wherein we find no territany, therefore, can have in it, for theoretical
cognition, no realm either for concepts of Underdiag or Reason. This field we must indeed
occupy with Ideas on behalf of the theoretical al as the practical use of Reason, but we can
supply to them in reference to the laws [arisingpf the concept of freedom no other than practical
reality, by which our theoretical cognition is rexttended in the slightest degree towards the
supersensible.

Now even if an immeasurable gulf is fixed betwdsndensible realm of the concept of nature and
the supersensible realm of the concept of freedonthat no transition is possible from the first to
the second (by means of the theoretical use ofdR@amist as if they were two different worlds of
which the first could have no influence upon theosel, yet the secondiiseantto have an
influence upon the first. The concept of freedomeant to actualise in the world of sense the
purpose proposed by its laws, and consequentlyaatust be so thought that the conformity to
law of its form, at least harmonises with the ploidisy of the purposes to be effected in it accogli
to laws of freedom.— There must, therefore, beocaigd of theunity of the supersensible, which
lies at the basis of nature, with that which theaept of freedom practically contains; and the
concept of this ground, although it does not atedgtiner theoretically or practically to a knowledge
of the same, and hence has no peculiar realm, thedess makes possible the transition from the



mode of thought according to the principles ofdhe to that according to the principles of the
other.

lIl. OF THE CRITIQUE OF JUDGEMENT AS A MEANS OF COMBINI NG THE TWO
PARTS OF PHILOSOPHY INTO A WHOLE.

The Critique of the cognitive faculties, as regasthst they can furnish priori, has properly
speaking no realm in respect of Objects, becausedt a doctrine, but only has to investigate
whether and how, in accordance with the stateeddlfaculties, a doctrine is possible by their
means. Its field extends to all their pretensiamrder to confine them within their legitimate
bounds. But what cannot enter into the divisioRbilosophy may yet enter, as a chief part, into the
Critique of the pure faculty of cognition in genleraz. if it contains principles which are availab
neither for theoretical nor for practical use.

The natural concepts, which contain the groundldheoretical knowledge priori, rest on the
legislation of the Understanding.— The concepteéflom, which contains the ground of all
sensuously-unconditioned practical preceppsiori, rests on the legislation of the Reason. Both
faculties, therefore, besides being capable ofiegipdn as regards their logical form to principles
of whatever origin, have also as regards theirarantheir special legislations above which there i
no other & priori); and hence the division of Philosophy into thé&oed and practical is justified.

But in the family of the higher cognitive facultiteere is a middle term between the Understanding
and the Reason. This is thedgementof which we have cause for supposing accordirantdogy
that it may contain in itself, if not a specialiikdgtion, yet a special principle of its own tosmight
according to laws, though merely subjectvpriori. This principle, even if it have no field of
objects as its realm, yet may have somewhereitotgrwith a certain character, for which no other
principle can be valid.

But besides (to judge by analogy) there is a newrmpl for bringing the Judgement into connexion
with another arrangement of our representativelti@syi which seems to be of even greater
importance than that of its relationship with thenfly of the cognitive faculties. For all faculties
capacities of the soul can be reduced to threesiwdannot be any further derived from one
common ground: th&aculty of knowledgeahefeeling of pleasure and paiand thefaculty of
desirel For the faculty of knowledge the Understandingle legislative, if (as must happen
when it is considered by itself without confusioithathe faculty of desire) this faculty is referrexd
nature as the faculty tfieoretical knowledgepr in respect of nature (as phenomenon) it is&lo
possible for us to give laws by means of naturaceptsa priori, i.e. by pure concepts of
Understanding.— For the faculty of desire, as &éidaculty according to the concept of freedom,
the Reason (in which alone this concept has a pla@onea priori legislative.—Now between the
faculties of knowledge and desire there is tharigedf pleasure, just as the Judgement is
intermediate between the Understanding and thedRed$e may therefore suppose provisionally
that the Judgement likewise contains in itseldagriori principle. And as pleasure or pain is
necessarily combined with the faculty of desiréh@i preceding this principle as in the lower
desires, or following it as in the higher, when tlesire is determined by the moral law), we may
also suppose that the Judgement will bring abararesition from the pure faculty of knowledge,
the realm of natural concepts, to the realm ofctinecept of freedom, just as in its logical use it
makes possible the transition from Understandirigegason.



Although, then, Philosophy can be divided only itwom main parts, the theoretical and the
practical, and although all that we may be ableapof the special principles of Judgement must be
counted as belonging in it to the theoretical pagtfo rational cognition in accordance with natural
concepts; yet the Critique of pure Reason, whicktrdacide all this, as regards the possibility of
the system before undertaking it, consists of tpa¢s; the Critique of pure Understanding, of pure
Judgement, and of pure Reason, which facultiesalled pure because they are legislasiy@iori.

IV. OF JUDGEMENT AS A FACULTY LEGISLATING A PRIORI

Judgement in general is the faculty of thinking plaeticular as contained under the Universal.df th
universal (the rule, the principle, the law) beagiythe Judgement which subsumes the particular
under it (even if, as transcendental Judgemefurrtshesa priori, the conditions in conformity

with which subsumption under that universal is alpossible) isleterminantBut if only the
particular be given for which the universal hadédound, the Judgement is meradflective.

The determinant Judgement only subsumes undermsaivieanscendental laws given by the
Understanding; the law is marked out foritpriori, and it has therefore no need to seek a law for
itself in order to be able to subordinate the paltér in nature to the universal.— But the forms of
nature are so manifold, and there are so many iatdns of the universal transcendental natural
concepts left undetermined by the laws giveepriori, by the pure Understanding,—because these
only concern the possibility of a nature in genéaalan object of sense),—that there must be laws
for these [forms] also. These, as empirical, magdrgingent from the point of view olur
Understanding, and yet, if they are to be callegsiéas the concept of a nature requires), they must
be regarded as necessary in virtue of a principleeounity of the manifold, though it be unknown
to us.— The reflective Judgement, which is obligeedscend from the particular in nature to the
universal, requires on that account a principlé¢ itheannot borrow from experience, because its
function is to establish the unity of all empirigainciples under higher ones, and hence to establi
the possibility of their systematic subordinati@uch a transcendental principle, then, the reflecti
Judgement can only give as a law from and to it#tetinnot derive it from outside (because then it
would be the determinant Judgement); nor can &qpiige it to nature, because reflection upon the
laws of nature adjusts itself by nature, and naineaby the conditions according to which we
attempt to arrive at a concept of it which is quibatingent in respect of these.

This principle can be no other than the followiAg: universal laws of nature have their ground in
our Understanding, which prescribes them to ngitbough only according to the universal
concept of it as nature); so particular empirieals, in respect of what is in them left undetermine
by these universal laws, must be considered inrdacce with such a unity as they would have if
an Understanding (although not our Understandiag)flirnished them to our cognitive faculties,
S0 as to make possible a system of experiencedingdo particular laws of nature. Not as if, in
this way, such an Understanding must be assumadtaal (for it is only our reflective Judgement
to which this Idea serves as a principle—for refteg; not for determining); but this faculty thus
gives a law only to itself and not to nature.

Now the concept of an Object, so far as it conttiesground of the actuality of this Object, is the
purpose;and the agreement of a thing with that constituabthings, which is only possible
according to purposes, is called theposivenessf its form. Thus the principle of Judgement, in
respect of the form of things of nature under eroglilaws generally, is theurposiveness of



naturein its manifoldness. That is, nature is represtbiemeans of this concept, as if an
Understanding contained the ground of the unithefmanifold of its empirical laws.

The purposiveness of nature is therefore a paati@dncepta priori, which has its origin solely in
the reflective Judgement. For we cannot ascrilmatoral products anything like a reference of
nature in them to purposes; we can only use tmseaqt to reflect upon such products in respect of
the connexion of phenomena which is given in natweording to empirical laws. This concept is
also quite different from practical purposivenaashiman art or in morals), though it is certainly
thought according to the analogy of these last.

V. THE PRINCIPLE OF THE FORMAL PURPOSIVENESS OF NATURE IS A
TRANSCENDENTAL PRINCIPLE OF JUDGEMENT.

A transcendental principle is one by means of wisalepresented priori, the universal condition
under which alone things can be in general Objgfotgir cognition. On the other hand, a principle
is called metaphysical if it represents ghpriori condition under which alone Objects, whose
concept must be empirically given, can be furthetednineda priori. Thus the principle of the
cognition of bodies as substances, and as chamgsal$tances, is transcendental, if thereby it is
asserted that their changes must have a causengtaphysical if it asserts that their changes mus
have arexternalcause. For in the former case bodies need onllydagght by means of ontological
predicates (pure concepts of Understandieg),substance, in order to cognise the proposaion
priori; but in the latter case the empirical concept lbbdy (as a movable thing in space) must lie
at the basis of the proposition, although oncelibss has been laid down, it may be seen
completelya priori that this latter predicate (motion only by extémsuses) belongs to body.—
Thus, as | shall presently show, the principlehef purposiveness of nature (in the manifoldness of
its empirical laws) is a transcendental principler the concept of Objects, so far as they are
thought as standing under this principle, is ohly pure concept of objects of possible empirical
cognition in general and contains nothing empiri€al the other hand, the principle of practical
purposiveness, which must be thought in the Idehedeterminatiorof a freewill, is a
metaphysical principle; because the concept otaltfaof desire as a will must be given
empirically (.e. does not belong to transcendental predicatesh patciples are, however, not
empirical, buta priori; because for the combination of the predicate thighempirical concept of
the subject of their judgements no further expeees needed, but it can be apprehended
completelya priori.

That the concept of a purposiveness of nature gsltmtranscendental principles can be
sufficiently seen from the maxims of the Judgemehich lie at the basis of the investigation of
naturea priori, and yet do not go further than the possibilitgrperience, and consequently of the
cognition of nature—not indeed nature in genenal,Mature as determined through a variety of
particular laws. These maxims present themselvéseicourse of this science often enough, though
in a scattered way, as sentences of metaphysisdbwi, whose necessity we cannot demonstrate
from concepts. “Nature takes the shortest i@y fparsimoniag at the same time it makes no

leaps, either in the course of its changes orerjuktaposition of specifically different formkex
continui in naturg; its great variety in empirical laws is yet unitgder a few principlegp(incipia
praeter necessitatem non sunt multiplicandatc.

If we propose to set forth the origin of these fam@ntal propositions and try to do so by the
psychological method, we violate their sense. Rey o not tell us what happens, by what rule



our cognitive powers actually operate, and howwdge, but how we ought to judge; and this
logical objective necessity does not emerge iftigciples are merely empirical. Hence that
purposiveness of nature for our cognitive faculéied their use, which is plainly apparent from
them, is a transcendental principle of judgemaeanrtid, needs therefore also a Transcendental
Deduction, by means of which the ground for so jaggnust be sought in the sources of cognition
a priori.

We find in the grounds of the possibility of an expnce in the very first place something
necessary, viz. the universal laws without whictureain general (as an object of sense) cannot be
thought; and these rest upon the Categories, apalithe formal conditions of all intuition possbl
for us, so far as it is also giverpriori. Now under these laws the Judgement is determifant,

has nothing to do but to subsume under given l[Basexample, the Understanding says that every
change has its cause (universal law of nature)rémscendental Judgement has nothing further to
do than to suppls priori the condition of subsumption under the concepbhefUnderstanding
placed before it,.e. the succession [in time] of the determinationsré and the same thing. For
nature in general (as an object of possible expeeiethat law is cognised as absolutely
necessary.— But now the objects of empirical cogmiare determined in many other ways than by
that formal time-condition, or, at least as famascan judge priori, are determinable. Hence
specifically different natures can be causes iménite variety of ways, as well as in virtue ohat
they have in common as belonging to nature in gégnand each of these modes must (in
accordance with the concept of a cause in genea®h its rule, which is a law and therefore brings
necessity with it, although we do not at all conmered this necessity, in virtue of the constitution
and the limitations of our cognitive faculties. \Weist therefore think in nature, in respect of its
merely empirical laws, a possibility of infinitelyarious empirical laws, which are, as far as our
insight goes, contingent (cannot be cognisguliori), and in respect of which we judge nature,
according to empirical laws and the possibilitytteé unity of experience (as a system according to
empirical laws), to be contingent. But such a umtyst be necessarily presupposed and assumed,
for otherwise there would be no thoroughgoing caioreof empirical cognitions in a whole of
experience. The universal laws of nature no dautsti$h such a connexion of things according to
their kind as things of nature in general, butspecifically, as such particular beings of nature.
Hence the Judgement must assume for its specidhissgrinciplea priori, that what in the

particular (empirical) laws of nature is from thenian point of view contingent, yet contains a
unity of law in the combination of its manifold can experience possible in itself—a unity not
indeed to be fathomed by us, but yet thinkable.séqoently as the unity of law in a combination,
which we cognise as contingent in itself, althougbhonformity with a necessary design (a need) of
Understanding, is represented as the purposiverfi&3isjects (here of nature); so must the
Judgement, which in respect of things under posgidt yet discovered) empirical laws is merely
reflection, think of nature in respect of the latiecording to g@rinciple of purposivenedsr our
cognitive faculty, which then is expressed in thewee maxims of the Judgement. This
transcendental concept of a purposiveness of netm&ther a natural concept nor a concept of
freedom, because it ascribes nothing to the Olppécetature), but only represents the peculiar way
in which we must proceed in reflection upon theeotg of nature in reference to a thoroughly
connected experience, and is consequently a siuggminciple (maxim) of the Judgement. Hence,
as if it were a lucky chance favouring our desiga,are rejoiced (properly speaking, relieved of a
want), if we meet with such systematic unity uneherely empirical laws; although we must
necessarily assume that there is such a unity wiithar comprehending it or being able to prove it.

In order to convince ourselves of the correctnéskis Deduction of the concept before us, and the
necessity of assuming it as a transcendental ptenoif cognition, just consider the magnitude of



the problem. The problem, which liagriori in our Understanding, is to make a connected
experience out of given perceptions of a natureaioimg at all events an infinite variety of
empirical laws. The Understanding is, no doubfjossessioa priori of universal laws of nature,
without which nature could not be an object of eigrece; but it needs in addition a certain order of
nature in its particular rules, which can only bepé&ically known and which are, as regards the
Understanding, contingent. These rules, withouttvhve could not proceed from the universal
analogy of a possible experience in general tg#racular, must be thought by it as laws.(as
necessary), for otherwise they would not constitut@rder of nature; although their necessity can
never be cognised or comprehended by it. Althotigdrefore, the Understanding can determine
nothinga priori in respect of Objects, it must, in order to traoéthese empirical so-called laws,
place at the basis of all reflection upon Objecta @riori principle, viz. that a cognisable order of
nature is possible in accordance with these laws.fdllowing propositions express some such
principle. There is in nature a subordination aie@a and species comprehensible by us. Each one
approximates to some other according to a commiogiple, so that a transition from one to
another and so on to a higher genus may be poss$ideigh it seems at the outset unavoidable for
our Understanding to assume different kinds of alitysor the specific differences of natural
operations, yet these different kinds may stanceuadgsmall number of principles, with the
investigation of which we have to busy ourselvdgsharmony of nature with our cognitive

faculty is presupposeal priori by the Judgement, on behalf of its reflection upature in
accordance with its empirical laws; whilst the Urstiending at the same time cognises it
objectively as contingent, and it is only the Judgat that ascribes it to nature as a trancendental
purposiveness (in relation to the cognitive facoltyhe subject). For without this presupposition
we should have no order of nature in accordande evitpirical laws, and consequently no guiding
thread for an experience ordered by these in il thariety, or for an investigation of them.

For it might easily be thought that, in spite dfthé uniformity of natural things according to the
universal laws, without which we should not have filrm of an empirical cognition in general, the
specific variety of the empirical laws of naturelirding their effects might yet be so great, that i
would be impossible for our Understanding, to detecature a comprehensible order; to divide its
products into genera and species, so as to ugeititgples which explain and make intelligible one
for the explanation and comprehension of anothreoub of such confused material (strictly we
should say, so infinitely various and not to be saoead by our faculty of comprehension) to make a
connected experience.

The Judgement has therefore also in itself a ieai priori of the possibility of nature, but only in
a subjective aspect; by which it prescribes, notaiure (autonomy), but to itself (heautonomy) a
law for its reflection upon nature. This we mightl¢helaw of the specification of nature respect
of its empirical laws. The Judgement does not c®thisa priori in nature, but assumes it on
behalf of a natural order cognisable by our Un@deding in the division which it makes of the
universal laws of nature when it wishes to subatiirio these the variety of particular laws. linthe
we say that nature specifies its universal lawsltog to the principles of purposiveness for our
cognitive facultyj.e. in accordance with the necessary business ofth@h Understanding of
finding the universal for the particular which pgption offers it, and again of finding connexion
for the diverse (which however is a universal faclespecies) in the unity of a principle,—we thus
neither prescribe to nature a law, nor do we leamnfrom it by observation (although such a
principle may be confirmed by this means). Fos ihot a principle of the determinant but merely of
the reflective Judgement. We only require thathre disposed as it may as regards its universal
laws, investigation into its empirical laws maydaried on in accordance with that principle and



the maxims founded thereon, because it is onlasad that holds that we can make any progress
with the use of our Understanding in experienceyain knowledge.

VI. OF THE COMBINATION OF THE FEELING OF PLEASURE WITH THE CONCEPT
OF THE PRUPOSIVENESS OF NATURE

The thought harmony of nature in the variety opisticular laws with our need of finding
universality of principles for it, must be judgesi @ntingent in respect of our insight, but yethat
same time as indispensable for the needs of ouetdtahding, and consequently as a
purposiveness by which nature is harmonised wittdesign, which, however, has only knowledge
for its aim. The universal laws of the Understagdivhich are at the same time laws of nature, are
just as necessary (although arising from spontgnestthe material laws of motion. Their
production presupposes no design on the part of@ymitive faculty, because it is only by means
of them that we, in the first place, attain a cqrtag# what the cognition of things (of nature)asd
attribute them necessarily to nature as Objecuottognition in general. But, so far as we can see,
it is contingent that the order of nature accordmgs particular laws, in all its variety and
heterogeneity possibly at least transcending oopeehension, should be actually conformable to
these [laws]. The discovery of this [order] is thesiness of the Understanding which is designedly
borne towards a necessary purpose, viz. the bangfiminity of principles into nature, which
purpose then the Judgement must ascribe to néecause the Understanding cannot here
prescribe any law to it.

The attainment of that design is bound up withfésting of pleasure, and since the condition of
this attainment is a representateapriori,—as here a principle for the reflective Judgement i
general,—therefore the feeling of pleasure is detezd by a ground priori and valid for every
man, and that merely by the reference of the Olbgettie cognitive faculty, the concept of
purposiveness here not having the least referentteetfaculty of desire. It is thus quite
distinguished from all practical purposiveness atine.

In fact, although from the agreement of perceptioitl laws in accordance with universal natural
concepts (the categories), we do not and canndfiriourselves the slightest effect upon the
feeling of pleasure, because the Understandingssatly proceeds according to its nature without
any design; yet, on the other hand, the discovattivo or more empirical heterogeneous laws of
nature may be combined under one principle compiaihg them both, is the ground of a very
marked pleasure, often even of an admiration, wlads not cease, though we may be already
quite familiar with the objects of it. We no londerd, it is true, any marked pleasure in the
comprehensibility of nature and in the unity ofdtsisions into genera and species, whereby are
possible all empirical concepts, through which wgrise it according to its particular laws. But
this pleasure has certainly been present at oreg and it is only because the commonest
experience would be impossible without it thasigradually confounded with mere cognition and
no longer arrests particular attention. There énthomething in our judgements upon nature which
makes us attentive to its purposiveness for ourestdnding—an endeavour to bring, where
possible, its dissimilar laws under higher onesugh still always empirical—and thus, if
successful, makes us feel pleasure in that harmobtiese with our cognitive faculty, which
harmony we regard as merely contingent. On ther dthied, a representation of nature would
altogether displease, by which it should be forktolus that in the smallest investigation beyond
the commonest experience we should meet with adgareity of its laws, which would make the
union of its particular laws under universal engatilaws impossible for our Understanding. For



this would contradict the principle of the subjeety-purposive specification of nature in its
genera, and also of our reflective Judgement ipeetsof such principle.

This presupposition of the Judgement is, howevdheasame time so indeterminate as to how far
that ideal purposiveness of nature for our cogeifaculty should be extended, that if we were told
that a deeper or wider knowledge of nature derfvath observation must lead at last to a variety of
laws, which no human Understanding could redu@epanciple, we should at once acquiesce. But
still we more gladly listen to one who offers hdpat the more we know nature internally, and can
compare it with external members now unknown tahes more simple shall we find it in its
principles, and that the further our experiencehea the more uniform shall we find it amid the
apparent heterogeneity of its empirical laws. F@ a mandate of our Judgement to proceed
according to the principle of the harmony of natwrh our cognitive faculty so far as that reaches,
without deciding (because it is not the determiramtgement which gives us this rule) whether or
not it is bounded anywhere. For although in respéttie rational use of our cognitive faculty we
can determine such bounds, this is not possiltleeirempirical field.

VII. OF THE AESTHETICAL REPRESENTATION OF THE PURPOSIVE NESS OF
NATURE.

That which in the representation of an Object isatyesubjectivej.e. which decides its reference

to the subject, not to the object, is its aesthétibaracter; but that which serves or can be feed
the determination of the object (for cognition)itsslogical validity. In the cognition of an objeaf
sense both references present themselves. Inrike-sepresentation of external things the quality
of space wherein we intuite them is the merelyettbje [element] of my representation (by which
it remains undecided what they may be in themsedggdbjects), on account of which reference the
object is thought thereby merely as phenomenonspate, notwithstanding its merely subjective
quality, is at the same time an ingredient in thgnition of things as phenomer&ensationagain

(i.e. external sensation), expresses the merely swgdetiement] of our representations of external
things, but it is also the proper material (reafiethem (by which something existing is given) tjus
as space is the mere foarpriori of the possibility of their intuition. Neverthekedowever,
sensation is also employed in the cognition of mkeObjects.

But the subjective [element] in a representatidich cannot be an ingredient of cognitiasthe
pleasureor pain which is bound up with it; for through it I cogerisiothing in the object of the
representation, although it may be the effect afescognition. Now the purposiveness of a thing,
so far as it is represented in perception, is ravaztieristic of the Object itself (for such canbet
perceived), although it may be inferred from a ¢ogn of things. The purposiveness, therefore,
which precedes the cognition of an Object, and Whéwen without our wishing to use the
representation of it for cognition, is, at the samee, immediately bound up with it, is that
subjective [element] which cannot be an ingrediemognition. Hence the object is only called
purposive, when its representation is immediatelnlgined with the feeling of pleasure; and this
very representation is an aesthetical representafipurposiveness.— The only question is
whether there is, in general, such a representafiparposiveness.

If pleasure is bound up with the mere apprehen@pprehensipof the form of an object of

intuition, without reference to a concept for aidliéé cognition, then the representation is thereby
not referred to the Object, but simply to the sabjand the pleasure can express nothing else than
its harmony with the cognitive faculties which comt play in the reflective Judgement, and so



far as they are in play; and hence can only ex@esgjective formal purposiveness of the Object.
For that apprehension of forms in the Imaginatian oever take place without the reflective
Judgement, though undesignedly, at least compé#herg with its faculty of referring intuitions to
concepts. If now in this comparison the Imagina(@as the faculty o& priori intuitions) is placed

by means of a given representation undesignedigieement with the Understanding, as the
faculty of concepts, and thus a feeling of pleassigroused, the object must then be regarded as
purposive for the reflective Judgement. Such agutgnt is an aesthetical judgement upon the
purposiveness of the Object, which does not bas# iipon any present concept of the object, nor
does it furnish any such. In the case of an oljbctse form (not the matter of its representatian, a
sensation), in the mere reflection upon it (withaaference to any concept to be obtained of it), is
judged as the ground of a pleasure in the reprasentof such an Object, this pleasure is judged as
bound up with the representation necessarily; emasequently, not only for the subject which
apprehends this form, but for every judging beimgeneral. The object is then called beautiful; and
the faculty of judging by means of such a pleaganel, consequently, with universal validity) is
called Taste. For since the ground of the pleasypkaced merely in the form of the object for
reflection in general—and, consequently, in no aBos of the object, and also without reference to
any concept which anywhere involves design—it iy time conformity to law in the empirical use

of the Judgement in general (unity of the Imagoratvith the Understanding) in the subject, with
which the representation of the Object in reflattihose conditions are universally vadigbriori,
harmonises. And since this harmony of the objet tie faculties of the subject is contingent, it
brings about the representation of its purposivemnesespect of the cognitive faculties of the
subject.

Here now is a pleasure, which, like all pleasurpain that is not produced through the concept of
freedom {.e. through the preceding determination of the hidgheulties of desire by pure Reason),
can never be comprehended from concepts, as nabebsand up with the representation of an
object. It must always be cognised as combined thithonly by means of reflective perception;
and, consequently, like all empirical judgemeritsan declare no objective necessity and lay claim
to noa priori validity. But the judgement of taste also claias every other empirical judgement
does, to be valid for every one; and in spite ®friner contingency this is always possible. The
strange and irregular thing is that it is not arpgical concept, but a feeling of pleasure
(consequently not a concept at all), which by tldggment of taste is attributed to every one,—just
as if it were a predicate bound up with the cogniof the Object—and which is connected with the
representation thereof.

A singular judgement of experienaeg.,when we perceive a moveable drop of water in an ic
crystal, may justly claim that every one else stidurd it the same; because we have formed this
judgement, according to the universal conditionthefdeterminant faculty of Judgement, under the
laws of a possible experience in general. Justarsame way he who feels pleasure in the mere
reflection upon the form of an object without resi® any concept, although this judgement be
empirical and singular, justly claims the agreenwdrdvery one; because the ground of this
pleasure is found in the universal, although suljeccondition of reflective judgements, viz., the
purposive harmony of an object (whether a prodticature or of art) with the mutual relations of
the cognitive faculties (the Imagination and thedestanding), a harmony which is requisite for
every empirical cognition. The pleasure, thereforgéhe judgement of taste is dependent on an
empirical representation, and cannot be bound ppori with any concept (we cannot determae
priori what object is or is not according to taste; thatmust find out by experiment). But the
pleasure is the determining ground of this judgdmely because we are conscious that it rests



merely on reflection and on the universal thougly sabjective conditions of the harmony of that
reflection with the cognition of Objects in generfar which the form of the Object is purposive.

Thus the reason why judgements of taste accorditigeir possibility are subjected to a Critique is
that they presuppose a principlgriori, although this principle is neither one of cogmitior the
Understanding nor of practice for the Will, andréfere is not in any way determinampriori.

Susceptibility to pleasure from reflection upon thiems of things (of Nature as well as of Art),
indicates not only a purposiveness of the Objectslation to the reflective Judgement,
conformably to the concept of nature in the subjeat also conversely a purposiveness of the
subject in respect of the objects according ta tleem or even their formlessness, in virtue of the
concept of freedom. Hence the aesthetical judgemenrtt only related as a judgement of taste to
the beautiful, but also as springing from a spaliieeling is related to treublime;and thus the
Critique of the aesthetical Judgement must be doidto two corresponding sections.

VIIl. OF THE LOGICAL REPRESENTATION OF THE PURPOSIVENESS OF NATURE

Purposiveness may be represented in an object givexperience on a merely subjective ground,
as the harmony of its form,—in tla@prehensiorfapprehensipof it prior to any concept,—with

the cognitive faculties, in order to unite the ihtan with concepts for a cognition generally. ©r i
may be represented objectively as the harmonyeofdtm of the object with the possibility of the
thing itself, according to a concept of it whiclepedes and contains the ground of this form. We
have seen that the representation of purposiverigks first kind rests on the immediate pleasure
in the form of the object in the mere reflectioronpt. But the representation of purposiveness of
the second kind, since it refers the form of th¢e©th not to the cognitive faculties of the subjiect
the apprehension of it, but to a definite cognitidrthe object under a given concept, has nottong t
do with a feeling of pleasure in things, but oniyhithe Understanding in its judgement upon them.
If the concept of an object is given, the busiregte Judgement in the use of the concept for
cognition consists ipresentation(exhibitio), i.e. in setting a corresponding intuition beside the
concept. This may take place either through our bmagination, as in Art when we realise a
preconceived concept of an object which is a pwemdours; or through Nature in its Technic (as
in organised bodies) when we supply to it our cphoéits purpose in order to judge of its
products. In the latter case it is not merelygheposivenessf nature in the form of the thing that
is represented, but this its product is represeaseshatural purpose— Although our concept of a
subjective purposiveness of nature in its form®sating to empirical laws is not a concept of the
Object, but only a principle of the Judgement fonfshing itself with concepts amid the immense
variety of nature (and thus being able to asceitsiown position), yet we thus ascribe to natwe a
it were a regard to our cognitive faculty accordioghe analogy of purpose. Thus we can regard
natural beautyas thepresentatiorof the concept of the formal (merely subjectivejgosiveness.
andnatural purposess the presentation of the concept of a real ¢t purposiveness. The
former of these we judge of by Taste (aesthetichihthe medium of the feeling of pleasure), the
latter by Understanding and Reason (logically, ediog to concepts).

On this is based the division of the Critique addement into the Critique aestheticaland of
teleologicalJudgement. By the first we understand the faaflfjydging of the formal
purposiveness (otherwise called subjective) of Maly means of the feeling of pleasure or pain;
by the second the faculty of judging its real (chjee) purposiveness by means of Understanding
and Reason.



In a Critique of Judgement the part containingabsthetical Judgement is essential, because this
alone contains a principle which the Judgementgslauitea priori at the basis of its reflection

upon nature; viz., the principle of a formal purpesess of nature, according to its particular
(empirical) laws, for our cognitive faculty, withobwhich the Understanding could not find itself in
nature. On the other hand no reaaqgoriori could be specified,—and even the possibility of a
reason would not be apparent from the concepttoi@as an object of experience whether general
or particular,—why there should be objective pugsosf naturei.e. things which are only possible
as natural purposes; but the Judgement, withoutizong such a principla priori in itself, in

given cases (of certain products), in order to madesof the concept of purposes on behalf of
Reason, would only contain the rule according tactvithat transcendental principle has already
prepared the Understanding to apply to nature ¢diheeapt of a purpose (at least as regards its form).

But the transcendental principle which represemsraosiveness of nature (in subjective reference
to our cognitive faculty) in the form of a thing aprinciple by which we judge of nature, leaves it
quite undetermined where and in what cases | rapelge of a product according to a principle of
purposiveness, and not rather according to univaeegaral laws. It leaves it to tteesthetical
Judgement to decide by taste the harmony of tloidymt (of its form) with our cognitive faculty (so
far as this decision rests not on any agreemehtsuihcepts but on feeling). On the other hand, the
Judgement teleologically employed furnishes coodgideterminately under which somethiagy(

an organised body) is to be judged according tddéa of a purpose of nature; but it can adduce no
fundamental proposition from the concept of naag@n object of experience authorising it to
ascribe to natura priori a reference to purposes, or even indeterminatedgsume this of such
products in actual experience. The reason of ghilkdat we must have many particular experiences,
and consider them under the unity of their prirgijh order to be able to cognise, even empirically
objective purposiveness in a certain object.— Téstheetical Judgement is therefore a special
faculty for judging of things according to a rulbeit not according to concepts. The teleological
Judgement is not a special faculty, but only tHiecgve Judgement in general, so far as it
proceeds, as it always does in theoretical cogniaocording to concepts; but in respect of certain
objects of nature according to special principles, of a merely reflective Judgement, and nca of
Judgement that determines Objects. Thus as regam@gplication it belongs to the theoretical part
of Philosophy; and on account of its special pptes which are not determinant, as they must be in
Doctrine, it must constitute a special part of @régique. On the other hand, the aesthetical
Judgement contributes nothing towards the knowledgfs objects, and thus must be reckoned as
belonging to the criticism of the judging subjentiats cognitive facultiegnly so far as they are
susceptible o& priori principles, of whatever other use (theoreticgbr@ctical) they may be. This

is the propaedeutic of all Philosophy.

IX. OF THE CONNEXION OF THE LEGISLATION OF UNDERSTANDI NG WITH THAT
OF REASON BY MEANS OF THE JUDGEMENT

The Understanding legislatagriori for nature as an Object of sense—for a theorekivalvledge

of it in a possible experience. Reason legislatpsori for freedom and its peculiar casuality; as
the supersensible in the subject, for an uncontigpractical knowledge. The realm of the natural
concept under the one legislation and that of treept of freedom under the other are entirely
removed from all mutual influence which they miglatve on one another (each according to its
fundamental laws) by the great gulf that separdtesupersensible from phenomena. The concept
of freedom determines nothing in respect of therhigcal cognition of nature; and the natural
concept determines nothing in respect of the pralckaws of freedom. So far then it is not possible



to throw a bridge from the one realm to the otBert although the determining grounds of causality
according to the concept of freedom (and the praktules which it contains) are not resident in
nature, and the sensible cannot determine the sems&ble in the subject, yet this is possible
conversely (not, to be sure, in respect of the itimgnof nature, but as regards the effects of the
supersensible upon the sensible). This in faetislved in the concept of a causality through
freedom, theeffectof which is to take place in the world accordingts formal laws. The word
causeof course, when used of the supersensible onhyfigg thegroundwhich determines the
causality of natural things to an effect in accoawith their proper natural laws, although
harmoniously with the formal principle of the laaSReason. Although the possibility of this
cannot be comprehended, yet the objection of aadiction alleged to be found in it can be
sufficiently answered.1— The effect in accordand whe concept of freedom is the final purpose
which (or its phenomenon in the world of sense)hbug exist; and the condition of the possibility
of this is presupposed in nature (in the naturth@fsubject as a sensible being, that is, as niae).
Judgement presupposes thipriori and without reference to the practical; and thwsishes the
mediating concept between the concepts of natutelat of freedom. It makes possible the
transition from the conformity to law in accordamegh the former to the final purpose in
accordance with the latter, and this by the conoéppurposivenessf nature. For thus is cognised
the possibility of the final purpose which alon@ ¢e actualised in nature in harmony with its laws.

The Understanding by the possibility of &gpriori laws for nature, gives a proof that nature is only
cognised by us as phenomenon; and implies at the 8me that it has a supersensible substrate,
though it leaves this quitendeterminedThe Judgement by itspriori principle for the judging of
nature according to its possible particular lawakes the supersensible substrate (both in us and
without us)determinable by means of the intellectual facBiyt the Reason by its practical

priori law determinest; and thus the Judgement makes possible thsiti@mfrom the realm of the
concept of nature to that of the concept of freedom

As regards the faculties of the soul in generalheir higher aspect, as containing an autonongy; th
Understanding is that which contains teomstitutiveprinciplesa priori for thecognitive faculty

(the theoretical cognition of nature). For feeling of pleasure and pathere is the Judgement,
independently of concepts and sensations whicker&ahe determination of the faculty of desire
and can thus be immediately practical. Forfdoailty of desirghere is the Reason which is
practical without the mediation of any pleasure tetaar. It determines for the faculty of desireaas
superior faculty, the final purpose which carriedwit the pure intellectual satisfaction in the
Object.— The concept formed by Judgement of a mivpoess of nature belongs to natural
concepts, but only as a regulative principle ofdbgnitive faculty; although the aesthetical
judgement upon certain objects (of Nature of Ajaka occasions it is, in respect of the feeling of
pleasure or pain, a constitutive principle. Thergpgoeity in the play of the cognitive facultiesg th
harmony of which contains the ground of this pleasmakes the above concept [of the
purposiveness of nature] fit to be the mediating between the realm of the natural concept and
that of the concept of freedom in its effects; whdt the same time it promotes the sensibilitshef
mind for moral feeling.— The following table maycfktate the review of all the higher faculties
according to their systematic unity.1

All the faculties of the mind
Cognitive faculties. Faculties of desire.
Feeling of pleasure and pain.

Cognitive faculties



Understanding.  Judgement. Reason.
A priori principles

Conformity to law. Purposiveness. Final purpose.
Application to

Freedom.
Nature. Art.

Endnotes
[1] [Reading, with Windelband sicheren alleinigen Besiiz.

[1] If we have cause for supposing that conceybiich we use as empirical principles stand in
relationship with the pure cognitive facultypriori, it is profitable, because of this reference, to
seek for them a transcendental definitiog,;a definition through pure categories, so far asehby
themselves adequately furnish the distinction efdbncept in question from others. We here
follow the example of the mathematician who leawedetermined the empirical data of his
problem, and only brings their relation in theirgpgynthesis under the concepts of pure Arithmetic,
and thus generalises the solution. Objection haa beought against a similar procedure of mine
(cf. the Preface to the Critique of Practical Reagdbott’s Translationp. 94), and my definition

of the faculty of desire has been found fault witilz, that it is [the being’'sfaculty of becoming by
means of its representations the cause of the histwd the objects of these representaticiuos;the
desires might be meavings,and by means of these alone every one is convithee@bject

cannot be produced.— But this proves nothing mae that there are desires in man, by which he
is in contradiction with himself. For here he stisvfor the production of the Object by means of the
representatioalone,from which he can expect no result, because beriscious that his

mechanical powers (if | may so call those whichrayepsychological) which must be determined
by that representation to bring about the Obje@djately) are either not competent, or even tend
towards what is impossible;g.to reverse the pasb(mihi praeteritos . . etc.), or to annihilate in
the impatience of expectation the interval befbeewished for moment.— Although in such
fantastic desires we are conscious of the inadgga@ven the unsuitability) of our
representations for beirmguseof their objects, yet their reference as causes$ cansequently the
representation of theaausality,is contained in evenyish; and this is specially evident if the wish

is an affection olonging. For these [longings] by their dilatation and cantion of the heart and
consequent exhaustion of its powers, prove thaetpewers are continually kept on the stretch by
representations, but that they perpetually lentived, having regard to the impossibility [of the
desire], fall back in exhaustion. Even prayerstigraversion of great and (as far as one can see)
unavoidable evils, and many superstitious meanatfaming in a natural way impossible purposes,
point to the causal reference of representatiotisaio Objects; a reference which cannot at all the
checked by the consciousness of the inadequateddffort to produce the effect.— As to why
there should be in our nature this propensity girde which are consciously vain, that is an
anthropologico-teleological problem. It seems thaie were not determined to the application of
our powers before we were assured of the adequamy daculties to produce an Object, these
powers would remain in great part unused. For wergonly learn to know our powers only by

first making trial of them. This deception in theese of vain wishes is then only the consequence of
a benevolent ordinance in our nature. [This nots added by Kant in the Second Edition.]

[1 ] One of the various pretended contradictionghis whole distinction of the causality of nature
from that of freedom is this. It is objected tHdtspeak ofobstaclesvhich nature opposes to
causality according to (moral) laws of freedom bthe assistancet affords, | am admitting an



influenceof the former upon the latter. But if we try todemstand what has been said, this
misinterpretation is very easy to avoid. The opj@sior assistance is not between nature and
freedom, but between the former as phenomenonheredfectsof the latter as phenomena in the
world of sense. The causality of freedom itself{ofe and practical Reason) is the causality of a
natural cause subordinated to freedam ¢f the subject considered as man and therefore as
phenomenon). The intelligible, which is thought enffeedom, contains the ground of the
determinationof this [natural cause] in a way not explicablg &mther (just as that intelligible
does which constitutes the supersensible subsifaigture).

[1] It has been thought a doubtful point that anysions in pure Philosophy should always be
threefold. But that lies in the nature of the thiddhere is to be aa priori division it must be
eitheranalytical,according to the law of contradiction, which ig/ays twofold uodlibet ens est
aut A aut non X or it issynthetical And if in this latter case it is to be derivedrfra priori
conceptgnot as in Mathematic from the intuition corresgiog to the concept), the division must
necessarily be trichotomy. For according to whaeauisite for synthetical unity in general there
must be (1) a condition, (2) a conditioned, andlig)concept which arises from the union of the
conditioned with its condition.
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FIRST MOMENT
OF THE JUDGEMENT OF TASTE ACCORDING TO QUALITY 1

8 1. The judgement of taste is aesthetical

In order to decide whether anything is beautifuhot, we refer the representation, not by the
Understanding to the Object for cognition but, g tmagination (perhaps in conjunction with the
Understanding) to the subject, and its feelingle&pure or pain. The judgement of taste is thezefor
not a judgement of cognition, and is consequertgtjagical but aesthetical, by which we
understand that whose determining ground camobather than subjectiv&very reference of
representations, even that of sensations, mayjeetode (and then it signifies the real in an
empirical representation); save only the referdndbe feeling of pleasure and pain, by which
nothing in the Object is signified, but through alhthere is a feeling in the subject, as it iscifid

by the representation.

To apprehend a regular, purposive building by medmse’s cognitive faculty (whether in a clear
or a confused way of representation) is somethuntg glifferent from being conscious of this
representation as connected with the sensatioatisfaction. Here the representation is altogether
referred to the subject and to its feeling of lifeder the name of the feeling of pleasure or pain.
This establishes a quite separate faculty of distn and of judgement, adding nothing to
cognition, but only comparing the given represeoiein the subject with the whole faculty of
representations, of which the mind is consciouti@feeling of its state. Given representations in
judgement can be empirical (consequently, aestigtiout the judgement which is formed by



means of them is logical, provided they are retemethe judgement to the Object. Conversely, if
the given representations are rational, but aened in a judgement simply to the subject (to its
feeling), the judgement is so far always aesthktica

§ 2. The satisfaction which determines the judgem  ent of taste is disinterested

The satisfaction which we combine with the représt@mm of the existence of an object is called
interest. Such satisfaction always has referentieetéaculty of desire, either as its determining
ground or as necessarily connected with its detengiground. Now when the question is if a thing
is beautiful, we do not want to know whether anythilepends or can depend on the existence of
the thing either for myself or for any one else, lhaw we judge it by mere observation (intuition or
reflection). If any one asks me if | find that pagebeautiful which | see before me, | may answer: |
do not like things of that kind which are made rhete be stared at. Or | can answer like that
Iroquoissachenmwho was pleased in Paris by nothing more thaméybok-shops. Or again after
the manner oRousseall may rebuke the vanity of the great who wastestheat of the people on
such superfluous things. In fine | could easily\done myself that if | found myself on an
uninhabited island without the hope of ever agamiong among men, and could conjure up just
such a splendid building by my mere wish, | shawdtleven give myself the trouble if | had a
sufficiently comfortable hut. This may all be adimit and approved; but we are not now talking of
this. We wish only to know if this mere represeiotaf the object is accompanied in me with
satisfaction, however indifferent | may be as rdgdhe existence of the object of this
representation. We easily see that in sayingbeautifuland in showing that | have taste, | am
concerned, not with that in which | depend on tkistence of the object, but with that which |
make out of this representation in myself. Everg onust admit that a judgement about beauty, in
which the least interest mingles, is very partial & not a pure judgement of taste. We must not be
in the least prejudiced in favour of the existeatthe things, but be quite indifferent in this
respect, in order to play the judge in things sfaéa

We cannot, however, better elucidate this propmsitivhich is of capital importance, than by
contrasting the pure disinterestedl satisfactigndgements of taste, with that which is bound up
with an interest, especially if we can at the séime be certain that there are no other kinds of
interest than those which are now to be specified.

8 3. The satisfaction in the PLEASANT is bound up  with interest

That which pleases the senses in sensatipfeasant. Here the opportunity presents itself of
censuring a very common confusion of the doublsasevhich the word sensation can have, and of
calling attention to it. All satisfaction (it isisor thought) is itself sensation (of a pleasure).
Consequently everything that pleases is pleasamiuse it pleases (and according to its different
degrees or its relations to other pleasant semsaitiasagreeable, lovely, delightful, enjoyable,

etc.). But if this be admitted, then impression§ehse which determine the inclination,
fundamental propositions of Reason which deterrtheéWill, mere reflective forms of intuition
which determine the Judgement, are quite the sasegards the effect upon the feeling of
pleasure. For this would be pleasantness in th&asien of one’s state, and since in the end all the
operations of our faculties must issue in the pracand unite in it as their goal, we could sugpos
no other way of estimating things and their wohtrt that which consists in the gratification that
they promise. It is of no consequence at all hawithattained, and since then the choice of means



alone could make a difference, men could indeechélane another for stupidity and indiscretion,
but never for baseness and wickedness. For all, aamrding to his own way of seeing things,
seek one goal, that is, gratification.

If a determination of the feeling of pleasure oinga called sensation, this expression signifies
something quite different from what | mean wheall the representation of a thing (by sense, as a
receptivity belonging to the cognitive faculty) sation. For in the latter case the representasion i
referred to the Object, in the former simply to slubject, and is available for no cognition
whatever, not even for that by which the subgagnisestself.

In the above elucidation we understand by the v8ertsation, an objective representation of sense;
and in order to avoid misinterpretation, we shall that, which must always remain merely
subjective and can constitute absolutely no reptasien of an object, by the ordinary term
“feeling.” The green colour of the meadows belotmsbjectivesensation, as a perception of an
object of sense; the pleasantness of this belangghjectivesensation by which no object is
represented,e. to feeling, by which the object is considered m©éject of satisfaction (which

does not furnish a cognition of it).

Now that a judgement about an object, by whichskcdee it as pleasant, expresses an interest in it,
is plain from the fact that by sensation it excaesgesire for objects of that kind; consequentty th
satisfaction presupposes not the mere judgement &bbut the relation of its existence to my
state, so far as this is affected by such an Objtsnice we do not merely say of the pleasant,
pleaseshput,it gratifies. | give to it no mere approval, but inclinatiorei®used by it; and in the

case of what is pleasant in the most lively fashibare is no judgement at all upon the charadter o
the Object, for those who always lay themselvesoaiyt for enjoyment (for that is the word
describing intense gratification) would fain dispemwith all judgement.

8 4. The satisfaction in the GOOD is bound up wit  h interest

Whatever by means of Reason pleases through theeguorcept is good. That which pleases only
as a means we cabod for somethin¢the useful); but that which pleases for itselja®d in itself.

In both there is always involved the concept otigppse, and consequently the relation of Reason
to the (at least possible) volition, and thus &&attion in thepresenceof an Object or an action,

i.e. some kind of interest.

In order to find anything good, | must always knatat sort of a thing the object ought to be, |
must have a concept of it. But there is no nedtlief to find a thing beautiful. Flowers, free
delineations, outlines intertwined with one anothéhout design and called foliage, have no
meaning, depend on no definite concept, and ygtglease. The satisfaction in the beautiful must
depend on the reflection upon an object, leadirgtoconcept (however indefinite); and it is thus
distinguished from the pleasant which rests eptplon sensation.

It is true, the Pleasant seems in many cases tttekgame as the Good. Thus people are accustomed
to say that all gratification (especially if it tayis good in itself; which is very much the saaseo

say that lasting pleasure and the good are the. 2ume&ve can soon see that this is merely a
confusion of words; for the concepts which propésjong to these expressions can in no way be
interchanged. The pleasant, which, as such, repietee object simply in relation to Sense, must
first be brought by the concept of a purpose updeciples of Reason, in order to call it good, as

an object of the Will. But that there is [involvealjuite different relation to satisfaction in oz



that which gratifies at the same tigpeod,may be seen from the fact that in the case ofjtivel the
guestion always is, whether it is mediately or indnagely good (useful or good in itself); but on the
contrary in the case of the pleasant there carolzpiastion about this at all, for the word always
signifies something which pleases immediately. (S&me is applicable to what | call beautiful).

Even in common speech men distinguish the Ple&santthe Good. Of a dish which stimulates

the taste by spices and other condiments we sagsuahngly that it is pleasant, though it is a th
same time admitted not to be good; for though ihadiatelydelightsthe senses, yet mediatelyg.
considered by Reason which looks to the after tesitidispleases. Even in the judging of health
we may notice this distinction. It is immediatelg@sant to every one possessing it (at least
negatively,.e. as the absence of all bodily pains). But in otdesay that it is good, it must be
considered by Reason with reference to purposesthat it is a state which makes us fit for alt ou
business. Finally in respect of happiness evenyatieves himself entitled to describe the greatest
sum of the pleasantnesses of life (as regardstbethnumber and their duration) as a true, even as
the highest, good. However Reason is opposedgoRieasantness is enjoyment. And if we were
concerned with this alone, it would be foolish todzrupulous as regards the means which procure
it for us, or [to care] whether it is obtained peasly by the bounty of nature or by our own actfpvit
and work. But Reason can never be persuaded thalibtence of a man who merely lives for
enjoymenthowever busy he may be in this point of view)s haworth in itself; even if he at the
same time is conducive as a means to the bestreajuyof others, and shares in all their
gratifications by sympathy. Only what he does, withreference to enjoyment, in full freedom and
independently of what nature can procure for hisspeely, gives an [absolutel] worth to his being,
as the existence of a person; and happiness, wativihole abundance of its pleasures, is far from
being an unconditioned good.2

However, notwithstanding all this difference betwélge pleasant and the good, they both agree in
this that they are always bound up with an interegteir object. [This is true] not only of the
pleasant (8 3), and the mediate good (the usehil)twis pleasing as a means towards pleasantness
somewhere, but also of that which is good absglaetl in every aspect, viz. moral good, which
brings with it the highest interest. For the gosthie Object of willi(e. of a faculty of desire
determined by Reason). But to will something, antave a satisfaction in its existence, to take

an interest in it, are identical.

8 5. Comparison of the three specifically differe  nt kinds of satisfaction

The pleasant and the good have both a referertbe faculty of desire; and they bring with them—
the former a satisfaction pathologically conditidriby impulsesstimul)—the latter a pure

practical satisfaction, which is determined noteheby the representation of the object, but also b
the represented connexion of the subject with Xitence of the object. [It is not merely the objec
that pleases, but also its existence.1] On ther ditned, the judgement of taste is merely
contemplative; i.eit is a judgement which, indifferent as regards bleing of an object, compares
its character with the feeling of pleasure and pAirt this contemplation itself is not directed to
concepts; for the judgement of taste is not a ¢ngnjudgement (either theoretical or practical),
and thus is ndbasedon concepts, nor has it concepts aputgose.

The Pleasant, the Beautiful, and the Good, desghan, three different relations of
representations to the feeling of pleasure and pameference to which we distinguish from each
other objects or methods of representing them. thecexpressions corresponding to each, by



which we mark our complacency in them, are notstrae. That which gratifies a man is called
pleasant;that which merely pleases himhsautiful; that which is esteemed [approved] by him,

i.e. that to which he accords an objective wortlgasd.Pleasantness concerns irrational animals
also; but Beauty only concerns meg, animal, but still rational, beings—not merejyarational
(e.g.spirits), butquaanimal also; and the Good concerns every ratioeialg in general. This is a
proposition which can only be completely establisaed explained in the sequel. We may say that
of all these three kinds of satisfaction, thatasit¢ in the Beautiful is alone a disinterestedfesl
satisfaction; for no interest, either of SensefdR@ason, here forces our assent. Hence we may say
of satisfaction that it is related in the threerasaid cases taclination, to favour,or torespect.

Now favouris the only free satisfaction. An object of ineliron, and one that is proposed to our
desire by a law of Reason, leave us no freedomrmihg for ourselves anywhere an object of
pleasure. All interest presupposes or generateeng and, as the determining ground of assent, it
leaves the judgement about the object no longer fre

As regards the interest of inclination in the calthe Pleasant, every one says that hunger is the
best sauce, and everything that is eatable ihesliby people with a healthy appetite; and thus a
satisfaction of this sort does not indicate chalicected by taste. It is only when the want is
appeased that we can distinguish which of many masror has not taste. In the same way there
may be manners (conduct) without virtue, politene$isout good-will, decorum without modesty,
etc. For where the moral law speaks there is ngdprobjectively, a free choice as regards what is
to be done; and to display taste in its fulfilm@mtin judging of another’s fulfilment of it) is
something quite different from manifesting the matéitude of thought. For this involves a
command and generates a want, whilst moral tasyeptays with the objects of satisfaction,
without attaching itself to one of them.

EXPLANATION OF THE BEAUTIFUL RESULTING FROM THE FIR ST MOMENT

Tasteis the faculty of judging of an object or a mettaddepresenting it by aentirely disinterested
satisfaction or dissatisfaction. The object of ssatisfaction is calledeautifull

SECOND MOMENT
OF THE JUDGEMENT OF TASTE, VIZ. ACCORDING TO QUANTITY

§ 6. The beautiful is that which apart from conce  pts is represented as the object of
a universal satisfaction

This explanation of the beautiful can be derivexhfrthe preceding explanation of it as the object of
an entirely disinterested satisfaction. For theé ¢havhich every one is conscious, that the
satisfaction is for him quite disinterested, implie his judgement a ground of satisfaction fomgve
one. For since it does not rest on any inclinatibthe subject (nor upon any other premeditated
interest), but since he who judges feels himsatedtee as regards the satisfaction which he
attaches to the object, he cannot find the grodrnhi® satisfaction in any private conditions
connected with his own subject; and hence it masegarded as grounded on what he can
presuppose in every other man. Consequently he lmelisve that he has reason for attributing a
similar satisfaction to every one. He will theref@peak of the beautiful, as if beauty were a
characteristic of the object and the judgementchaldgiconstituting a cognition of the Object by



means of concepts of it); although it is only aestal and involves merely a reference of the
representation of the object to the subject. Fbag this similarity to a logical judgement that we
can presuppose its validity for every one. But tmssersality cannot arise from concepts; for from
concepts there is no transition to the feelingle&gure or pain (except in pure practical lawschi
bring an interest with them such as is not bound/ip the pure judgement of taste). Consequently
the judgement of taste, accompanied with the consoiess of separation from all interest, must
claim validity for every one, without this univelisgadepending on Objects. That is, there must be
bound up with it a title to subjective universality

8§ 7. Comparison of the Beautiful with the Pleasan  t and the Good by means of the
above characteristic

As regards the Pleasant every one is content thadgement, which he bases upon private
feeling, and by which he says of an object thptaaises him, should be limited merely to his own
person. Thus he is quite contented that if he S@geary wine is pleasant,” another man may
correct his expression and remind him that he otakay “It is pleasartb me” And this is the

case not only as regards the taste of the tonga@dlate, and the throat, but for whatever is
pleasant to any one’s eyes and ears. To one doletr is soft and lovely, to another it is faded a
dead. One man likes the tone of wind instrumemistheer that of strings. To strive here with the
design of reproving as incorrect another man’s gugnt which is different from our own, as if the
judgements were logically opposed, would be folNg.regards the pleasant therefore the
fundamental proposition is validyery one has his own tagtae taste of Sense).

The case is quite different with the Beautifulvtiuld (on the contrary) be laughable if a man who
imagined anything to his own taste, thought toifysiimself by saying: “This object (the house we
see, the coat that person wears, the concert wethegpoem submitted to our judgement) is
beautifulfor me” For he must not call beautifulif it merely pleases himself. Many things may
have for him charm and pleasantness; no one tretiieself at that; but if he gives out anything as
beautiful, he supposes in others the same satmfaeche judges not merely for himself, but for
every one, and speaks of beauty as if it were pgpty of things. Hence he says “tieng is

beautiful”; and he does not count on the agreemieothers with this his judgement of satisfaction,
because he has found this agreement several tief@®pbut helemandst of them. He blames
them if they judge otherwise and he denies thete tagich he nevertheless requires from them.
Here then we cannot say that each man has his axtioyar taste. For this would be as much as to
say that there is no taste whatever,;no aesthetical judgement, which can make a rigbtfum

upon every one’s assent.

At the same time we find as regards the Pleasanthbre is an agreement among men in their
judgements upon it, in regard to which we deny & &stsome and attribute it to others; by this not
meaning one of our organic senses, but a faculfiydgfing in respect of the pleasant generally.
Thus we say of a man who knows how to entertaighests with pleasures (of enjoyment for all
the senses), so that they are all pleased, “htaktes” But here the universality is only taken
comparatively; and there emerge rules which arg geheral(like all empirical ones), and not
universal;which latter the judgement of Taste upon the bkdwindertakes or lays claim to. It is a
judgement in reference to sociability, so far as tbsts on empirical rules. In respect of the Gibod
is true that judgements make rightful claim to da#yi for every one; but the Good is represented
only by means of a concegs the Object of a universal satisfaction, whecthe case neither with
the Pleasant nor with the Beautiful.



8 8. The universality of the satisfaction isrepr  esented in a judgement of Taste only
as subjective

This particular determination of the universalifyan aesthetical judgement, which is to be met
with in a judgement of taste, is noteworthy, natded for the logician, but for the transcendental
philosopher. It requires no small trouble to dis&ons origin, but we thus detect a property of our
cognitive faculty which without this analysis wouleimain unknown.

First, we must be fully convinced of the fact thraa judgement of taste (about the Beautiful) the
satisfaction in the object is imputeddwery onewithout being based on a concept (for then it
would be the Good). Further, this claim to univevsdidity so essentially belongs to a judgement
by which we describe anything bsautiful,that if this were not thought in it, it would nevaome

into our thoughts to use the expression at allglvatything which pleases without a concept would
be counted as pleasant. In respect of the latEy@ne has his own opinion; and no one assumes,
in another, agreement with his judgement of tagkech is always the case in a judgement of taste
about beauty. | may call the first the taste ofseethe second the taste of Reflection; so fanes t
first lays down mere private judgements, and tloese judgements supposed to be generally valid
(public), but in both cases aesthetical (not pcattjudgements about an object merely in respiect o
the relation of its representation to the feelifgleasure and pain. Now here is something strange.
As regards the taste of Sense not only does exyperghow that its judgement (of pleasure or pain
connected with anything) is not valid universaliyt every one is content not to impute agreement
with it to others (although actually there is offennd a very extended concurrence in these
judgements). On the other hand, the taste of Radjlebas its claim to the universal validity of its
judgements (about the beautiful) rejected ofterughpas experience teaches; although it may find
it possible (as it actually does) to represent @udgnts which can demand this universal agreement.
In fact for each of its judgements of taste it ingsuthis to every one, without the persons thajgud
disputing as to the possibility of such a clainthaligh in particular cases they cannot agree as to
the correct application of this faculty.

Here we must, in the first place, remark that ar@rsality which does not rest on concepts of
Objects (not even on empirical ones) is not logzdalaesthetical,e. it involves no objective
guantity of the judgement but only that which ibjsative. For this | use the expressgeneral
validity which signifies the validity of the reference afegpresentation, not to the cognitive faculty
but, to the feeling of pleasure and pain for egetyject. (We can avail ourselves also of the same
expression for the logical quantity of the judgemédronly we prefixobjectiveto “universal

validity,” to distinguish it from that which is mely subjective and aesthetical.)

A judgement withobjective universal validitis also always valid subjectivelye. if the judgement
holds for everything contained under a given cotidepolds also for every one who represents an
object by means of this concept. But frorsudjective universal validity, i.@esthetical and resting
on no concept, we cannot infer that which is lolgibacause that kind of judgement does not
extend to the Object. Hence the aesthetical uraligrsvhich is ascribed to a judgement must be of
a particular kind, because it does not unite tleglipate of beauty with the concept of Digject,
considered in its whole logical sphere, and yetrds it to the whole sphere of judging persons.

In respect of logical quantity all judgements dftéaaresingularjudgements. For because | must
refer the object immediately to my feeling of plei@sand pain, and that not by means of concepts,
they cannot have the quantity of objective gengradlid judgements. Nevertheless if the singular
representation of the Object of the judgement stietén accordance with the conditions determining
the latter, were transformed by comparison intoracept, a logically universal judgement could



result therefromE.g. | describe by a judgement of taste the rose,ltbe¢, as beautiful. But the
judgement which results from the comparison of sv&@ngular judgements, “Roses in general are
beautiful” is no longer described simply as aesthgtbut as a logical judgement based on an
aesthetical one. Again the judgement “The roséeagant” (to smell) is, although aesthetical and
singular, not a judgement of Taste but of Sengs.distinguished from the former by the fact that
the judgement of Taste carries with itaesthetical quantitpf universality,.e. of validity for

every one; which cannot be found in a judgementiatie Pleasant. It is only judgements about the
Good which—although they also determine satisfadtioan object,—have logical and not merely
aesthetical universality; for they are valid of thbject, as cognitive of it, and thus are valid for
every one.

If we judge Objects merely according to concefpisntall representation of beauty is lost. Thus
there can be no rule according to which any one s forced to recognise anything as beautiful.
We cannot press [upon others] by the aid of angasor fundamental propositions our judgement
that a coat, a house, or a flower is beautiful.Wikh to submit the Object to our own eyes, asef th
satisfaction in it depended on sensation; andfyee ithen call the object beautiful, we believettha
we speak with a universal voice, and we claim #seat of every one, although on the contrary all
private sensation can only decide for the obsdraself and his satisfaction.

We may see now that in the judgement of taste ngtisi postulated but suchuaiversal voicein
respect of the satisfaction without the intervemiad concepts; and thus thessibilityof an
aesthetical judgement that can, at the same tiemeedarded as valid for every one. The judgement
of taste itself does n@iostulatethe agreement of every one (for that can onlydreedy a logically
universal judgement because it can adduce reasbor)y imputesthis agreement to every one, as
a case of the rule in respect of which it expawd$ confirmation by concepts, but assent from
others. The universal voice is, therefore, onlydwa (we do not yet inquire upon what it rests). It
may be uncertain whether or not the man, who beti¢lat he is laying down a judgement of taste,
is, as a matter of fact, judging in conformity wittat idea; but that he refers his judgement tberet
and, consequently, that it is intended to be agutgnt of taste, he announces by the expression
“beauty.” He can be quite certain of this for hith&y the mere consciousness of the separation of
everything belonging to the Pleasant and the Gowd the satisfaction which is left; and this is all
for which he promises himself the agreement ofywae—a claim which would be justifiable
under these conditions, provided only he did ntgaromake mistakes, and thus lay down an
erroneous judgement of taste.

8 9. Investigation of the question whether in the judgement of taste the feeling of
pleasure precedes or follows the judging of the obj ect

The solution of this question is the key to thetiQuie of Taste, and so is worthy of all attention.

If the pleasure in the given object precedes, aisdanly its universal communicability that istie
acknowledged in the judgement of taste about theesentation of the object, there would be a
contradiction. For such pleasure would be nothiffgrént from the mere pleasantness in the
sensation, and so in accordance with its natureldwave only private validity, because it is
immediately dependent on the representation threwgbh the objecis given.

Hence, it is the universal capability of communimatof the mental state in the given representation
which, as the subjective condition of the judgendntste, must be fundamental, and must have
the pleasure in the object as its consequent. &hiimg can be universally communicated except



cognition and representation, so far as it beldag®gnition. For it is only thus that this lattam

be objective; and only through this has it a urgaépoint of reference, with which the
representative power of every one is compellecatonbnise. If the determining ground of our
judgement as to this universal communicabilitylef tepresentation is to be merely subjeciiee,
is conceived independently of any concept of thjeatpit can be nothing else than the state of
mind, which is to be met with in the relation ofrsapresentative powers to each other, so far as
they refer a given representationctipgnition in general.

The cognitive powers, which are involved by thigressentation, are here in free play, because no
definite concept limits them to a particularl rafecognition. Hence, the state of mind in this
representation must be a feeling of the free plafi@representative powers in a given
representation with reference to a cognition inegah Now a representation by which an object is
given, that is to become a cognition in genergum@simagination,for the gathering together the
manifold of intuition, andJnderstandingfor the unity of the concept uniting the repreaéons.
This state ofree playof the cognitive faculties in a representationathych an object is given, must
be universally communicable; because cognitiohasletermination of the Object with which
given representations (in whatever subject) aegtee, is the only kind of representation which is
valid for every one.

The subjective universal communicability of the ra@d representation in a judgement of taste,
since it is to be possible without presupposingfande concept, can refer to nothing else than the
state of mind in the free play of the Imaginationl &he Understanding (so far as they agree with
each other, as is requisite faygnition in genergl We are conscious that this subjective relation,
suitable for cognition in general, must be validdgery one, and thus must be universally
communicable, just as if it were a definite cogmiiresting always on that relation as its subyecti
condition.

This merely subjective (aesthetical) judging of ¢hxgect, or of the representation by which it is
given, precedes the pleasure in it, and is thergtad this pleasure in the harmony of the cognitive
faculties; but on the universality of the subjeetoonditions for judging of objects is alone based
the universal subjective validity of the satisfantbound up by us with the representation of the
object that we call beautiful.

The power of communicating one’s state of mind pe®ugh only in respect of the cognitive
faculties, carries a pleasure with it, as we cailyeahow from the natural propension of man
towards sociability (empirical and psychologic@t this is not enough for our design. The
pleasure that we feel is, in a judgement of tasegssarily imputed by us to every one else; as if,
when we call a thing beautiful, it is to be regalds a characteristic of the object which is
determined in it according to concepts; though beauithout a reference to the feeling of the
subject, is nothing by itself. But we must resethe examination of this question until we have
answered another, viz. “If and how aesthetical @dgnts are possib&epriori?”

We now occupy ourselves with the easier questiomhat way we are conscious of a mutual
subjective harmony of the cognitive powers with anether in the judgement of taste; is it
aesthetically by mere internal sense and sensatiois?t intellectually by the consciousness of ou
designed activity, by which we bring them into fay

If the given representation, which occasions tloggment of taste, were a concept uniting
Understanding and Imagination in the judging ofdbgect, into a cognition of the Object, the
consciousness of this relation would be intellelctaa in the objective schematism of the



Judgement of which the Critiquel treats). But ttienjudgement would not be laid down in
reference to pleasure and pain, and consequentlidwot be a judgement of taste. But the
judgement of taste, independently of concepts rates the Object in respect of satisfaction and
of the predicate of beauty. Therefore that subjeatinity of relation can only make itself known by
means of sensation. The excitement of both fasuftreagination and Understanding) to
indeterminate, but yet, through the stimulus ofdlven sensation, harmonious activity, viz. that
which belongs to cognition in general, is the seasavhose universal communicability is
postulated by the judgement of taste. An objeatdation can only be thought, but yet, so far as it
is subjective according to its conditions, canddeih its effect on the mind; and, of a relaticasbd
on no concept (like the relation of the represérggiowers to a cognitive faculty in general), no
other consciousness is possible than that thrdugbkensation of the effect, which consists in the
more lively play of both mental powers (the Imagioia and the Understanding) when animated by
mutual agreement. A representation which, as samguid apart from comparison with others, yet
has an agreement with the conditions of univessalitich it is the business of the Understanding to
supply, brings the cognitive faculties into thabmortionate accord which we require for all
cognition, and so regard as holding for every ohe 8 determined to judge by means of
Understanding and Sense in combinatican for every man).

EXPLANATION OF THE BEAUTIFUL RESULTING FROM THE SEC OND MOMENT
Thebeautifulis that which pleases universally, without a cqice

THIRD MOMENT

OF JUDGEMENTS OF TASTE, ACCORDING TO THE RELATION O F THE PURPOSES
WHICH ARE BROUGHT INTO CONSIDERATION THEREIN.

§ 10. Of purposiveness in general

If we wish to explain what a purpose is accordimgg transcendental determinations (without
presupposing anything empirical like the feelinglefasure) [we say that] the purpose is the object
of a concept, in so far as the concept is regaaddtie cause of the object (the real ground of its
possibility); and the causality ofc@nceptin respect of it©bjectis its purposivenessofma

finalis). Where then not merely the cognition of an objbat the object itself (its form and
existence) is thought as an effect only possiblenbgns of the concept of this latter, there wekthin
a purpose. The representation of the effect is thereletermining ground of its cause and precedes
it. The consciousness of the causality of a repitasen, formaintainingthe subject in the same
state, may here generally denote what we call pteasvhile on the other hand pain is that
representation which contains the ground of therd@nhation of the state of representations into
their opposite [of restraining or removing them1].

The faculty of desire, so far as it is determinaibiy through conceptsge. to act in conformity

with the representation of a purpose, would béAfie But an Object, or a state of mind, or even
an action, is called purposive, although its pabsillloes not necessarily presuppose the
representation of a purpose, merely because islplity can be explained and conceived by us
only so far as we assume for its ground a causaditprding to purposesse. a will which would
have so disposed it according to the representafiarcertain rule. There can be, then,
purposiveness without2 purpose, so far as we dplaoe the causes of this form in a will, but yet
can only make the explanation of its possibilitielhigible to ourselves by deriving it from a will.



Again, we are not always forced to regard what bseove (in respect of its possibility) from the
point of view of Reason. Thus we can at least algsampurposiveness according to form, without
basing it on a purpose (as the material ofndpeus finaliy, and we can notice it in objects, although
only by reflection.

8 11. The judgement of taste has nothing atits b  asis but the form of the
purposiveness of an object ( or of its mode of repr esentation)

Every purpose, if it be regarded as a ground adfsation, always carries with it an interest—as th
determining ground of the judgement—about the dlgépleasure. Therefore no subjective
purpose can lie at the basis of the judgementsté t&8ut neither can the judgement of taste be
determined by any representation of an objectivpqse,i.e. of the possibility of the object itself in
accordance with principles of purposive combingtenmd consequently it can be determined by no
concept of the good; because it is an aesthetichhat a cognitive judgement. It therefore hasdo d
with noconceptof the character and internal or external possgilof the object by means of this or
that cause, but merely with the relation of theeepntative powers to one another, so far as they
are determined by a representation.

Now this relation in the determination of an objastbeautiful is bound up with the feeling of
pleasure, which is declared by the judgement ¢é tiasbe valid for every one; hence a
pleasantness, accompanying the representatiomscittie contain the determining ground [of the
judgement] as the representation of the perfeaifdhe object and the concept of the good can.
Therefore it can be nothing else than the subjegiivposiveness in the representation of an object
without any purpose (either objective or subjeqtiamd thus it is the mere form of purposiveness
in the representation by which an objeagigento us, so far as we are conscious of it, which
constitutes the satisfaction that we without a epbgudge to be universally communicable; and,
consequently, this is the determining ground ofjtitigement of taste.

§ 12. The judgement of taste rests on a priori gr  ounds

To establiska priori the connexion of the feeling of a pleasure or paian effect, with any
representation whatever (sensation or concept} asuiise, is absolutely impossible; for that would
be a [particular]1l causal relation which (with aligeof experience) can always only be cognased
posteriori,and through the medium of experience itself. Waally have, indeed, in the Critique of
practical Reason, derived from universal moral epiga priori the feeling of respect (as a special
and peculiar modification of feeling which will nstrictly correspond either to the pleasure or the
pain that we get from empirical objects). But therecould go beyond the bounds of experience
and call in a causality which rested on a supefsknattribute of the subject, viz. freedom. And
even there, properly speaking, it was not teeingwhich we derived from the Idea of the moral as
cause, but merely the determination of the willt 8¢ state of mind which accompanies any
determination of the will is in itself a feeling pfeasure and identical with it, and therefore duats
follow from it as its effect. This last must onlg hssumed if the concept of the moral as a good
precede the determination of the will by the lagr;ih that case the pleasure that is bound up with
the concept could not be derived from it as fromeae cognition.

Now the case is similar with the pleasure in ad¢&thlgudgements, only that here it is merely
contemplative and does not bring about an inteénetdte Object, which on the other hand in the
moral judgement it is practical.1 The consciousmétee mere formal purposiveness in the play of



the subject’s cognitive powers, in a representatioough which an object is given, is the pleasure
itself; because it contains a determining grounthefactivity of the subject in respect of the
excitement of its cognitive powers, and therefarenmer causality (which is purposive) in respect
of cognition in general without however being liedtto any definite cognition; and consequently
contains a mere form of the subjective purposivenés representation in an aesthetical
judgement. This pleasure is in no way practicathee like that arising from the pathological
ground of pleasantness, nor that from the inteledaground of the represented good. But yet it
involves causality, viz. ahaintainingthe state of the representation itself, and tlezase of the
cognitive powers without further design. leger over the contemplation of the beautiful, because
this contemplation strengthens and reproducesd,itgkich is analogous to (though not of the same
kind as) that lingering which takes place whentgygical] charm in the representation of the object
repeatedly arouses the attention, the mind beisgiya

8§ 13. The pure judgement of taste is independent  of charm and emotion

Every interest spoils the judgement of taste akdgdrom its impartiality, especially if the
purposiveness is not, as with the interest of Regdaced before the feeling of pleasure but
grounded on it. This last always happens in arhagsal judgement upon anything so far as it
gratifies or grieves us. Hence judgements so atecan lay no claim at all to a universally valid
satisfaction, or at least so much the less claipyoportion as there are sensations of this sort
among the determining grounds of taste. That tastll barbaric which needs a mixtureafarms
andemotiondgn order that there may be satisfaction, andsidre so if it make these the measure
of its assent.

Nevertheless charms are often not only taken at¢adun the case of beauty (which properly
speaking ought merely to be concerned with formjaasributory to the aesthetical universal
satisfaction; but they are passed off as in therasdbeauties, and thus the matter of satisfacsion i
substituted for the form. This misconception, hogrelike so many others which have something
true at their basis, may be removed by a carefiitition of these concepts.

A judgement of taste on which charm and emotiorelravinfluence (although they may be bound
up with the satisfaction in the beautiful),—whittetefore has as its determining ground merely the
purposiveness of the form,—igare judgement of taste.

§ 14. Elucidation by means of examples

Aesthetical judgements can be divided just likethgcal (logical) judgements into empirical and
pure. The first assert pleasantness or unpleasmtiiie second assert the beauty of an object or of
the manner of representing it. The former are jut@s of Sense (material aesthetical
judgements); the latter [as formall] are alonegyrjudgements of Taste.

A judgement of taste is therefore pure, only satano merely empirical satisfaction is mingled
with its determining ground. But this always happércharm or emotion have any share in the
judgement by which anything is to be describedesibful.

Now here many objections present themselves, whitdciously put forward charm not merely as
a necessary ingredient of beauty, but as alonecuft [to justify] a thing's being called beautifu
A mere colourg.g.the green of a grass plot, a mere tone (as digsihgd from sound and noise)



like that of a violin, are by most people descrilasdeautiful in themselves; although both seem to
have at their basis merely the matter of repretient viz. simply sensation, and therefore only
deserve to be called pleasant. But we must ataime sime remark that the sensations of colours
and of tone have a right to be regarded as behatify in so far as they apre. This is a
determination which concerns their form, and isdhly [element] of these representations which
admits with certainty of universal communicabilifgr we cannot assume that the quality of
sensations is the same in all subjects, and waaaty say that the pleasantness of one colour or
the tone of one musical instrument is judged peaddierto that of another in the samel way by every
one.

If we assume witliculer that colours are isochronous vibratiopaléug of the aether, as sounds are
of the air in a state of disturbance, and,—whatast important,—that the mind not only perceives
by sense the effect of these in exciting the orgahalso perceives by reflection the regular iy
impressions (and thus the form of the combinatiodiféerent representations)—which | still do not
doubt2—then colours and tone cannot be reckonetkas sensations, but as the formal
determination of the unity of a manifold of sensasi, and thus as beauties in themselves.

But “pure” in a simple mode of sensation means itsainiformity is troubled and interrupted by no
foreign sensation, and it belongs merely to thenfdrecause here we can abstract from the quality
of that mode of sensation (abstract from the cal@und tone, if any, which it represents). Hence all
simple colours, so far as they are pure, are regaad beautiful; composite colours have not this
advantage, because, as they are not simple, wenloastandard for judging whether they should be
called pure or not.

But as regards the beauty attributed to the oloje@ccount of its form, to suppose it to be capable
of augmentation through the charm of the objeatéemmon error, and one very prejudicial to
genuine, uncorrupted, well-founded taste. We carbtless add these charms to beauty, in order to
interest the mind by the representation of theatbggpart from the bare satisfaction [receivedy] an
thus they may serve as a recommendation of tagtésaoultivation, especially when it is yet crude
and unexercised. But they actually do injury tojtildgement of taste if they draw attention to
themselves as the grounds for judging of beautyaBare they from adding to beauty that they
must only be admitted by indulgence as aliens;podided always that they do not disturb the
beautiful form, in cases when taste is yet weakuarichined.

In painting, sculpture, and in all the formativésarin architecture, and horticulture, so far aythe
are beautiful arts—théelineationis the essential thing; and here it is not whatifies in sensation
but what pleases by means of its form that is fumetztal for taste. The colours which light up the
sketch belong to the charm; they may indeed enlitka object for sensation, but they cannot
make it worthy of contemplation and beautiful. loghcases they are rather limited by the
requirements of the beautiful form; and even wiudi@m is permissible it is ennobled solely by
this.

Every form of the objects of sense (both of extesease and also mediately of internal) is either
figure or play. In the latter case it is either play of figuras gpace, viz. pantomime and dancing), or
the mere play of sensations (in time). Tharmof colours or of the pleasant tones of an instmime
may be added; but tltelineationin the first case and the composition in the sdammnstitute the
proper object of the pure judgement of taste. atlsat the purity of colours and of tones, or their
variety and contrast, seems to add to beauty, nloemean that they supply a homogeneous
addition to our satisfaction in the form becausytare pleasant in themselves; but they do so,



because they make the form more exactly, definitelg completely, intuitible, and besides by
their charm [excite the representation, whilst tfjegwaken and fix our attention on the object
itself.

Even what we calbrnamentgparergal]j.e. those things which do not belong to the complete
representation of the object internally as elembuntonly externally as complements, and which
augment the satisfaction of taste, do so only byr florm; as for example [the frames of pictures,1
or] the draperies of statues or the colonnadeslaicps. But if the ornament does not itself consist
in beautiful form, and if it is used as a goldeamtfie is used, merely to recommend the painting by
its charm, it is then calledinery and injures genuine beauty.

Emotion, i.ea sensation in which pleasantness is produceddaysiof a momentary checking and
a consequent more powerful outflow of the vitacyrdoes not belong at all to beauty. But
sublimity [with which the feeling of emotion is bod up1] requires a different standard of
judgement from that which is at the foundationasfté; and thus a pure judgement of taste has for
its determining ground neither charm nor emotiarg word, no sensation as the material of the
aesthetical judgement.

8 15. The judgement of taste is quite independent  of the concept of perfection

Objectivepurposiveness can only be cognised by means oéfeeence of the manifold to a
definite purpose, and therefore only through a ephd=rom this alone it is plain that the Beautiful
the judging of which has at its basis a merely f@rgurposiveness.e. a purposiveness without
purpose, is quite independent of the concept oGibed; because the latter presupposes an
objective purposivenesise. the reference of the object to a definite purpose.

Objective purposiveness is either external,theutility, or internal,.e. the perfectionof the object.
That the satisfaction in an object, on account loictv we call it beautiful, cannot rest on the
representation of its utility, is sufficiently olmus from the two preceding sections; because in tha
case it would not be an immediate satisfactiomedbject, which is the essential condition of a
judgement about beauty. But objective internal psaigenessi,e. perfection, comes nearer to the
predicate of beauty; and it has been regarded|bpraed philosophersl as the same as beauty,
with the provisojf it is thought in a confused waly.is of the greatest importance in a Critique of
Taste to decide whether beauty can thus actualigdmved into the concept of perfection.

To judge of objective purposiveness we always metanly the concept of a purpose, but (if that
purposiveness is not to be external utility bueingl) the concept of an internal purpose which
shall contain the ground of the internal possipitit the object. Now as a purpose in general is tha
whoseconceptcan be regarded as the ground of the possibilitiyeoobject itself; so, in order to
represent objective purposiveness in a thing, dimeept ofwhat sort of thing it is to beaust come
first. The agreement of the manifold in it withgttoncept (which furnishes the rule for combining
the manifold) is theualitative perfectiorof the thing. Quite different from this ggiantitative
perfection, the completeness of a thing afteriitsl kwhich is a mere concept of magnitude (of
totality).1 In thiswhat the thing ought to kie conceived as already determined, and it is askged

if it hasall its requisites. The formal [element] in the reprdation of a thing,e. the agreement of
the manifold with a unity (it being undeterminedat/lthis ought to be), gives to cognition no
objective purposiveness whatever. For since aligirais made of this unity gaurpose(what the
thing ought to be), nothing remains but the subjegburposiveness of the representations in the
mind of the intuiting subject. And this, althougHurnishes a certain purposiveness of the



representative state of the subject, and so atjecflapprehending a given form by the
Imagination, yet furnishes no perfection of an @bjsince the Object is not here conceived by
means of the concept of a purpose. For exampleagifforest | come across a plot of sward, round
which trees stand in a circle, and do not thenesgmt to myself a purpose, viz. that it is intentbed
serve for country dances, not the least concepéedéction is furnished by the mere form. But to
represent to oneself a forn@jectivepurposiveness without purpose, the mere form of a
perfection(without any matter and without tlsenceptof that with which it is accordant, even if it
were merely the Idea of conformity to law in geiEras a veritable contradiction.

Now the judgement of taste is an aesthetical judgeme. such as rests on subjective grounds, the
determining ground of which cannot be a concet,@msequently cannot be the concept of a
definite purpose. Therefore in beauty, regardea fasmal subjective purposiveness, there is in no
way thought a perfection of the object, as a woeallftivmal purposiveness, which yet is objective.
And thus to distinguish between the concepts oBiautiful and the Good, as if they were only
different in logical form, the first being a conégs the second a clear concept of perfection, but
identical in content and origin, is quite fallacsodror then there would be specificdifference
between them, but a judgement of taste would euach a cognitive judgement as the judgement
by which a thing is described as good; just as wherordinary man says that fraud is unjust he
bases his judgement on confused grounds, whilgthilesopher bases it on clear grounds, but both
on identical principles of Reason. | have alredubyyever, said that an aesthetical judgement is
unique of its kind, and gives absolutely no cogmitinot even a confused cognition) of the Object;
this is only supplied by a logical judgement. Oa tontrary, it simply refers the representation, by
which an Object is given, to the subject; and Isitggour notice no characteristic of the object, bu
only the purposive form in the determination of thpresentative powers which are occupying
themselves therewith. The judgement is called a&isHi just because its determining ground is not
a concept, but the feeling (of internal sensehat harmony in the play of the mental powers, so fa
as it can be felt in sensation. On the other hiinek wish to call confused concepts and the
objective judgement based on them, aestheticathak have an Understanding judging sensibly or
a Sense representing its Objects by means of ctsfdegih of which are contradictory.1] The
faculty of concepts, be they confused or cleathésUnderstanding; and although Understanding
has to do with the judgement of taste, as an assthpidgement (as it has with all judgements),
yet it has to do with it not as a faculty by whenh object is cognised, but as the faculty which
determines the judgement and its representaticch@wi any concept) in accordance with its
relation to the subject and the subject’s intefealing, in so far as this judgement may be possibl
in accordance with a universal rule.

§ 16. The judgement of taste, by which an object is declared to be beautiful under
the condition of a definite concept, is not pure

There are two kinds of beauty; free beapiyl¢hritudo vaga or merely dependent beauty
(pulchritudo adhaerensThe first presupposes no concept of what theadlgught to be; the
second does presuppose such a concept and thetjperfef the object in accordance therewith.
The first is called the (self-subsistent) beautyhid or that thing; the second, as dependent apon
concept (conditioned beauty), is ascribed to Objedtich come under the concept of a particular
purpose.

Flowers are free natural beauties. Hardly any analbotanist knows what sort of a thing a flower
ought to be; and even he, though recognising irilblneer the reproductive organ of the plant, pays



no regard to this natural purpose if he is pasgidgement on the flower by Taste. There is then at
the basis of this judgement no perfection of amglkino internal purposiveness, to which the
collection of the manifold is referred. Many bir@sich as the parrot, the humming bird, the bird of
paradise), and many sea shells are beauties irséheas, which do not belong to any object
determined in respect of its purpose by concepiisplease freely and in themselves. So also
delineationsa la grecquefoliage for borders or wall-papers, mean nothmghemselves; they
represent nothing — no Object under a definite ephe—and are free beauties. We can refer to the
same class what are called in music phantasepieces without any theme), and in fact all music
without words.

In the judging of a free beauty (according to thererform) the judgement of taste is pure. There is
presupposed no concept of any purpose, for whighmanifold should serve the given Object, and
which therefore is to be represented therein. B} suconcept the freedom of the Imagination
which disports itself in the contemplation of tigure would be only limited.

But human beauty.g. of a man, a woman, or a child), the beauty of@dycor a building (be it
church, palace, arsenal, or summer-house) presepposoncept of the purpose which determines
what the thing is to be, and consequently a conaieipd perfection; it is therefore adherent beauty
Now as the combination of the Pleasant (in sensptiith Beauty, which properly is only
concerned with form, is a hindrance to the purftthe judgement of taste; so also is its purity
injured by the combination with Beauty of the Gdeit. that manifold which is good for the thing
itself in accordance with its purpose).

We could add much to a building which would immeeliaplease the eye, if only it were not to be
a church. We could adorn a figure with all kindspirals and light but regular lines, as the New
Zealanders do with their tattooing, if only it weret the figure of a human being. And again this
could have much finer features and a more pleasiggentle cast of countenance provided it were
not intended to represent a man, much less a warrio

Now the satisfaction in the manifold of a thing&ference to the internal purpose which
determines its possibility is a satisfaction groeshdn a concept; but the satisfaction in beauty is
such as presupposes no concept, but is immedizdelyd up with the representation through which
the object is given (not through which it is thot)ghf now the judgement of Taste in respect of the
beauty of a thing is made dependent on the punpasemanifold, like a judgement of Reason, and
thus limited, it is no longer a free and pure judgeat of Taste.

It is true that taste gains by this combinatiomesthetical with intellectual satisfaction, inasimuc
as it becomes fixed; and though it is not univengatl in respect to certain purposively determined
Objects it becomes possible to prescribe ruled.fdhese, however, are not rules of taste, but
merely rules for the unification of Taste with Re@ag.e. of the Beautiful with the Good, by which
the former becomes available as an instrumentsifjden respect of the latter. Thus the tone of
mind which is self-maintaining and of subjectiveuansal validity is subordinated to the way of
thinking which can be maintained only by painfudakve, but is of objective universal validity.
Properly speaking, however, perfection gains ngtlhiybeauty or beauty by perfection; but, when
we compare the representation by which an objegiven to us with the Object (as regards what it
ought to be) by means of a concept, we cannot asandidering along with it the sensation in the
subject. And thus when both states of mind areanmiony oumvhole facultyof representative
power gains.



A judgement of taste, then, in respect of an ottt a definite internal purpose, can only be pure
if either the person judging has no concept of pligpose, or else abstracts from it in his
judgement. Such a person, although forming an atejmdgement of taste in judging of the object
as free beauty, would yet by another who consitherdeauty in it only as a dependent attribute
(who looks to the purpose of the object) be blanaed, accused of false taste; although both are
right in their own way, the one in reference to we has before his eyes, the other in reference to
what he has in his thought. By means of this disitam we can settle many disputes about beauty
between judges of taste; by showing that the ospesking of free, the other of dependent,
beauty,—that the first is making a pure, the sea@mdpplied, judgement of taste.

§ 17. Of the Ideal of beauty

There can be no objective rule of taste which shetitrmine by means of concepts what is
beautiful. For every judgement from this sourcadstheticali.e. the feeling of the subject, and not
a concept of the Object, is its determining grouraseek for a principle of taste which shall
furnish, by means of definite concepts, a univetg&rion of the beautiful, is fruitless trouble;
because what is sought is impossible and self-admtiory. The universal communicability of
sensation (satisfaction or dissatisfaction) withinetaid of a concept—the agreement, as far as is
possible, of all times and peoples as regardgdkisg in the representation of certain objects—
this is the empirical criterion, although weak dvaddly sufficing for probability, of the derivation
of a taste, thus confirmed by examples, from trepeging grounds of agreement common to all
men, in judging of the forms under which objects given to them.

Hence, we consider some products of tasexamplaryNot that taste can be acquired by imitating
others; for it must be an original faculty. He wihotates a model shows, no doubt, in so far as he
attains to it, skill; but only shows taste in soda he can judge of this model itself.1 It follofr@m
hence that the highest model, the archetype dof,tessé mere Idea, which every one must produce
in himself; and according to which he must judgergwbject of taste, every example of
judgement by taste, and even the taste of everylde@properly means a rational concept, and
Ideal the representation of an individual being, regdrale adequate to an Idea.2 Hence that
archetype of taste, which certainly rests on tldetarminate ldea that Reason has of a maximum,
but which cannot be represented by concepts, bytiman individual presentation, is better called
the Ideal of the beautiful. Although we are nopossession of this, we yet strive to produce it in
ourselves. But it can only be an Ideal of the Imagon, because it rests on a presentation and not
on concepts, and the Imagination is the facultgretentation.— How do we arrive at such an Ideal
of beautyA priori, or empirically? Moreover, what species of the Iidalus susceptible of an
ldeal?

First, it is well to remark that the beauty for ainian Ideal is to be sought cannowvhguebeauty,

but isfixed by a concept of objective purposiveness; and itheemnnot appertain to the Object of a
quite pure judgement of taste, but to that of g@mdent of taste which is in part intellectual. That
is, in whatever grounds of judgement an Ideal isedound, an Idea of Reason in accordance with
definite concepts must lie at its basis; which deteesa priori the purpose on which the internal
possibility of the object rests. An Ideal of be&ultflowers, of a beautiful piece of furniture, af
beautiful view, is inconceivable. But neither camldeal be represented of a beauty dependent on
definite purposes.g.of a beautiful dwelling-house, a beautiful tre&eautiful garden, etc.;
presumably because their purpose is not suffigietdtermined and fixed by the concept, and thus
the purposiveness is nearly as free as in theafaseguebeauty. The only being which has the



purpose of its existence in itselfign,who can determine his purposes by Reason; or,enter
must receive them from external perception, yetaanpare them with essential and universal
purposes, and can judge this their accordanceeestly. Thismanis, then, alone of all objects in
the world, susceptible of an Ideallmdauty;as it is onlyhumanityin his person, as an intelligence,
that is susceptible of the Ideal pérfection.

But there are here two elemerfgst, there is the aestheticabrmal Ideawhich is an individual
intuition (of the Imagination), representing tharatard of our judgement [upon man] as a thing
belonging to a particular animal speci®scondlythere is theational Ideawhich makes the
purposes of humanity, so far as they cannot batdgmepresented, the principle for judging of a
figure through which, as their phenomenal effdatse purposes are revealed. The normal Idea of
the figure of an animal of a particular race magketits elements from experience. But the greatest
purposiveness in the construction of the figurat thould be available for the universal standard of
aesthetical judgement upon each individual of $piscies—the image which is as it were
designedly at the basis of nature’s Technic, tactvloinly the whole race and not any isolated
individual is adequate — this lies merely in theddf the judging [subject]. And this, with its
proportions, as an aesthetical Idea, can be coelplgtesenteth concretoin a model. In order to
make intelligible in some measure (for who canamtther whole secret from nature?) how this
comes to pass, we shall attempt a psychologicdhrapon.

We must remark that, in a way quite incompreherdilyl us, the Imagination can not only recall,
on occasion, the signs for concepts long pastcénitalso reproduce the image of the figure of the
object out of an unspeakable number of objectsfterdnt kinds or even of the same kind. Further,
if the mind is concerned with comparisons, the Imatjon can, in all probability, actually though
unconsciously let one image glide into another, thnd by the concurrence of several of the same
kind come by an average, which serves as the conmeasure of all. Every one has seen a
thousand full-grown men. Now if you wish to juddelweir normal size, estimating it by means of
comparison, the Imagination (as | think) allowsr@ag number of images (perhaps the whole
thousand) to fall on one another. If | am allowe@pply here the analogy of optical presentation, i
is in the space where most of them are combinedresndk the contour, where the place is
illuminated with the most vivid colours, that theerage sizés cognisable; which, both in height
and breadth, is equally far removed from the exéréounds of the greatest and smallest stature.
And this is the stature of a beautiful man. (Weldaurive at the same thing mechanically, by
adding together all thousand magnitudes, heigesdbhs, and thicknesses, and dividing the sum
by a thousand. But the Imagination does this bynsed a dynamical effect, which arises from the
various impressions of such figures on the organtefnal sense.) If now in a similar way for this
average man we seek the average head, for thislheaderage nose, etc., such figure is at the
basis of the normal Idea in the country where timagarison is instituted. Thus necessarily under
these empirical conditions a negro must have armifit normal Idea of the beauty of the [human
figure] from a white man, a Chinaman a differentmal Idea from a European, etc. And the same
is the case with the model of a beautiful horséagy (of a certain breed).— Thi®rmal Ideais not
derived from proportions got from experience [aagardedjs definite rulesbut in accordance
with it rules for judging become in the first inst@ possible. It is the image for the whole race,
which floats among all the variously different iitikons of individuals, which nature takes as
archetype in her productions of the same specigsybich seems not to be fully reached in any
individual case. It is by no means the whatehetype of beauty the race, but only the form
constituting the indispensable condition of alldtgaand thus merelgorrectnessn the [mental]
presentation of the race. It is, like the celel@t&eryphorusof Polycletus] therule (Myron’s2

Cow might also be used thus for its kind). It da@réfore contain nothing specifically



characteristic, for otherwise it would not be tftegmal Ideafor the race. Its presentation pleases,
not by its beauty, but merely because it contradict condition, under which alone a thing of this
kind can be beautiful. The presentation is meretyaect.3

We must yet distinguish theormal Ideaof the beautiful from thé&leal, which latter, on grounds
already alleged, we can only expect in tinbenanfigure. In this the Ideal consists in the expressi

of themoral, without which the object would not please univlysand thus positively (not merely
negatively in a correct presentation). The vis@tpression of moral Ideas that rule men inwardly,
can indeed only be got from experience; but to niskeonnexion with all which our Reason unites
with the morally good in the Idea of the highestgmsiveness,—goodness of heart, purity, strength,
peace, etc.,—visible as it were in bodily manifesta(as the effect of that which is internal),
requires a union of pure Ideas of Reason with gneaginative power, even in him who wishes to
judge of it, still more in him who wishes to presgnThe correctness of such an Ideal of beauty is
shown by its permitting no sensible charm to mirwgiil the satisfaction in the Object and yet
allowing us to take a great interest therein. Bhigws that a judgement in accordance with such a
standard can never be purely aesthetical, anatjatgement in accordance with an Ideal of beauty
IS not a mere judgement of taste.

EXPLANATION OF THE BEAUTIFUL DERIVED FROM THIS THIR D MOMENT

Beautyis the form of theurposivenessf an object, so far as this is perceived mithout any
representation of a purpode.

FOURTH MOMENT

OF THE JUDGEMENT OF TASTE, ACCORDING TO THE MODALIT Y OF THE
SATISFACTION IN THE OBJECT

§ 18. What the modality in a judgement of tastei s

| can say of every representation that it is adtlpassiblethat (as a cognition) it should be bound

up with a pleasure. Of a representation that Iplathsant say that itactually excites pleasure in

me. But thébeautifulwe think as having aecessaryeference to satisfaction. Now this necessity is
of a peculiar kind. It is not a theoretical objgethecessity; in which case it would be cognised
priori that every onavill feel this satisfaction in the object called beautifylnbe. It is not a

practical necessity; in which case, by conceps idire rational will serving as a rule for freely
acting beings, the satisfaction is the necessanytref an objective law and only indicates that we
absolutely (without any further design) ought tbiaca certain way. But the necessity which is
thought in an aesthetical judgement can only beadakemplary; i.ea necessity of the assentatif

to a judgement which is regarded as the exampdeuniiversal rule that we cannot state. Since an
aesthetical judgement is not an objective cognijtidgement, this necessity cannot be derived from
definite concepts, and is therefore not apodi&til less can it be inferred from the universabfy
experience (of a complete agreement of judgemerntis the beauty of a certain object). For not
only would experience hardly furnish sufficientlymerous vouchers for this; but also, on empirical
judgements we can base no concept of the neces$sitgse judgements.



8 19. The subjective necessity, which we ascribe  to the judgement of taste, is
conditioned

The judgement of taste requires the agreementasf/@ne; and he who describes anything as
beautiful claims that every omeightto give his approval to the object in question als describe

it as beautiful. Theughtin the aesthetical judgement is therefore pronednic accordance with

all the data which are required for judging andigeinly conditioned. We ask for the agreement of
every one else, because we have for it a grounidstitammon to all; and we could count on this
agreement, provided we were always sure that the was correctly subsumed under that ground
as rule of assent.

§ 20. The condition of necessity which a judgemen t of taste asserts is the Idea of a
common sense

If judgements of taste (like cognitive judgemeiadl a definite objective principle, then the person
who lays them down in accordance with this latteuld claim an unconditioned necessity for his
judgement. If they were devoid of all principlé&kdithose of the mere taste of sense, we would not
allow them in thought any necessity whatever. Heheg must have a subjective principle which
determines what pleases or displeases only byhtgahd not by concepts, but yet with universal
validity. But such a principle could only be regaddas a&ommon sens&hich is essentially

different from common Understanding which peoplemetmes call common Sense(isus
communiy, for the latter does not judge by feeling butaya by concepts, although ordinarily only
as by obscurely represented principles.

Hence it is only under the presupposition thatehgra common sense (by which we do not
understand an external sense, but the effect mgditom the free play of our cognitive powers)—it
is only under this presupposition, | say, thatjtitggement of taste can be laid down.

§ 21. Have we ground for presupposing a common se  nse?

Cognitions and judgements must, along with the mion that accompanies them, admit of
universal communicability; for otherwise there wabble no harmony between them and the Object,
and they would be collectively a mere subjectivaypf the representative powers, exactly as
scepticism would have it. But if cognitions areattimit of communicability, so must also the state
of mind,—i.e. the accordance of the cognitive powers with a tagngenerally, and that

proportion of them which is suitable for a repreagan (by which an object is given to us) in order
that a cognition may be made out of it—admit ofvensal communicability. For without this as the
subjective condition of cognition, knowledge aseffiect could not arise. This actually always takes
place when a given object by means of Sense exbiesnagination to collect the manifold, and
the Imagination in its turn excites the Understagdo bring about a unity of this collective proges
in concepts. But this accordance of the cognitewegrs has a different proportion according to the
variety of the Objects which are given. Howevemiist be such that this internal relation, by
which one mental faculty is excited by another]ldb@generally the most beneficial for both
faculties in respect of cognition (of given obj@ctnd this accordance can only be determined by
feeling (not according to concepts). Since now #asordance itself must admit of universal
communicability, and consequently also our feebhd (in a given representation), and since the
universal communicability of a feeling presuppose®mmon sense, we have grounds for
assuming this latter. And this common sense ismrasdwithout relying on psychological



observations, but simply as the necessary conditidhe universal communicability of our
knowledge, which is presupposed in every Logiciarevery principle of knowledge that is not
sceptical.

§ 22. The necessity of the universal agreement th  at is thought in a judgement of
taste is a subjective necessity, which is represent ed as objective under the
presupposition of a common sense

In all judgements by which we describe anythingpeautiful, we allow no one to be of another
opinion; without however grounding our judgementconcepts but only on our feeling, which we
therefore place at its basis not as a privateaba communal feeling.1 Now this common sense
cannot be grounded on experience; for it aimssifying judgements which contain aaght.It
does not say that every ondl agree with my judgement, but thatdneght. And so common sense,
as an example of whose judgement | here put forwargudgement of taste and on account of
which | attribute to the latter aaxemplaryvalidity, is a mere ideal norm, under the suppasiof
which | have a right to make into a rule for eveng a judgement that accords therewith, as well as
the satisfaction in an Object expressed in suchgoent. For the principle, which concerns the
agreement of different judging persons, althoudly sabjective, is yet assumed as subjectively
universal (an Idea necessary for every one); amsl ¢an claim universal assent (as if it were
objective) provided we are sure that we have ctiyreabsumed [the particulars] under it.

This indeterminate norm of a common sense is dgtpedsupposed by us; as is shown by our
claim to lay down judgements of taste. Whetherghgiin fact such a common sense, as a
constitutive principle of the possibility of expenice, or whether a yet higher principle of Reason
makes it only into a regulative principle for prethg in us a common sense for higher purposes:
whether therefore Taste is an original and naflaallty, or only the Idea of an artificial one yet

be acquired, so that a judgement of taste witassamption of a universal assent in fact, is only a
requirement of Reason for producing such harmorseafiment; whether the “ought,&. the
objective necessity of the confluence of the fepbhany one man with that of every other, only
signifies the possibility of arriving at this acdpand the judgement of taste only affords an
example of the application of this principle: thegestions we have neither the wish nor the power
to investigate as yet; we have now only to resthecfaculty of taste into its elements in order to
unite them at last in the Idea of a common sense.

EXPLANATION OF THE BEAUTIFUL RESULTING FROM THE FOU RTH MOMENT
Thebeautifulis that which without any concept is cognisednasdbject of anecessargatisfaction.

GENERAL REMARK ON THE FIRST SECTION OF THE ANALYTIC

If we seek the result of the preceding analysidimeéthat everything runs up into this concept of
Taste, that it is a faculty for judging an objetteference to the Imaginatiorfiee conformity to
law. Now if in the judgement of taste the Imaginationsinbe considered in its freedom, it is in the
first place not regarded as reproductive, asstlgect to the laws of association, but as prodecti
and spontaneous (as the author of arbitrary foifmpessible intuition). And although in the
apprehension of a given object of sense it istbeal definite form of this Object, and so far has n
free play (such as that of poetry) yet it may riydoe conceived that the object can furnish it with
such a form containing a collection of the manif@d the Imagination itself, if it were left free,
would project in accordance with thenformity to law of the Understandinggeneral. But that



theimaginative poweshould bdree and yebf itself conformed to law, i.@ringing antonomy with

it, is a contradiction. The Understanding aloneegithe law. If, however, the Imagination is
compelled to proceed according to a definite lasvproduct in respect of form is determined by
concepts as to what it ought to be. But then, abave shown, the satisfaction is not that in the
Beautiful, but in the Good (in perfection, at aaterin mere formal perfection); and the judgement
is not a judgement of taste. Hence it is a conftyrboi law without a law; and a subjective
agreement of the Imagination and Understanding,-rewit such an objective agreement as there is
when the representation is referred to a defirotecept of an object,—can subsist along with the
free conformity to law of the Understanding (whistalso called purposiveness without purpose)
and with the peculiar feature of a judgement dfetas

Now geometrically regular figures, such as a cjralequare, a cube, etc., are commonly adduced
by critics of taste as the simplest and most indeple examples of beauty; and yet they are called
regular, because we can only represent them bydiegathem as mere presentations of a definite
concept which prescribes the rule for the figuee@ading to which alone it is possible). One of
these two must be wrong, either that judgementettitic which ascribes beauty to the said
figures, or ours, which regards purposiveness dpart a concept as requisite for beauty.

Hardly any one will say that a man must have tasteder that he should find more satisfaction in

a circle than in a scrawled outline, in an equrtand equiangular quadrilateral than in one which
is oblique, irregular, and as it were deformed tifos belongs to the ordinary Understanding and is
not Taste at all. Where,g.our design is to judge of the size of an are&p onake intelligible the
relation of the parts of it, when divided, to omother and to the whole, then regular figures and
those of the simplest kind are needed, and thsfaetiion does not rest immediately on the aspect of
the figure, but on its availability for all kind$ possible designs. A room whose walls form oblique
angles, or a parterre of this kind, even everyatioh of symmetry in the figure of animatsd.

being one-eyed), of buildings, or of flower bedspteases, because it contradicts the purpose of
the thing, not only practically in respect of aid&é use of it, but also when we pass judgement on
it as regards any possible design. This is not#se in the judgement of taste, which when pure
combines satisfaction or dissatisfaction,—withaw eeference to its use or to a purpose,—with the
mereconsiderationof the object.

The regularity which leads to the concept of arecbis indeed the indispensable condition
(conditio sine qua ngrfor grasping the object in a single representagiod determining the
manifold in its form. This determination is a puspadn respect of cognition, and in reference te thi
it is always bound up with satisfaction (which aoganies the execution of every, even
problematical, design). There is here, howevergigehe approval of the solution satisfying a
problem, and not a free and indefinite purposivergainment of the mental powers with what we
call beautiful, where the Understanding is at #wise of Imagination and netice versa.

In a thing that is only possible by means of desiggbuilding, or even an animal,—the regularity
consisting in symmetry must express the unity efittiuition that accompanies the concept of
purpose, and this regularity belongs to cognitiBut where only a free play of the representative
powers (under the condition, however, that the Wstdading is to suffer no shock thereby) is to be
kept up, in pleasure gardens, room decorationgjradk of tasteful furniture, etc., regularity that
shows constraint is avoided as much as possibles ifhthe English taste in gardens, or in bizarre
taste in furniture, the freedom of the Imaginai®pushed almost near to the grotesque, and in this
separation from every constraint of rule we haeeddise, where taste can display its greatest
perfection in the enterprises of the Imagination.



All stiff regularity (such as approximates to mattatical regularity) has something in it repugnant
to taste; for our entertainment in the contempiatbit lasts for no length of time, but it rathar,

so far as it has not expressly in view cognitio alefinite practical purpose, produces weariness.
On the other hand that with which Imagination clyn an unstudied and purposive manner is
always new to us, and one does not get tired ddithgoat it. Marsdenin his description of Sumatra
makes the remark that the free beauties of natureusd the spectator everywhere and thus lose
their attraction for him.1 On the other hand a geggarden, where the stakes on which this plant
twines itself form parallel rows, had much attreetiess for him, if he met with it in the middleaof
forest. And hence he infers that wild beauty, apptly irregular, only pleases as a variation from
the regular beauty of which one has seen enoughh@need only have made the experiment of
spending one day in a pepper-garden, to have lmeemnced that, once the Understanding, by the
aid of this regularity, has put itself in accordiwihe order that it always needs, the object nati
entertain for long,—nay rather it will impose a #densome constraint upon the Imagination. On the
other hand, nature, which there is prodigal irvéisety even to luxuriance, that is subjected to no
constraint of artificial rules, can supply constiodd for taste.— Even the song of birds, which we
can bring under no musical rule, seems to have feedom, and therefore more for taste, than a
song of a human being which is produced in accaeanth all the rules of music; for we very
much sooner weary of the latter, if it is repeatidn and at length. Here, however, we probably
confuse our participation in the mirth of a litdeeature that we love, with the beauty of its sdag;

if this were exactly imitated by man (as sometirttesnotes of the nightingale are)1 it would seem
to our ear quite devoid of taste.

Again, beautiful objects are to be distinguishexahfroeautiful views of objects (which often on
account of their distance cannot be clearly recsagi)i In the latter case taste appears not so much
in what the Imaginatioapprehendsn this field, as in the impulse it thus getditation, i.e.in the
peculiar fancies with which the mind entertainslitswvhilst it is continually being aroused by the
variety which strikes the eye. An illustration ffoaded,e.g.by the sight of the changing shapes of
a fire on the hearth or of a rippling brook; neitbéthese has beauty, but they bring with them a
charm for the Imagination, because they entertamfree play.

SECOND BOOK ANALYTIC OF THE SUBLIME

§ 23. Transition from the faculty which judges of the Beautiful to that which judges
of the Sublime

The Beautiful and the Sublime agree in this, tludhiplease in themselves. Further, neither
presupposes a judgement of sense nor a judgenigcellyg determined, but a judgement of
reflection. Consequently the satisfaction [beloggimthem] does not depend on a sensation, as in
the case of the Pleasant, nor on a definite conasph the case of the Good; but it is nevertlseles
referred to concepts although indeterminate onad. 0 the satisfaction is connected with the mere
presentation [of the object] or with the facultypsésentation; so that in the case of a giventiotui
this faculty or the Imagination is considered aagneement with thiaculty of conceptsf
Understanding or Reason (in its furtherane of thetser). Hence both kinds of judgements are
singular,and yet announce themselves as universally vatidvery subject; although they lay

claim merely to the feeling of pleasure and narig knowledge of the object.

But there are also remarkable differences betweeimvto. The Beautiful in nature is connected
with the form of the object, which consists in hyboundaries. The Sublime, on the other hand, is



to be found in a formless object, so far as i ibypoccasion of iboundlessness represented, and
yet its totality is also present to thought. Thus Beautiful seems to be regarded as the presamntati
of an indefinite concept of Understanding; the 8nblas that of a like concept of Reason.
Therefore the satisfaction in the one case is baypnith the representation qéiality, in the other
with that ofquantity.And the latter satisfaction is quite differenkind from the former, for this

[the Beautifull] directly brings with it a feeliraf the furtherance of life, and thus is compatible
with charms and with the play of the Imaginationt Bie other [the feeling of the Sublimel] is a
pleasure that arises only indirectly; viz. it i®guced by the feeling of a momentary checking ef th
vital powers and a consequent stronger outflovheirt, so that it seems to be regarded as
emotion,—not play, but earnest in the exercisédeflinagination.—Hence it is incompatible with
charms; and as the mind is not merely attractethépbject but is ever being alternately repelled,
the satisfaction in the sublime does not so mueblwe a positive pleasure as admiration or respect,
which rather deserves to be called negative pleasur

But the inner and most important distinction betwtee Sublime and Beautiful is, certainly, as
follows. (Here, as we are entitled to do, we onindp under consideration in the first instance the
sublime in natural Objects; for the sublime of &ralways limited by the conditions of agreement
with Nature.) Natural beauty (which is self-suligig} brings with it a purposiveness in its form by
which the object seems to be, as it were, pre-adaptour Judgement, and thus constitutes in itself
an object of satisfaction. On the other hand, Wiath excites in us, without any reasoning abquit it
but in the mere apprehension of it, the feelinthefsublime, may appear as regards its form to
violate purpose in respect of the Judgement, tanseited to our presentative faculty, and, as it
were, to do violence to the Imagination; and yét judged to be only the more sublime.

Now from this we may see that in general we expoesselves incorrectly if we call ampject of
naturesublime, although we can quite correctly call mahjects of nature beautiful. For how can
that be marked by an expression of approval, wisiepprehended in itself as being a violation of
purpose? All that we can say is that the objefit fer the presentation of a sublimity which caa b
found in the mind; for no sensible form can contaim sublime properly so-called. This concerns
only Ideas of the Reason, which, although no adequ&sentation is possible for them, by this
inadequacy that admits of sensible presentati@enarrused and summoned into the mind. Thus the
wide ocean, agitated by the storm, cannot be callbtime. Its aspect is horrible; and the mind
must be already filled with manifold Ideas if ittcsbe determined by such an intuition to a feeling
itself sublime, as it is incited to abandon settigyand to busy itself with Ideas that involve hey
purposiveness.

Self-subsisting natural beauty discovers to uschiiie of nature, which represents it as a system in
accordance with laws, the principle of which wena find in the whole of our faculty of
Understanding. That principle is the principle afosiveness, in respect of the use of our
Judgement in regard to phenomena; [which requiheg]these must not be judged as merely
belonging to nature in its purposeless mechanisinallso as belonging to something analogous to
art. It, therefore, actually extends, not indeedamgnition of natural Objects, but our concept of
nature; [which is now not regarded] as mere medmamiut as art. This leads to profound
investigations as to the possibility of such a foBut in what we are accustomed to call sublime
there is nothing at all that leads to particulgeotive principles and forms of nature correspogdin
to them; so far from it that for the most part matexcites the Ideas of the sublime in its chaas or
its wildest and most irregular disorder and desmiatprovided size and might are perceived.
Hence, we see that the concept of the Sublimetiagarly so important or rich in consequences as
the concept of the Beautiful; and that in gendrdigplays nothing purposive in nature itself, but



only in that possible use of our intuitions of \Wwhich there is produced in us a feeling of a
purposiveness quite independent of nature. We sagdt a ground external to ourselves for the
Beautiful of nature; but seek it for the Sublimeretgin ourselves and in our attitude of thought
which introduces sublimity into the representatddmature. This is a very needful preliminary
remark, which quite separates the Ideas of therealdrom that of a purposivenessratture,and
makes the theory of the sublime a mere appendixet@esthetical judging of that purposiveness;
because by means of it no particular form is regresd in nature, but there is only developed a
purposive use which the Imagination makes of iigasentation.

§ 24. Of the divisions of an investigation intot  he feeling of the sublime

As regards the division of the moments of the asithl judging of objects in reference to the
feeling of the sublime, the Analytic can proceedaading to the same principle as was adapted in
the analysis of judgements of taste. For as anfdbe aesthetical reflective Judgement, the
satisfaction in the Sublime must be representddasisn the case of the Beautiful,—according to
guantityas universally valid, according tpuality as devoid ofnterest,according taelation as
subjective purposiveness, and accordingntmlalityas necessary. And so the method here will not
diverge from that of the preceding section; unlesieed, we count it a difference that in the case
where the aesthetical Judgement is concerned gtform of the Object we began with the
investigation of its quality, but here, in viewtbe formlessness which may belong to what we call
sublime, we shall begin with quantity, as the firciment of the aesthetical judgement as to the
sublime. The reason for this may be seen from teegaling paragraph.

But the analysis of the Sublime involves a divisiat needed in the case of the Beautiful, viz. a
division into themathematicallyand thedynamically sublime.

For the feeling of the Sublime brings with it ascharacteristic featurenaovemenof the mind
bound up with the judging of the object, while e tcase of the Beautiful taste presupposes and
maintains the mind irestful contemplation. Now this movement ought to be judge subjectively
purposive (because the sublime pleases us), asdttisureferred through the Imagination either to
thefaculty of cognitioror of desire.In either reference the purposiveness of the given
representation ought to be judged only in respktttisfaculty (without purpose or interest); but in
the first case it is ascribed to the Object asaghematicatletermination of the Imagination, in the
second agynamical. And hence we have this twofold way of representirggsublime.

A. —Of the Mathematically Sublime
§ 25. Explanation of the term “sublime”

We call thatsublimewhich isabsolutely greatBut to be great, and to be a great somethinguite q
different conceptsnfjagnitudoandquantitag. In like manner teay simplysimpliciter) that

anything isgreatis quite different from saying that it adsolutely greafabsolute, non comparative
magnun. The latter isvhat is great beyond all comparisen.What now is meant by the

expression that anything is great or small or oflion® size? It is not a pure concept of
Understanding that is thus signified; still lesg isn intuition of Sense, and just as little iait

concept of Reason, because it brings with it nogpie of cognition. It must therefore be a concept
of Judgement or derived from one; and a subjegiiwposiveness of the representation in reference
to the Judgement must lie at its basis. That angtls a magnitudeg(antum) may be cognised

from the thing itself, without any comparison oWith other things; viz. if there is a multiplicitf



the homogeneous constituting one thing. But to sedrow greatit is always requires some other
magnitude as a measure. But because the judgimg@hitude depends not merely on multiplicity
(number), but also on the magnitude of the ung (treasure), and since, to judge of the magnitude
of this latter again requires another as measutewhich it may be compared, we see that the
determination of the magnitude of phenomena caplgu absolute concept whatever of
magnitude, but only a comparative one.

If now | say simply that anything is great, it appethat | have no comparison in view, at leasenon
with an objective measure; because it is thus atdrchined at all how great the object is. But
although the standard of comparison is merely st yet the judgement none the less claims
universal assent; “this man is beautiful,” and ifi&all,” are judgements not limited merely to the
judging subject, but, like theoretical judgemedemanding the assent of every one.

In a judgement by which anything is designated §map great, it is not merely meant that the
object has a magnitude, but that this magnitudeperior to that of many other objects of the same
kind, without, however, any exact determinatiortho superiority. Thus there is always at the basis
of our judgement a standard which we assume asatie for every one; this, however, is not
available for any logical (mathematically definije§iging of magnitude, but only for aesthetical
judging of the same, because it is a merely subigstandard lying at the basis of the reflective
judgement upon magnitude. It may be empiricaleasthe average size of the men known to us, of
animals of a certain kind, trees, houses, mountaies Or it may be a standard givepriori,

which through the defects of the judging subjedinted by the subjective conditions of
presentationn concreto;as,e.g.in the practical sphere, the greatness of a cevigiue, or of the
public liberty and justice in a country; or, in ttheoretical sphere, the greatness of the accaracy
the inaccuracy of an observation or measuremehhtdsmbeen made, etc.

Here it is remarkable that, although we have neredt whatever in an Objectj-e- its existence is
indifferent to us,—yet its mere size, even if itansidered as formless, may bring a satisfaction
with it that is universally communicable, and tbahsequently involves the consciousness of a
subjective purposiveness in the use of our cogniteulty. This is not indeed a satisfaction in the
Object (because it may be formless), as in the cidee Beautiful, in which the reflective
Judgement finds itself purposively determined fenence to cognition in general; but [a
satisfaction] in the extension of the Imaginatigntbelf.

If (under the above limitation) we say simply of@ject “it is great,” this is no mathematically
definite judgement but a mere judgement of reftectipon the representation of it, which is
subjectively purposive for a certain use of ourrgtige powers in the estimation of magnitude; and
we always then bind up with the representatiomd kif respect, as also a kind of contempt for
what we simply call “small.” Further, the judginftbings as great or small extends to everything,
even to all their characteristics; thus we desdobauty as great or small. The reason of this eto
sought in the fact that whatever we present intiotuaccording to the precept of the Judgement
(and thus represent aesthetically) is always aghenon and thus a quantum.

But if we call anything not only great, but abselytgreat in every point of view (great beyond all
comparison)i.e. sublime, we soon see that it is not permissibkeetek for an adequate standard of
this outside itself, but merely in itself. It isvaagnitude which is like itself alone. It followsriee

that the sublime is not to be sought in the thimigsature, but only in our Ideas; but in which of
them it lies must be reserved for the Deduction.



The foregoing explanation can be thus expregbedsublime is that in comparison with which
everything else is smalere we easily see that nothing can be giventaregahowever great it is
judged by us to be, which could not if consideredmother relation be reduced to the infinitely
small; and conversely there is nothing so smaliclvidoes not admit of extension by our
Imagination to the greatness of a world, if comgamgh still smaller standards. Telescopes have
furnished us with abundant material for makingftret remark, microscopes for the second.
Nothing, therefore, which can be an object of #resses, is, considered on this basis, to be called
sublime. But because there is in our Imaginatistriging towards infinite progress, and in our
Reason a claim for absolute totality, regarded r@abldea, therefore this very inadequateness for
that Idea in our faculty for estimating the magdéuwof things of sense, excites in us the feeling of
supersensible faculty. And it is not the objecsense, but the use which the Judgement naturally
makes of certain objects on behalf of this latedihg, that is absolutely great; and in comparison
every other use is small. Consequently it is tagestf mind produced by a certain representation
with which the reflective Judgement is occupied] aat the Object, that is to be called sublime.

We may therefore append to the preceding formupkming the sublime this othethe sublime
is that, the mere ability to think which, showseauity of the mind surpassing every standard of
Sense.

§ 26. Of that estimation of the magnitude of natu  ral things which is requisite for the
Idea of the Sublime

The estimation of magnitude by means of concepisiofber (or their signs in Algebra) is
mathematical; but that in mere intuition (by theasirement of the eye) is aesthetical. Now we can
come by definite concepts bbw greata thing is, [only]1 by numbers, of which the usithe
measure (at all events by series of numbers prsiggeto infinity); and so far all logical estimatio

of magnitude is mathematical. But since the magleitof the measure must then be assumed
known, and this again is only to be estimated nmatteally by means of numbers,—the unit of
which must be another [smaller] measure,—we caemieave a first or fundamental measure, and
therefore can never have a definite concept of@agmagnitude. So the estimation of the
magnitude of the fundamental measure must comstkis, that we can immediately apprehend it in
intuition and use it by the Imagination for the g@station of concepts of number. That is, all
estimation of the magnitude of the objects of ratsiin the end aestheticak( subjectively and

not objectively determined).

Now for the mathematical estimation of magnituder¢his, indeed, no maximum (for the power of
numbers extends to infinity); but for its aesthaltiestimation there is always a maximum, and of
this | say that if it is judged as the absolute soea than which no greater is possible subjectively
(for the judging subject), it brings with it theelal of the sublime and produces that emotion which
no mathematical estimation of its magnitude by mseEmumbers can bring about (except so far as
the aesthetical fundamental measure remains viundiye Imagination). For the former only
presents relative magnitude by means of compansthnothers of the same kind; but the latter
presents magnitude absolutely, so far as the nandycasp it in an intuition.

In receiving a quantum into the Imagination by ititun, in order to be able to use it for a measure
or as a unit for the estimation of magnitude by mseaf numbers, there are two operations of the
Imagination involvedapprehensiorfapprehensipandcomprehensioiicomprehensio aesthetica
As to apprehension there is no difficulty, forancgo orad infinitum;but comprehension becomes



harder the further apprehension advances, andatains to its maximum, viz. the aesthetically
greatest fundamental measure for the estimationagiitude. For when apprehension has gone so
far that the partial representations of sensudustion at first apprehended begin to vanish in the
Imagination, whilst this ever proceeds to the abpension of others, then it loses as much on the
one side as it gains on the other; and in compebeithere is a maximum beyond which it cannot

go.

Hence can be explained wigdvarnl remarks in his account of Egypt, viz. that we tike®p from
going very near the Pyramids just as much as we kee going too far from them, in order to get
the full emotional effect from their size. For ikvare too far away, the parts to be apprehended (th
stones lying one over the other) are only obscusgyesented, and the representation of them
produces no effect upon the aesthetical judgenmfahiecsubject. But if we are very near, the eye
requires some time to complete the apprehensitimedaiers from the bottom up to the apex; and
then the first tiers are always partly forgottefobe the Imagination has taken in the last, antheo
comprehension of them is never complete.— The shimg may sufficiently explain the
bewilderment or, as it were, perplexity which sitsaid, seizes the spectator on his first entramoe
St. Peter’s at Rome. For there is here a feelinthefnadequacy of his Imagination for presenting
the Ideas of a whole, wherein the Imagination readts maximum, and, in striving to surpass it,
sinks back into itself, by which, however, a kirffiemotional satisfaction is produced.

| do not wish to speak as yet of the ground of saissfaction, which is bound up with a
representation from which we should least of aflext it, viz. a representation which lets us remark
its inadequacy and consequently its subjective whptirposiveness for the Judgement in the
estimation of magnitude. | only remark that if desthetical judgement is pure (n@ngled with no
teleological judgemendr judgement of Reason) and is to be given asrlaiely suitable example
of the Critique of theestheticaludgement, we must not exhibit the sublime in potslof art €.g.
buildings, pillars, etc.) where human purpose deitees the form as well as the size; nor yet in
things of naturéhe concepts of which bring with them a definitgppsge(e.g.animals with a

known natural destination); but in rude nature (emthis only in so far as it does not bring with i
any charm or emotion produced by actual dangergiyas containing magnitude. For in this kind
of representation nature contains nothing monstgeitiser magnificent or horrible); the magnitude
that is apprehended may be increased as much agistogprovided it can be comprehended in a
whole by the Imagination. An objectnsonstrousf by its size it destroys the purpose which
constitutes the concept of it. But the mere predent of a concept is callemlossal which is
almost too great for any presentation (borderingherrelatively monstrous); because the purpose
of the presentation of a concept is made hardeefbse] by the intuition of the object being
almost too great for our faculty of apprehensiorA-pure judgement upon the sublime must,
however, have no purpose of the Object as its aht@rg ground, if it is to be aesthetical and not
mixed up with any judgement of Understanding ord$®ea

Because everything which is to give disinterestedgure to the merely reflective Judgement must
bring with the representation of it, subjective aasl subjective, universally valid purposiveness—
although no purposiveness of tieem of the object lies (as in the case of the Beal)ti#tuthe

ground of the judgement—the question arises “wh#tis subjective purposiveness?” And how
does it come to be prescribed as the norm by wdigtound for universally valid satisfaction is
supplied in the mere estimation of magnitude, emehat which is forced up to the point where our
faculty of Imagination is inadequate for the preagan of the concept of magnitude?



In the process of combination requisite for théneation of magnitude, the Imagination proceeds of
itself to infinity without anything hindering it;ut the Understanding guides it by means of concepts
of number, for which the Imagination must furnikle schema. And in this procedure, as belonging
to the logical estimation of magnitude, there dei@d something objectively purposive,—in
accordance with the concept of a purpose (as abkorement is),—but nothing purposive and
pleasing for the aesthetical Judgement. Theressialthis designed purposiveness nothing which
would force us to push the magnitude of the measun@ consequently trotmmprehensiownf the
manifold in an intuition, to the bounds of the fligwf Imagination, or as far as ever this can heac
in its presentations. For in the estimation of niagle by the Understanding (Arithmetic) we only
go to a certain point whether we push the compr&barof the units up to the number 10 (as in the
decimal scale) or only up to 4 (as in the quatgrsaale); the further production of magnitude
proceeds by combination or, if the quantum is giweimtuition, by apprehension, but merely by
way of progression (not of comprehension) in acancg with an assumed principle of progression.
In this mathematical estimation of magnitude thel&mstanding is equally served and contented
whether the Imagination chooses for unit a mageitinat we can take in in a glaneeg.a foot or

rod, or a German mile or even the earth’s diametef which the apprehension is indeed possible,
but not the comprehension in an intuition of thadmation (not possible lyomprehensio
aestheticaalthough quite possible lmypmprehensio logican a concept of number). In both cases
the logical estimation of magnitude goes on withaatrance to infinity.

But now the mind listens to the voice of Reasonciwhior every given magnitude,—even for those
that can never be entirely apprehended, althougbefisible representation) they are judged as
entirely given,— requires totality. Reason consetjyalesires comprehensionanmeintuition, and
so thepresentatiorof all these members of a progressively increaserges. It does not even
exempt the infinite (space and past time) from taguirement; it rather renders it unavoidable to
think the infinite (in the judgement of common Ra&sasentirely given(according to its totality).

But the infinite is absolutely (not merely comparely) great. Compared with it everything else (of
the same kind of magnitudes) is small. And whahost important is that to be able only to think it
asa wholeindicates a faculty of mind which surpasses estagdard of Sense. For [to represent it
sensibly] would require a comprehension havingufut a standard bearing a definite relation,
expressible in numbers, to the infinite; whichnigopbssible. Neverthelegshie bare capability of
thinking this infinite without contradiction requires inethhuman mind a faculty itself supersensible.
For it is only by means of this faculty and itsddaf a noumenon,— which admits of no intuition,
but which yet serves as the substrate for thetiatuof the world, as a mere