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“Sublimity,	Ugliness,	and	Formlessness	in	Kant's	Aesthetic	Theory,”	Journal	of	Aesthetics	and	Art	Criticism,	45	(1):	49–56.	Roughly,	on	the	view	suggested	by	Moran	and	Makkai,	the	claim	implicit	in	a	judgment	of	beauty	is	not	merely	the	conditional	claim	that	others,	if	they	perceive	the	object,	ought	to	judge	it	to	be	beautiful;	it	is	the	unconditional
claim	that	others	ought	to	perceive	it	and,	in	so	doing,	judge	it	to	be	beautiful.	The	first	section	of	the	“Critique	of	Aesthetic	Judgment”,	the	“Analytic	of	the	Beautiful,”	aims	to	analyse	the	notion	of	a	judgment	of	beauty	or	judgment	of	taste,	describing	the	features	which	distinguish	judgments	of	beauty	from	judgments	of	other	kinds,	notably	cognitive
judgments	(which	include	judgments	ascribing	goodness	to	things),	and	what	he	calls	“judgments	of	the	agreeable.”	Kant	is	not	explicit	about	the	pretheoretical	conception	of	judgments	of	beauty	which	is	the	subject	of	his	analysis,	and	there	is	room	for	controversy	about	what	does	and	does	not	count	as	a	judgment	of	beauty	in	Kant's	sense.	The
introduction	to	the	Cambridge	edition	of	the	Critique	of	Judgment	provides	a	useful	discussion	of	the	historical	sources	of	the	work	as	a	whole.	Förster	(ed.),	Stanford:	Stanford	University	Press.	As	Kant	puts	it:	“how	is	a	judgment	possible	which,	merely	from	one's	own	feeling	of	pleasure	in	an	object,	independent	of	its	concept,	judges	this	pleasure	as
attached	to	the	representation	of	the	same	object	in	every	other	subject,	and	does	so	a	priori,	i.e.,	without	having	to	wait	for	the	assent	of	others?”	(§36,	288)	The	argument	constituting	Kant's	official	answer	to	this	question	(the	“Deduction	of	Taste”)	is	presented	in	the	section	entitled	“Deduction	of	Pure	Aesthetic	Judgments,”	in	particular	in	sections
§§31–39,	with	the	core	of	the	argument	given	at	§38.	2.7	The	Sublime	Kant	distinguishes	two	notions	of	the	sublime:	the	mathematically	sublime	and	the	dynamically	sublime.	Lorand,	R.,	1989.	Sedgwick	(ed.),	Cambridge:	Cambridge	University	Press;	reprinted	in	Guyer	(2005).	In	its	identification	of	the	pleasure	and	the	judgment	the	view	is	like	that
of	Richard	Aquila	(1982,	see	especially	107)	and,	more	recently,	Robert	Wicks	(2007,	43–45),	although	neither	Aquila	nor	Wicks	explicitly	endorses	the	apparent	consequence,	that	the	pleasure	or	judgment	must	involve	a	claim	to	its	own	universal	communicability.	The	idea	of	the	outer	or	relative	purposiveness	of	one	natural	thing	for	another,	which
is	made	possible	by	the	idea	of	a	natural	purpose,	in	turn	makes	possible	the	idea	of	nature	as	a	system	of	purposes,	where	everything	in	nature	is	teleologically	connected	to	everything	else	through	relations	of	outer	purposiveness.	Beauty	serves	as	the	“symbol”	of	morality	(§59,	passim),	in	that	a	judgment	of	beauty	“legislates	for	itself”	rather	than
being	“subjected	to	a	heteronomy	of	laws	of	experience”	(§59,	353);	relatedly,	feelings	of	pleasure	in	the	beautiful	are	analogous	to	moral	consciousness	(§59,	354;	see	also	General	Comment	following	§91,	482n.).	I,	p.	”	The	discussion	of	the	role	of	judgment	in	empirical	scientific	enquiry	is	confined	to	a	few	sections	of	the	Introduction	and	First
Introduction.	Sweet,	K.,	2009.	In	the	case	of	the	origin	of	species,	Kant	tentatively	endorses	a	view	which	allows	the	natural	development	of	higher	species	out	of	lower	ones,	but	which	denies	the	possibility	that	the	lower	species	in	turn	could	develop	out	of	unorganized	matter	as	such.	2.	115).	Buchdahl,	G.,	1969.	The	most	serious	objection	to	the
argument	can	be	put	in	the	form	of	a	dilemma;	see	for	example	Guyer	(1979,	p.	“Kant's	Principles	of	Reflecting	Judgment,”	in	Guyer	(2003).	Teufel,	T.,	2011.	The	“Critique	of	Aesthetic	Judgment”	mentions	a	number	of	more	specific	connections	between	aesthetics	and	morality,	including	the	following:	Aesthetic	experience	serves	as	a	propadeutic	for
morality,	in	that	“the	beautiful	prepares	us	to	love	something,	even	nature,	without	interest;	the	sublime,	to	esteem	it,	even	contrary	to	our	(sensible)	interest”	(General	Remark	following	§29,	267).	–––,	1994.	However,	rather	than	understand	the	pleasure	as	awareness	of	its	own	universal	communicability,	Longuenesse	takes	it	to	be	awareness	of	a
prior,	and	independent,	feeling	of	pleasure	elicited	by	the	free	play	of	the	faculties,	so	that	there	are	two	distinct	feelings	of	pleasure	involved	in	judging	an	object	to	be	beautiful	(2003,	152–155;	2006,	pp.	See	also	the	references	given	in	the	final	paragraph	of	section	2.9.	Abaci,	U.,	2008.	Kant's	remarks	about	music	in	§§51–54	suggest	that	music
might	not	even	qualify	as	beautiful,	as	opposed	to	merely	agreeable,	art.	417n.39).	The	rules	prescribed	by	the	understanding,	are,	or	correspond	to,	particular	concepts	which	are	applied	to	the	object.	The	Transcendent	Science,	The	Hague:	Martinus	Nijhoff.	“Kant's	Non-Teleological	Conception	of	Purposiveness,”	Kant-Studien,	102:	232–252.	“Kant's
Conception	of	Empirical	Law,”	Proceedings	of	the	Aristotelian	Society	(Supplementary	Volume),	48(4):	410–425.	A	different	kind	of	objection,	based	on	an	appeal	to	the	cognitive	role	of	aesthetic	judging,	is	made	in	Pillow	(2006).	In	particular,	it	distinguishes	them	from	(i)	judgments	of	the	agreeable,	which	are	the	kind	of	judgment	expressed	by
saying	simply	that	one	likes	something	or	finds	it	pleasing	(for	example,	food	or	drink),	and	(ii)	judgments	of	the	good,	including	judgments	both	about	the	moral	goodness	of	something	and	about	its	goodness	for	particular	non-moral	purposes.	Studies	in	Kant's	Aesthetics,	Edinburgh:	Edinburgh	University	Press.	–––,	2008.	“Is	the	Assumption	of	a
Systematic	Whole	of	Empirical	Concepts	a	Necessary	Condition	of	Knowledge?”	Kant-Studien,	94:	273–298.	A	similar	position	is	taken	by	Kalar	(2006,	134).	–––,	1990b.	Thus,	as	Kant	puts	it,	it	“drives	us	to	seek	a	theology”	(§85,	440),	and	thus	serves	as	a	preparation	or	“propadeutic”	to	theology	(§85,	442).	Cohen,	A.,	2006.	One	reason	to	think	that
the	distinction	is	important	is	that	Kant	seems	to	suggest	that	all	judgments	of	beauty	about	representational	art	are	judgments	of	adherent	rather	than	of	free	beauty,	and	hence	that	they	are	all	impure.	The	fact	that	judgments	of	beauty	are	based	on	feeling	rather	than	“objective	sensation”	(e.g.,	the	sensation	of	a	thing's	colour)	distinguishes	them
from	cognitive	judgments	based	on	perception	(e.g.,	the	judgment	that	a	thing	is	green).	Section	3.7	returns	to	Kant's	biological	teleology,	considering	briefly	its	implications	for	contemporary	biological	thought.	2.5	Free	and	Adherent	Beauty	This	article	so	far	has	been	concerned	only	with	“pure”	judgments	of	beauty.	The	claim	to	universal	validity
made	by	a	judgment	of	the	sublime	rests,	not	on	the	universal	validity	of	the	conditions	of	cognition,	but	rather	on	the	universal	validity	of	moral	feeling	(§29,	255–256).	Weatherston,	M.,	1996.	For,	he	claims,	the	free	play	of	the	faculties	manifests	the	subjective	condition	of	cognition	in	general	(see	for	example	§9,	218;	§21,	238;	§38,	290).	–––,	2005a.
Aquila,	R.,	1982.	He	also	says	that	it	is	based	on	a	“common	sense,”	defined	as	a	subjective	principle	which	allows	us	to	judge	by	feeling	rather	than	concepts	(§20).	In	such	a	situation	imagination	strives	to	comprehend	the	object	in	accordance	with	a	demand	of	reason,	but	fails	to	do	so.	–––,	2014.	Judgment	in	its	determining	role	subsumes	given
particulars	under	concepts	or	universals	which	are	themselves	already	given.	Lectures	on	Kant's	Political	Philosophy,	Chicago:	University	of	Chicago	Press.	Zanetti,	V.,	1993.	Longuenesse	maintains	that	there	is	a	close	connection	between	the	“capacity	to	judge”	[Vermögen	zu	urteilen]	in	that	work	and	the	faculty	of	judgment	in	the	Critique	of
Judgment,	a	connection	which	she	summarizes	by	describing	the	faculty	of	judgment	as	the	“actualization”	of	the	capacity	to	judge	in	relation	to	sensory	perceptions	(1998,	8).	Wenzel,	C.,	1999.	2),	Guyer	(2003a),	Baz	(2005),	Caranti	(2005)	and	Hughes	(2006;	2007,	ch.	Šustar,	P.,	2014.	The	idea	of	nature	as	purposively	directed	towards	the	existence
of	rational	beings	under	moral	laws	allows	us	to	conceive	of	an	author	of	nature	who	is	not	merely	intelligent,	but	also	has	the	other	atttibutes	associated	with	the	traditional	idea	of	God,	for	example	omniscience,	omnipotence	and	wisdom	(which	includes	omnibenificence	and	justice)	(§86,	444).	Such	judgments	can	either	be,	or	fail	to	be,	“pure”;	while
Kant	mostly	focusses	on	the	ones	which	are	pure,	there	are	reasons	to	think	that	most	judgments	about	art	(as	opposed	to	nature)	do	not	count	as	pure,	so	that	it	is	important	to	understand	Kant's	views	on	such	judgments	as	well.	While	aesthetic	ideas	are	discussed	only	in	the	sections	of	the	Critique	of	Judgment	which	deal	with	artistic	beauty,	and
not	in	the	“Analytic	of	the	Beautiful,”	which	deals	with	beauty	more	generally,	Kant	remarks	parenthetically	that	natural	as	well	as	artistic	beauty	is	the	expression	of	aesthetic	ideas	(§51,	321).	Such	an	object	is	the	result	of	design.	Kitcher,	Patricia.,	1990.	Hopkins,	R.,	2001.	Moreover,	to	the	extent	that	the	principle	is	seen	as	required	not	only	for	the
construction	of	systematic	scientific	theories,	but	also	for	the	recognition	of	nature's	empirical	lawlikeness	or	(even	more	fundamentally)	for	the	possibility	of	any	empirical	concept-formation	at	all,	it	takes	on	great	importance	for	an	understanding	of	Kant's	views	on	empirical	cognition	generally.	Kant	describes	an	aesthetic	idea	as	“a	representation
of	the	imagination	that	occasions	much	thinking,	though	without	it	being	possible	for	any	determinate	thought,	i.e.,	concept,	to	be	adequate	to	it”	(§49,	314).	Must	we	mean	what	we	say?,	Cambridge,	Cambridge	University	Press.	“The	Inexplicability	of	Kant's	Naturzweck:	Kant	on	Teleology,	Explanation	and	Biology,”	Archiv	für	Geschichte	der
Philosophie,	87:	270–311.	But,	Kant	makes	clear,	the	artist's	activity	must	still	be	rule-governed,	since	“every	art	presupposes	rules”	(§46,	307)	and	the	objects	of	art	must	serve	as	models	or	examples,	that	is,	they	must	serve	as	a	“standard	or	rule	by	which	to	judge”	(§46,	308).	Even	in	the	case	of	organisms,	we	must	pursue	the	search	for	mechanical
explanation	as	far	as	possible,	yet	while	still	recognizing	the	need	for	an	ultimate	appeal	to	purposes.	2.2	How	are	Judgments	of	Beauty	Possible?	But	it	is	hard	to	reconcile	this	understanding	of	the	free	play	with	Kant's	appeal	to	it	to	justify	the	legitimacy	of	judgments	of	beauty,	and	more	generally	his	claim	to	be	offering	a	transcendental	account	of
judgments	of	beauty,	one	which	shows	such	judgments	to	be	founded	on	an	a	priori	principle.	Conversely,	discussions	of	Kant's	“theory	of	judgment”	have	typically	taken	little	or	no	account	of	Kant's	treatment	of	judgment	in	the	third	Critique,	suggesting	thereby	that	Kant's	views	on	judgment	are	exhausted	by	his	account	of	cognitive	(in	particular
non-aesthetic)	judgments	in	the	Critique	of	Pure	Reason	and	the	Logic.	–––,	2006.	However,	approaches	along	these	lines	have	not	figured	prominently	in	the	literature	on	the	Deduction.	Geiger,	I.,	2003.	The	subordination	of	mechanism	to	teleology	is	clarified	in	§§80–81,	in	the	“Methodology	of	Teleological	Judgment,”	where	Kant	connects	his	views
to	some	of	the	biological	controversies	of	the	day,	regarding	both	the	origin	of	the	various	species	of	plants	and	animals,	and	the	origin	of	individual	plants	and	animals	belonging	to	already	existing	species.	“Kant	on	Recognizing	Beauty,”	European	Journal	of	Philosophy,	18(3):	385–413.	“Free	and	Dependent	Beauty:	A	Puzzling	Issue,”	British	Journal
of	Aesthetics,	29(1):	32–40.	Kant's	System	of	Nature	and	Freedom:	Selected	Essays,	Oxford:	Clarendon	Press.	Meerbote	(ed.),	Atascadero:	Ridgeview.	Although	natural	teleology	cannot	prove	the	existence	of	God,	it	nonetheless	has	a	positive	role	to	play	with	respect	to	religion	and	morality,	in	that	it	leads	us	to	ask	what	the	final	purpose	of	nature	is,
and	relatedly,	to	inquire	into	the	attributes	of	God	as	author	of	nature.	“Primitive	Normativity	and	Skepticism	About	Rules,”	Journal	of	Philosophy,	108	(5).	But	then	why	is	it	regulative	rather	than	constitutive?	“Taste,	Conceptuality	and	Objectivity,”	Kant	Actuel,	F.	The	Sublime	in	Kant	and	Beckett:	Aesthetic	Judgement,	Ethics	and	Literature,	Berlin:
De	Gruyter.	“Kant's	Theory	of	Judgment,	and	Judgments	of	Taste,”	Inquiry,	46(2):	146–163.	–––,	1997.	Kulenkampff,	J.,	1990.	“Can	Kant's	Deduction	of	Judgments	of	Taste	Be	Saved?”	Archiv	für	Geschichte	der	Philosophie,	84:	20–45.	“Kritik	der	Urteilskraft,	§§76–77:	Reflective	Judgment	and	the	Limits	of	Transcendental	Philosophy,”	Kant	Yearbook,	1:
143–172.	E.	In	the	case	of	both	notions,	the	experience	of	the	sublime	consists	in	a	feeling	of	the	superiority	of	our	own	power	of	reason,	as	a	supersensible	faculty,	over	nature	(§28,	261).	–––,	1993.	Although	the	Critique	of	Pure	Reason	includes	some	discussion	of	the	faculty	of	judgment,	defined	as	“the	capacity	to	subsume	under	rules,	that	is,	to
distinguish	whether	something	falls	under	a	given	rule”	(krV	A132/B171),	it	is	not	until	the	Critique	of	Judgment	that	he	treats	judgment	as	a	full-fledged	faculty	in	its	own	right,	with	its	own	a	priori	principle,	and,	accordingly,	requiring	a	“critique”	to	determine	its	scope	and	limits.	Arendt	(1982)	applies	Kant's	theory	of	aesthetic	judgment	within	the
sphere	of	political	philosophy;	relatedly,	Fleischacker	(1999)	sees	connections	between	aesthetic	judgment	for	Kant	and	moral	and	political	judgment	generally.	Judgments	of	beauty	can	fail	to	be	pure	in	two	ways.	Elliott,	R.	Shier	(1998)	argues	that	it	does	not,	but	this	has	been	challenged	by	Allison	(2001),	who	takes	it	to	be	a	criterion	for	a
satisfactory	interpretation	of	Kant's	theory	of	taste	that	it	allow	for	negative	judgments	of	beauty	(2001,	p.	“UnKantian	Notions	of	Disinterest,”	British	Journal	of	Aesthetics,	32(2):	149–152;	reprinted	in	Guyer	(2003).	What	makes	an	organism	qualify	as	a	natural	purpose	is	that	it	is	“both	cause	and	effect	of	itself”	(§64,	371).	Recent	work	on	the
historical	origins	of	Kant's	aesthetics	more	specifically	includes	Zuckert	(2007a)	and	Rueger	(2009),	both	of	which	emphasize	Kant's	relation	to	his	rationalist	predecessors,	and	Guyer	(2008),	which	explores	the	influence	on	Kant	of	earlier	writers	on	aesthetics	in	the	empiricist	tradition.	Kant's	Arguments	in	the	Analytic	and	in	the	Dialectic	of
Teleological	Judgement,”	British	Journal	for	the	History	of	Philosophy,	17(3):	533–566.	Butts	(ed.),	Boston:	D.	Another	focus	of	debate	concerns	the	question	of	whether	sublimity,	according	to	Kant,	is	restricted	to	objects	of	nature,	or	whether	there	can	also	be	sublime	art.	–––,	2005.	There	has	been	considerable	discussion	of	the	relation	between	the
principle	of	nature's	systematicity	in	Kant's	theoretical	philosophy	and	the	activity	of	reflecting	judgment	in	aesthetic	experience;	see	for	example	Ginsborg	(1990a),	Pippin	(1996),	Allison	(2001,	ch.	Fricke	(1990),	Guyer	(2003a)	and	Steigerwald	(2006)	relate	Kant's	view	of	organisms	as	natural	purposes	to	his	views	about	reflective	judgment	more
generally.	Moreover,	it	was	widely	assumed	that	living	beings	were	made	of	a	different	kind	of	matter	from	that	found	elsewhere	in	the	universe;	and	while	some	biological	theorists	rejected	this	“vitalist”	assumption	there	was,	as	yet,	no	experimental	evidence	against	it.	(The	topic	of	physicotheology	was	of	concern	to	Kant	throughout	his	career:	Kant
proposes	a	“revised	physicotheology”	in	the	Only	Possible	Argument	for	the	Existence	of	God	(1763),	and	offers	a	more	far-reaching	criticism	of	physicotheology	in	the	Critique	of	Pure	Reason,	at	A620/B648ff.)	Appeal	to	natural	teleology	may	justify	the	assumption	of	an	intelligent	cause	of	nature,	but	it	cannot	justify	the	assumption	that	this	cause
has	wisdom,	let	alone	that	it	is	infinite	in	every	respect,	and	in	particular	supremely	wise	(§85,	441).	“Heautonomy:	Kant	on	Reflective	Judgment	and	Systematicity,”	in	Parret	(1998).	Examples	of	explicitly	“Kantian”	approaches	to	teleology	include	ch.	Kalar,	B.,	2006.	Zinkin	(2006)	explains	the	free	play	in	terms	of	the	sensus	communis	invoked	by
Kant	at	§20,	which	she	understands	as	an	intensive	form	of	sensibility,	in	contrast	to	the	extensive	forms	of	sensibility	represented	by	space	and	time.	Two	contrasting	accounts	along	these	lines	are	offered	by	Guyer,	who	identifies	the	free	play	with	the	first	two	stages	of	the	“three-fold	synthesis”	described	by	Kant	in	the	first	edition	Transcendental
Deduction	(Guyer	1979,	pp.	6),	have	denied	that	there	is	such	a	thing,	for	Kant,	as	pure	displeasure	in	the	ugly,	or,	correlatively	a	pure	judgment	of	ugliness.	Floyd	(1998)	and	Allison	(2001,	ch.	(b)	They	can	be	contingent	on	a	certain	concept's	applying	to	the	object,	so	that	the	object	is	judged,	not	as	beautiful	tout	court,	but	as	beautiful	qua	belonging
to	this	or	that	kind.	140–141).	“Kant	on	Biological	Teleology:	Towards	a	Two-Level	Interpretation,”	Studies	in	History	and	Philosophy	of	Science	(Part	C),	37(4):	735–747.	In	a	well-known	passage	he	declares	that	it	is	“absurd	for	human	beings…to	hope	that	there	may	yet	arise	a	Newton	who	could	make	conceivable	even	so	much	as	the	production	of	a
blade	of	grass	according	to	natural	laws	which	no	intention	has	ordered”	(§75,	400).	Butts,	R.,	1990.	15).	McLeod,	Chicago:	University	of	Chicago	Press.	But	it	is	not	clear	how	such	a	view	is	to	be	justified.	162–164).	Beck	(ed.),	La	Salle:	Open	Court.	A	useful	survey	is	offered	by	Guyer	(2006),	who	classifies	various	accounts	under	three	heads:
“precognitive,”	according	to	which	the	play	of	the	faculties	is	a	preconceptual	state,	falling	short	of	cognition	(for	example	his	own	1979	account),;	“multicognitive,”	in	which	the	free	play	represents	the	playful	application	of	a	multiplicity	of	concepts,	and	thus	a	kind	of	cognitive	excess	(for	example	Allison	2001);	and	“metacognitive,”	in	which	the
manifold	is	represented	as	having	a	unity	which	goes	beyond	what	is	required	for	cognition;	Guyer's	own	(2006)	view,	in	contrast	to	his	(1979),	favours	the	latter	approach.	Longuenesse,	B.,	2003.	“Enjoying	the	Unbeautiful:	From	Mendelssohn's	Theory	of	‘Mixed	Sentiments’	to	Kant's	Aesthetic	Judgments	of	Reflection,”	Journal	of	Aesthetics	and	Art
Criticism,	67(2):	181–189.	139–147	and	pp.	7),	Budd	(1998)	and	Allison	(2001,	ch.	“Is	Teleological	Judgement	(Still)	Necessary?	is	called	purposive	merely	because	its	possibility	can	only	be	explained	and	conceived	by	us	in	so	far	as	we	assume	at	its	ground	a	causality	in	accordance	with	purposes”	(§10,	220).	A	number	of	commentators	have	taken	the
dilemma,	or	considerations	related	to	it,	to	be	fatal	to	Kant's	view	that	judgments	of	beauty	make	a	legitimate	claim	to	universal	validity:	see	for	example	Meerbote	(1982,	cited	above)	and	Guyer	(1979),	pp.	Because	of	this,	the	development	of	moral	ideas	is	the	“true	propadeutic”	for	taste	(§60,	356).	“On	Aesthetic	Judgement	and	our	Relation	to
Nature:	Kant's	Concept	of	Purposiveness,”	Inquiry,	49:	547–572.	Kant's	Critique	of	the	Power	of	Judgment:	critical	essays,	Lanham,	MD:	Rowman	and	Littlefield.	The	pleasure	is	“opaque”:	while	one	can	come	to	recognize	that	one's	feeling	of	pleasure	is	due	to	the	free	play,	this	is	not	because	the	pleasure	makes	one	immediately	aware	of	it,	but	rather
because	reflection	on	the	causal	history	of	one's	pleasure	can	lead	one	to	conclude	that	it	was	not	sensory	or	due	to	the	satisfaction	of	a	desire	and	hence	(by	elimination)	must	have	been	due	to	the	free	play.	Regarding	the	historical	background	to	Kant's	views	on	natural	teleology,	specifically	regarding	the	biology	of	his	time,	McLaughlin	(1990)
remains	an	excellent	guide;	more	recent	work	on	this	topic	includes	Fisher	(2014),	Goy	(2014),	Zuckert	(2014a).	Kant's	early	work,	Observations	on	the	Sublime	and	the	Beautiful	(1764),	has,	in	spite	of	its	title,	very	little	bearing	on	Kant's	aesthetic	theory,	and	is	more	a	work	in	popular	anthropology.	For	in	claiming	simply	that	one	likes	something,
one	does	not	claim	that	everyone	else	ought	to	like	it	too.	“Kant	on	Understanding	Organisms	as	Natural	Purposes,”	Kant	and	the	Sciences,	E.	This	role	coincides	with	the	role	assigned	to	the	faculty	of	judgment	in	the	Critique	of	Pure	Reason;	it	also	appears	to	correspond	to	the	activity	of	imagination	in	its	“schematism”	of	concepts.	(b)	The	aesthetic
judgment	is	represented	as	purposive	not	for	imagination	or	judgment,	but	for	reason	(§27,	260)	or	for	the	“whole	vocation	of	the	mind”	(§27,	259).	This	is	seemingly	in	tension	with	Kant's	reference	to	music	without	words	as	an	example	of	“free	beauty”	(§16,	5:229).	Huneman,	P.,	2006.	Huneman	(2006)	discusses	the	influence	of	Kant's	views	on
French	biology	in	the	nineteenth	century;	his	(2006a)	offers	a	discussion	of	the	wider	ramifications	of	Kant's	natural	teleology,	including	its	influence	on	German	idealist	views	of	nature	and	in	turn	on	the	thought	of	Bergson	and	Merleau-Ponty.	5),	Aquila	(1991),	and	Ginsborg	(1997a).;	by	far	the	most	developed	account	is	to	be	found	in	Zuckert
(2007).	This	article	has	not	addressed	the	historical	origin	or	reception	of	Kant's	views	on	aesthetics	and	teleology,	so	I	mention	here	some	readings	which	might	serve	as	points	of	departure	for	the	reader	interested	in	these	areas.	However,	there	are	reasons	to	think	that	contemporary	biological	theory	is	no	less	committed	to	teleology	than	its
eighteenth-century	counterpart,	in	particular	through	biologists'	use	of	functional	language	in	their	characterizations	of	the	parts	and	behaviour	of	organisms.	“Kant	on	Aesthetic	and	Biological	Purposiveness,”	Reclaiming	the	History	of	Ethics:	Essays	for	John	Rawls,	A.	178–179;	2006,	p.	184–186).	Imagination	in	the	free	play,	he	says,	conforms	to	the
general	conditions	for	the	application	of	concepts	to	objects	that	are	presented	to	our	senses,	yet	without	any	particular	concept	being	applied,	so	that	imagination	conforms	to	the	conditions	of	understanding	without	the	constraint	of	particular	concepts.	The	question	of	the	artistic	sublime	in	particular	has	been	raised	by	Abaci	(2008),	who	defends
Kant's	restriction	of	sublimity	to	nature;	Clewis	(2010)	defends	the	opposite	view.	3.7	Relevance	of	Kant's	Natural	Teleology	to	Contemporary	Biological	Theory	Kant's	writings	on	natural	teleology	take	for	granted	the	biological	theories	of	his	time,	which	were	very	different	from	those	of	the	present	day.	49–58),	for	whom	the	free	play	is	an	activity	of
schematizing	pure	concepts	without	the	involvement	of	empirical	concepts.	1).	Kant	goes	into	more	detail	about	the	notion	of	a	natural	purpose	in	§65,	where	he	specifies	two	conditions	something	must	meet	in	order	to	be	a	natural	purpose.	Interpreting	Kant's	Critiques,	Oxford:	Oxford	University	Press.	122–123)	and	Zuckert	(2002;	2007,	ch.	This
does	not	mean	that	we	are	entitled,	still	less	required,	to	ascribe	an	intentional	cause	to	purposive	arrangements	in	nature,	but	it	does	allow	us	to	think	of	them	as	standing	not	only	in	a	mechanical,	but	also	in	a	teleological	order.	“The	Objectivity	of	Taste:	Hume	and	Kant,”	Noûs,	24:	93–100.	Phenomenality	and	Materiality	in	Kant.	“Delight	in	the
Natural	World:	Kant	on	the	Aesthetic	Appreciation	Of	Nature:	Part	III:	The	Sublime	in	Nature,”	British	Journal	of	Aesthetics,	38:	233–250;	reprinted	in	Guyer	(ed.)	2003.	Others	have	argued	that	Kant's	view	can	be	saved	by	drawing	on	considerations	not	mentioned	in	the	official	argument	of	the	Deduction.	Another	option	for	defending	the	argument
would	be	to	grasp	the	first	horn,	accepting	that,	on	Kant's	account,	every	object	can	legitimately	be	judged	to	be	beautiful.	(In	the	terms	introduced	in	Section	3.1,	they	display	“inner	objective	material	purposiveness.”)	But	they	are,	or	must	be	considered,	as	products	of	nature	rather	than	products	of	conscious	design.	Prior	to	this,	Section	3.1
outlines	Kant's	notions	of	purpose	and	purposiveness	in	general	and	Section	3.2	sketches	nature's	“purposiveness	for	our	cognitive	faculties,”	i.e.,	its	amenability	to	empirical	scientific	enquiry.	“The	Unity	of	Kant's	‘Critique	of	Aesthetic	Judgement’,”	British	Journal	of	Aesthetics,	8(3):	244–259.	Arendt,	H.,	1982.	If	Kant	has	already	shown,	in	the
Analytic	of	the	Critique	of	Pure	Reason,	that	nature	is	subject	to	causal	laws,	then	why	is	there	any	need	for	a	further	principle	to	account	for	the	recognition	of	nature	as	empirically	lawlike?	“Kant,	Proust,	and	the	Appeal	of	Beauty,”	Critical	Inquiry,	38(2):	298–329.	The	argument	in	all	of	its	appearances	relies	on	the	claim,	introduced	in	§9,	that
pleasure	in	the	beautiful	depends	on	the	“free	play”	or	“free	harmony”	of	the	faculties	of	imagination	and	understanding.	Cohen,	T.	4	and	5);	Zuckert	offers	a	sympathetic	reading	of	Kant's	formalism	(2007,	pp.	Gammon,	M.,	1999.	34n.),	and	Beck	(1969,	497).	Architectonik	und	System	in	der	Philosophie	Kants,	H.	“Thinking	the	Particular	as	Contained
Under	the	Universal,”	in	Kukla	(2006).	The	core	of	this	argument	is	given	in	§77,	where	Kant	differentiates	two	kinds	of	understanding,	the	“discursive”	understanding	of	human	beings,	and	a	contrasting	“intuitive”	understanding	which	(although	Kant	does	not	say	so	explicitly)	might	be	ascribed	to	God.	“Naturalising	purpose:	From	comparative
anatomy	to	the	‘adventure	of	reason’,”	Studies	in	History	and	Philosophy	of	Science	(Part	C),	37(4):	649–674.	From	the	fact	that	I	can	demand	agreement	for	the	state	of	my	faculties	in	experiencing	an	object	as,	say,	green	or	square,	it	does	not	follow	that	I	can	demand	agreement	for	a	state	in	which	my	faculties	are	in	free	play,	since	the	possibility	of
experiencing	the	free	play	would	seem	to	require	something	over	and	above	what	is	required	for	cognition	alone.	Henning,	W.,	2009.	A	number	of	interpreters	have	recently	drawn	on	Kant	to	propose	a	solution	to	the	problem,	although	without	necessarily	agreeing	on	what	a	Kantian	solution	amounts	to.	Brandt,	R.,	1989.	3	of	Quarfood	(2004),	Walsh
(2006),	Cohen	(2007),	Breitenbach	(2009)	and	Ginsborg	(2014).	The	Textual	Sublime:	Deconstruction	and	its	Differences,	H.	“Kant	Finds	Nothing	Ugly?”	British	Journal	of	Aesthetics,	39	(4):	416–422.	The	notion	of	purposiveness	is	divided	in	the	first	instance	into	subjective	and	objective	purposiveness.	Kneller,	J.,	1986.	Wenzel	(2009),	which	provides
an	overview	of	recent	work	in	Kant's	aesthetics,	is	a	useful	source	of	further	references;	for	Kant's	teleology	the	reader	is	referred	to	Henning's	(2009)	annotated	bibliography.	1);	for	criticism,	and	an	alternative	approach,	see	Ginsborg	(2006).	Kitcher,	Philip,	1986.	Illetterati,	L.,	2014.	Kant's	Theory	of	Taste,	Cambridge:	Cambridge	University	Press.
“Economimesis,”	Diacritics,	11:	3–25.	Pillow,	K.,	2000.	8;	see	especially	177–179).	However,	at	a	first	approximation,	we	can	say	that	it	is	the	mental	activity	or	content	typically	expressed	by,	or	manifested	in,	a	sincere	utterance	of	“that's	beautiful”	in	reference	to	a	perceptually	presented	object.	It	follows	from	this	that	judgments	of	beauty	cannot,
despite	their	universal	validity,	be	proved:	there	are	no	rules	by	which	someone	can	be	compelled	to	judge	that	something	is	beautiful	(Kant	expands	on	this	point	in	§§32–33).	F.	Ginsborg	(2006)	identifies	it	with	what	she	calls	the	“primitive”	normativity	required	for	empirical	conceptualization:	our	grasp	of	empirical	concepts	depends	on	the
possibility	of	making	such	primitively	normative	claims,	but	they	do	not	in	turn	presuppose	cognition,	which	leaves	open	the	possibility	that	such	a	claim	is	implicit	in	aesthetic	experience	and	judgment.	We	can	account	for	the	origin	of	rivers	mechanically,	and	even	though	grass	must	be	regarded	as	an	purpose	on	account	of	its	internal	organization,
we	do	not	need	to	appeal	to	its	usefulness	to	other	living	things	in	order	to	comprehend	it.	Fleischacker,	S.,	1999.	“The	Meaning	of	Universality	in	Kant's	Aesthetics,”	The	Journal	of	Aesthetics	and	Art	Criticism,	40(3):	301–308.	–––,	2007a.	Objections	have	been	raised	in	particular	to	Kant's	view	that	judgments	of	beauty	are	disinterested,	and	to	his
supposed	commitment	to	aesthetic	formalism	(the	view	that	all	that	matters	for	aesthetic	appreciation	is	the	abstract	formal	pattern	manifested	by	the	object,	that	is,	the	way	in	which	its	elements	are	interrelated	in	space	and/or	time).	Ginsborg	(2011)	uses	Kant's	aesthetic	theory	as	the	basis	for	a	response	to	the	skepticism	about	rules	and	meaning
which	Kripke	attributes	to	Wittgenstein.	However,	it	is	by	no	means	uncontroversial	that	Kant's	aesthetics	makes	a	substantive	contribution	to	his	theory	of	cognition	more	generally.	The	World	as	Will	and	Representation,	translated	by	E.	Proposals	for	connecting	Kant's	views	on	aesthetics	with	his	views	on	natural	teleology	can	be	found,	for	example,
in	Zumbach	(1984,	pp.	Kant	is	not	consistent	in	his	descriptions	of	how	the	pleasure	and	the	displeasure	are	related,	but	one	characterization	describes	them	as	alternating:	the	“movement	of	the	mind”	in	the	representation	of	the	sublime	“may	be	compared	to	a	vibration,	i.e.,	to	a	rapidly	alternating	repulsion	from	and	attraction	to	one	and	the	same
object”	(§27,	258).	The	view	is	“mechanical”	in	the	sense	that	it	denies	that	each	living	thing	was	produced,	like	an	artifact,	in	accordance	with	a	specific	intention,	and	allows	instead	that	once	matter	is	endowed	with	life	and	organization	it	has	the	power	to	produce	other	living	things.	“Erste	Einleitung”,	Kants	gesammelte	Schriften,	Volume	20,
Berlin:	Walter	de	Gruyter,	1902–.	British	Journal	of	Aesthetics,	48:	205–28.	(The	article	“Kant's	Theory	of	Judgment”	in	the	present	Encyclopedia	(Hanna	2009)	is	one	recent	example.)	However,	recent	interest	in	the	systematic	role	of	the	Critique	of	Judgment	in	Kant's	philosophy	overall	has	resulted	in	increased	attention	to	the	notion	of	judgment	in
the	third	Critique,	and	specifically	to	the	question	of	its	bearing	on	Kant's	theory	of	judgment	in	the	Critique	of	Pure	Reason	and	the	Logic.	Reath,	B.	The	Deductions	in	the	Critique	of	Judgment.	However,	Kant	often	uses	the	expression	“aesthetic	judgment”	in	a	narrower	sense	which	excludes	judgments	of	the	agreeable,	and	it	is	with	aesthetic
judgments	in	this	narrower	sense	that	the	“Critique	of	Aesthetic	Judgment”	is	primarily	concerned.	In	the	case	of	the	mathematically	sublime,	the	feeling	of	reason's	superiority	over	nature	takes	the	form,	more	specifically,	of	a	feeling	of	reason's	superiority	to	imagination,	conceived	of	as	the	natural	capacity	required	for	sensory	apprehension,
including	the	apprehension	of	the	magnitudes	of	empirically	given	things.	237)	and	Crowther	(1989,	p.	Steigerwald,	J.,	2006.	H.,	1992.	–––,	2001.	297),	Meerbote	(1982,	pp.	5.	132).	These,	along	with	associated	topics,	are	discussed	respectively	in	Section	I,	the	“Critique	of	Aesthetic	Judgment,	”	and	Section	II,	the	“Critique	of	Teleological	Judgment.	A
particularly	detailed	and	thorough	treatment	of	this	approach	is	offered	in	Rogerson	(2008)	(for	an	earlier	and	briefer	treatment,	see	Rogerson	2004).	Gracyk	(1986)	argues,	independently	of	the	argument	of	the	Deduction,	that	this	is	Kant's	view,	and	it	might	also	be	noted	that,	if	judgments	of	beauty	are	not	objective,	there	can	be	no	feature	of	an
object	which	rules	it	out	as	a	candidate	for	being	legitimately	found	beautiful.	While	much	discussion	of	Kant's	biological	teleology	has	focussed	on	the	Dialectic	of	Teleological	Judgment,	rather	than	the	Analytic,	there	is	an	excellent	discussion	of	the	Analytic	of	Teleological	Judgment	in	McLaughlin	(1990,	ch.	If	the	notion	of	mechanism	is	understood
in	this	way,	then	Kant's	solution	to	the	antinomy	of	teleological	judgment	is	radically	at	odds	with	his	views	in	the	Critique	of	Pure	Reason,	since	it	involves	the	claim	that	the	principle	of	mechanism	is	merely	regulative	as	opposed	to	constitutive.	It	is	left	to	commentators	to	try	to	explain	how	such	an	activity	is	intelligible	and	why,	if	it	is	indeed
intelligible,	it	should	give	rise	to,	or	be	experienced	as,	a	feeling	of	pleasure.	The	thought	of	such	a	teleological	order	in	turn	leads	to	two	further	ideas:	the	idea	of	the	ultimate	purpose	[letzter	Zweck]	of	nature,	which	is	something	within	nature	for	whose	sake	all	other	things	within	nature	exist	(§82,	426ff),	and	the	idea	of	the	final	purpose
[Endzweck]	of	nature,	which	is	something	outside	of	nature	for	whose	sake	nature	as	a	whole	exists	(§67,	378f.;	§84,	434ff.).	Guyer's	view	is	criticized	in	McConnell	(2008),	which	offers	a	useful	survey	of	previous	discussions	of	the	issue,	and	(partly	drawing	on	Gracyk	1986)	provides	a	defence	of	pure	judgments	of	ugliness	which	appeals	to	Kant's
theory	of	aesthetic	ideas.	But	in	the	crucial	section	§9	of	the	Critique	of	Judgment,	Kant	appears	to	reject	that	implication:	rather	than	the	pleasure	preceding	the	judging,	he	says,	the	“merely	subjective	(aesthetic)	judging	of	the	object”	both	“precedes”	and	“is	the	ground	of”	the	pleasure	(218).	Lenoir,	T.,	1980.	“Pleasure	and	Society	in	Kant's	Theory
of	Taste,”	in	Cohen,	T.	531),	Marc-Wogau	(1938,	p.	As	noted	in	Section	2.8	above,	there	are	also	significant	connections	between	Kant's	views	on	aesthetics	and	his	views	on	ethics.	The	importance	of	the	third	Critique's	notion	of	judgment	for	Kant's	account	of	cognition	is	also	highlighted	in	Béatrice	Longuenesse's	important	1998	study	of	the
“capacity	to	judge”	in	the	first	Critique.	For	a	more	extended	account,	see	Zammito's	(1992)	book	on	the	origin	of	the	Critique	of	Judgment.	Beck,	L.	“Kant's	Justified	Dismissal	of	Artistic	Sublimity,”	The	Journal	of	Aesthetics	and	Art	Criticism,	66(3):	237–251.	Gorodeisky,	K.,	2010.	Ameriks,	K.,	1982.	“Two	Views	on	Nature:	A	Solution	to	Kant's
Antinomy	of	Mechanism	and	Teleology,”	British	Journal	for	the	History	of	Philosophy,	16	(2):	351–369.	“Purposiveness,	Necessity,	and	Contingency,”	in	Goy	and	Watkins	(eds.)	2014.	To	consider	man	in	this	way	is	to	conceive	him	as	noumenon,	rather	than	as	part	of	nature.	Cambridge:	Cambridge	University	Press.	The	more	distinctive	role	assigned	to
judgment	in	the	Critique	of	Judgment	is	the	reflecting	role,	that	of	“finding”	the	universal	for	the	given	particular	(Introduction	IV,	5:179).	Walker,	R.,	1990.	The	only	suggestion	in	the	“Critique	of	Aesthetic	Judgment”	of	an	important	role	for	the	faculty	of	judgment	in	Kant's	aesthetics	is	in	the	Deduction	of	Taste,	where	he	describes	the	principle	of
taste	as	the	“subjective	principle	of	judgment	in	general”	(§35,	286)	and	suggests	that	the	relation	of	aesthetic	judgment	specifically	to	the	faculty	of	judgment	in	general	is	crucial	for	the	legitimacy	of	judgments	of	beauty	(§38,	290).	An	alternative	approach	to	§9,	which	attempts	to	accommodate	the	problematic	passage	without	emendation,	is	offered
in	Ginsborg	(1991).	But	as	we	have	seen,	the	pleasure	is	different	in	that	it	involves	a	negative	element.	175–177)	and	Guyer	(2005a,	ch.	In	particular,	Bell	(1987)	and	Ginsborg	(1990,	1997	and	2006)	have	argued	that	Kant's	account	of	empirical	cognition	depends	on	his	account	of	the	experience	of	beauty.	While	theorists	at	the	time	that	Kant	was
writing	were	prepared	to	consider	the	possibility	that	present-day	species	evolved	out	of	earlier	and	more	primitive	forms	of	life	—	and	even	out	of	mere	matter	as	such	—	they	had	no	inkling	of	Darwin's	theory	of	natural	selection,	nor	of	Mendel's	laws	of	inheritance.	Savile	(1987)	and	Chignell	(2007)	follow	Guyer	in	understanding	the	claim	in	this
way.	We	have	the	feeling	of	the	dynamically	sublime	when	we	experience	nature	as	fearful	while	knowing	ourselves	to	be	in	a	position	of	safety	and	hence	without	in	fact	being	afraid.	But	recently	there	have	been	increasing	attempts	to	understand	Kant's	views	on	aesthetics	and	his	views	on	biological	teleology	as	aspects	of	a	unified	philosophical
project.	On	the	one	hand,	we	must	seek	to	explain	everything	in	nature	in	mechanical	terms;	on	the	other,	some	objects	in	nature	resist	mechanical	explanation	and	we	need	to	appeal	to	teleology	in	order	to	understand	them	(§70,	387).	“Reflection	on	Beauty,”	in	Cohen	and	Guyer	(1982).	Many	commentators	assume,	whether	tacitly	or	explicitly,	that
the	free	play	of	imagination	and	understanding	represents	a	natural	psychological	process,	taking	place	in	time	and	thus	subject	to	natural	causal	laws.	Roth,	S.,	2014.	Values	of	Beauty:	Historical	Essays	in	Aesthetics.	Guyer	(1979)	argues	that	the	claim	should	be	understood	as	a	rational	expectation	or	ideal	prediction:	someone	who	judges	an	object
to	be	beautiful	is	claiming	that	under	ideal	circumstances	everyone	will	share	her	pleasure	(1979,	pp.	Kant's	examples	include	overhanging	cliffs,	thunder	clouds,	volcanoes	and	hurricanes	(§28,	261).	213–218;	see	also	1993,	p.	While	many	commentors	follow	Guyer	on	this	point,	opposing	views	have	been	taken	by	e.g.,	Aquila	(1982),	Ginsborg	(1990,
ch.	Kain,	P.,	2009.	Rogerson,	K.,	1982.	The	“Critique	of	Aesthetic	Judgment”	is	concerned	not	only	with	judgments	of	the	beautiful	and	the	sublime,	but	also	with	the	production	of	objects	about	which	such	judgments	are	appropriately	made;	this	topic	is	discussed	under	the	headings	of	“fine	art”	or	“beautiful	art”	[schöne	Kunst]	and	“genius.”	The
most	distinctive	part	of	Kant's	aesthetic	theory,	and	the	part	which	has	aroused	most	interest	among	commentators,	is	his	account	of	judgments	of	beauty,	and,	more	specifically,	pure	judgments	of	beauty.	3)	draws	connections	between	judgments	of	beauty,	as	described	by	Kant,	and	our	intuitive	judgments	(typically	associated	with	“ordinary
language	philosophy,”	but	prevalent	in	philosophy	more	generally)	about	correct	use	of	language.	Allison	objects	also	that	the	one-act	view	fails	to	accommodate	judgments	of	the	ugly;	for	more	on	Kant's	views	on	the	ugly,	see	Section	2.3.6.	Criticisms	of	Ginsborg's	one-act	approach	are	also	to	be	found	in	Pippin	(1996),	Ameriks	(1998),	Palmer	(2008),
Vandenabeele	(2008),	Sweet	(2009)	and	Makkai	(2010).	Kant	also	characterizes	“purposiveness”	as	the	“lawfulness	of	the	contingent	as	such”	(FI	VI,	217;	see	also	FI	VIII,	228,	Introduction	V,	184,	and	§76,	404).	Schopenhauer,	A.,	1969.	“Kant's	Leading	Thread	in	the	Analytic	of	the	Beautiful,”	in	Kukla	(2006).	–––,	1982.	So	rather	than	perceiving	the
object	as	green	or	square,	the	subject	whose	faculties	are	in	free	play	responds	to	it	perceptually	with	a	state	of	mind	which	is	non-conceptual,	and	specifically	a	feeling	of	disinterested	pleasure.	Kant	has	also	been	criticized	for	a	view	that	is	taken	to	be	a	consequence	of	the	thesis	that	judgments	of	beauty	are	disinterested,	namely	the	view	that
aesthetic	experience	requires	a	special	attitude	of	“psychical	distance”	or	“detachment”	from	the	object	appreciated:	this	criticism	is	generally	taken	to	be	implicit	in	Dickie's	well-known	(1964)	discussion	of	the	“myth	of	the	aesthetic	attitude.”	Zangwill	(1992)	argues	that	this	criticism	is	misplaced.	Another	strategy	drawing	on	considerations	outside
the	Deduction	itself	is	to	appeal	to	Kant's	theory	of	aesthetic	ideas	(see	Section	2.6),	which	is	ostensibly	part	of	his	theory	of	art,	rather	than	his	core	theory	of	taste.	Shier,	D.,	1998.	The	first,	that	the	“parts	are	possible…only	through	their	relation	to	the	whole”	(§65,	373),	is	a	condition	on	something's	being,	not	only	a	natural	purpose,	but	a	purpose
tout	court.	For	example,	Allison	argues	that	judgments	of	adherent	beauty	contain,	as	a	component,	a	pure	judgment	of	beauty.	The	question	of	how	the	natural	character	of	organisms	can	be	reconciled	with	their	status	as	purposes,	and	hence	of	the	very	coherence	of	the	notion	of	a	“natural	purpose,”	is	indirectly	addressed	by	Kant	in	the	Dialectic	of
Teleological	Judgment	in	the	form	of	a	question	about	how	we	are	to	reconcile	the	apparently	conflicting	demands	of	mechanistic	and	teleological	explanation	with	regard	to	living	things	(see	Section	3.4	below).	There	has	been	some	discussion	of	Kant's	ranking	of	the	fine	arts,	and	particularly	of	the	low	ranking	he	accords	to	music;	on	the	latter
topic,	see	for	example	Weatherston	(1996),	Parret	(1998a)	and	Kivy	(2009),	ch.	As	in	the	case	of	artifacts,	we	can	make	sense	of	organisms	(that	is,	understand	their	structure	and	workings)	only	by	appeal	to	teleological	notions.	For	more	details	on	relevant	material	from	these	texts,	the	reader	is	referred	to	the	endnotes	of	the	Cambridge	edition	of
the	Critique	of	Judgment.	Rottenberg.	Korsgaard	(eds.),	Cambridge:	Cambridge	University	Press.	Another,	offered	by	Allison,	rejects	the	objection	as	presupposing	an	overly	strong	interpretation	of	what	the	Deduction	is	intended	to	accomplish.	–––,	1998a.	Review	of	Critique	of	the	Power	of	Judgment	(translated	by	Paul	Guyer	and	Eric	Matthews,
edited	by	Paul	Guyer),	Philosophical	Review,	111(3):	429–435.	To	avoid	the	conflict,	while	preserving	the	link	Kant	seems	to	assert	between	the	normativity	of	aesthetic	judgment	and	that	of	cognitive	judgment,	we	need	an	understanding	of	the	normativity	such	that	it	is	a	necessary	condition	of	cognition	that	we	be	able	to	make	such	normative
demands	for	agreement,	yet	without	the	normativity's	simply	being	identified	with	the	cognitive	or	epistemic	normativity	associated	with	truth	and	justification.	The	distinctions	among	these	various	kinds	of	purposiveness	have	been	treated	in	detail	by	Marc-Wogau	(1938)	and	Tonelli	(1958).	69	and	pp.	56).	According	to	Longuenesse,	the	activity	of
reflective	judgment	corresponds	to	the	“comparison,	reflection	and	abstraction”	which	Kant	describes	in	the	Logic	(§6,	9:94–95)	as	responsible	for	the	formation	of	empirical	concepts,	and	which	she	understands	as,	in	turn,	a	necessary	condition	of	the	application	of	the	pure	concepts	of	understanding	to	the	manifold	of	sensible	intuition	(1998,	163–
166	and	195–197).	Kant	and	Fine	Art,	Oxford:	Clarendon	Press.	“Reflection:	Its	Structure	and	Meaning	in	Kant's	Judgements	of	Taste,”	Kantian	Review,	14(1):	53–80.	81ff.)	,	Allison	(2001,	pp.	The	disagreement	is	discussed	further	in	Breitenbach	(2006),	Watkins	(2009)	and	McLaughlin	(2014),	all	of	which	engage	with	the	more	general	issue	of	how
the	Antinomy	is	resolved.	Such	ideas,	he	says,	are	a	“counterpart”	to	rational	ideas,	that	is,	representations	which	cannot	be	exemplified	in	experience	or	by	means	of	imagination	(ibid.).	The	free	play	of	the	faculties	on	this	approach	is	identical	with	the	judging	of	the	object	to	be	beautiful	and	in	turn	with	the	feeling	of	pleasure:	the	pleasure	does	not
precede	the	judging	of	the	object	to	be	beautiful,	and	is	“consequent”	on	it	only	in	the	sense	that	we	feel	pleasure	“in	virtue”	of	the	judgment.	Vier	Studien	zu	Kants	Kritik	der	Urteilskraft,	Uppsala:	Uppsala	Universitets	Årsskrift.	Second,	a	tree	preserves	itself	as	an	individual	by	taking	in	nourishment	from	outside	and	converting	it	into	the	kind	of
organic	substance	of	which	it,	itself,	is	made.	1),	which	sets	Kant's	view	of	organisms	in	the	context	of	eighteenth-century	biology.	But	Kant	often	uses	the	terms	“purpose”	and	“purposive”	in	ways	that	are	related	to,	but	do	not	quite	fit,	these	definitions.	Kant's	theory	of	aesthetic	ideas	has	often	been	considered	as	peripheral	to	his	aesthetic	theory,
but	a	number	of	commentators	have	argued	that	it	is	necessary	in	order	to	make	sense	of	the	core	of	Kant's	view	of	pure	judgments	of	taste;	see	for	example	Savile	(1987),	Rogerson	(2004)	and	(2008),	Rueger	and	Evren	(2005),	Kalar	(2006),	and	Chignell	(2007).	While	judgments	of	the	sublime	do	involve	the	representation	of	purposiveness,	the
purposiveness	differs	from	that	involved	in	a	judgment	of	beauty	in	two	ways.	“Organisms	and	the	Unity	of	Science,”	Kant	and	the	Sciences,	E.	The	objection	tells	against	the	Deduction	only	if	it	is	construed	as	entitling	us	to	claim	universal	agreement	for	particular	judgments	of	taste;	but,	as	Allison	reads	it,	the	Deduction	is	intended	only	to	establish
that	such	claims	can,	in	general,	be	legitimate	(Allison	2001,	ch.	Routledge	Philosophy	Guidebook	to	Kant	on	Judgment,	Routledge.	“Kant	on	the	Systematicity	of	Nature:	Two	Puzzles,”	History	of	Philosophy	Quarterly,	20(3):	277–295;	reprinted	in	Guyer	(2005).	Goy,	I.,	2014.	Stolzenberg	(eds.),	Hamburg:	Felix	Meiner	Verlag;	reprinted	in	Guyer	(2005).
Typically	objections	to	Kant's	view	of	pleasure	as	disinterested	appeal	to	the	apparently	obvious	fact	that	we	do	in	fact	take	an	interest	in	the	preservation	of	beautiful	objects	(see	for	example	Crawford	1974,	p.	A	possible	case	study	is	offered	by	Myskja	(2002),	who	attempts	to	bring	the	notion	of	the	sublime	to	bear	on	a	specific	work	of	art,	Samuel
Beckett's	Molloy.	Turning	now	to	other	primary	sources:	there	is	a	considerable	amount	of	material	on	aesthetics,	reflecting	Kant's	views	at	various	stages	of	his	philosophical	development,	in	the	lectures	and	reflections	on	logic	and	anthropology.	It	seems	quite	conceivable	that	natural	things	could	be	conceptualizable	(say,	under	familiar	concepts
like	dog	or	granite)	without	those	concepts	in	turn	figuring	in	a	systematic	hierarchy.	Zangwill,	N.,	1992.	–––,	2008.	2),	Rind	(2002),	and	Kalar	(2006,	ch.	“The	Psychology	of	Kant's	aesthetics,”	in	Studies	in	the	History	and	Philosophy	of	Science,	39:	483–494.	The	two	most	recent	English-language	editions	of	the	Critique	of	Judgment	are	to	be	preferred
over	earlier	translations.	II/2:	357–367.	Longuenesse's	view	on	this	point	is	endorsed	and	elaborated	in	Allison	(2001,	ch.	While	Kant's	most	systematic	and	mature	discussion	of	teleology	is	in	the	Critique	of	Judgment,	there	is	also	extensive	discussion	of	the	topic	in	the	Only	Possible	Argument	for	the	Existence	of	God	(1763),	included	in	Theoretical
Philosophy	1755–1770	(The	Cambridge	Edition	of	the	Works	of	Immanuel	Kant),	translated	and	edited	by	David	Walford	and	Ralf	Meerbote	(Cambridge:	Cambridge	University	Press,	1992).	K.,	2002.	“Kant,	Polanyi,	and	Molecular	Biology”	in	Goy	and	Watkins	(eds.)	2014.	2.3	Judgments	of	Beauty:	Interpretive	Issues	This	section	describes	six	issues
which	have	arisen	in	connection	with	Kant's	account	of	pure	judgments	of	taste,	and	which	are	relevant	to	the	assessment	of	his	argument	for	the	possibility	of	such	judgments.	There	is	a	very	helpful	overview	of	the	Antinomy	in	chapter	4	of	Quarfood	(2004)	which	includes	many	references	to	relevant	secondary	literature.	Ginsborg	(2001)	offers	a
third	proposal,	on	which	a	thing	can	be	explained	“mechanically”	if	its	existence	can	be	accounted	for	in	terms	of	the	intrinsic	powers	of	the	matter	out	of	which	it	comes	to	be.	In	this	relationship,	imagination	and	understanding	in	effect	do	what	is	ordinarily	involved	in	the	bringing	of	objects	under	concepts,	and	hence	in	the	perception	of	objects	as
having	empirical	features:	but	they	do	this	without	bringing	the	object	under	any	concept	in	particular.	Kant	puts	this	by	saying	that	the	concept	of	a	natural	purpose	“necessarily	leads	to	the	idea	of	all	of	nature	as	a	system	in	accordance	with	the	rule	of	purposes”	(§67,	379),	but	he	also	puts	the	point	more	weakly	by	saying	that	the	step	from	the	idea
of	a	natural	purpose	to	that	of	nature	as	a	whole	as	a	system	of	purposes	is	one	which	we	“may”	[dürfen]	make	(§67,	380).	Breitenbach	(2014)	argues	that	the	ascription	of	purposiveness	to	organisms	is	a	matter	of	our	regarding	organic	natural	processes	as	analogous	to	reason's	intentional	activity.	Subjective	formal	purposiveness	corresponds	both
to	the	“aesthetic”	purposiveness	displayed	by	beautiful	objects	(or	by	the	activity	of	our	cognitive	faculties	in	the	perception	of	them)	and	to	the	“logical”	purposiveness	displayed	by	nature	as	a	whole	in	so	far	as	it	is	comprehensible	to	human	beings	(see	Section	3.2).	Breitenbach,	A.,	2006.	“Projecting	the	Order	of	Nature,”	Kant's	Philosophy	of
Material	Nature,	R.	Kant's	ostensible	answer	to	this	question	is	that	we	must	“subordinate”	mechanism	to	teleology	(§78,	414).	More	strongly,	judgments	of	beauty	are	not	to	be	understood	as	predicating	the	concept	beauty	of	their	objects:	as	he	puts	it	later,	“beauty	is	not	a	concept	of	the	object”	(§38,	290).	Caranti,	L.,	2005.	Beauty	gives	sensible
form	to	moral	ideas	(§60,	356);	this	is	related	both	to	the	view	that	there	is	an	analogy	between	the	experience	of	beauty	and	moral	feeling	(see	(ii)	above),	and	to	the	view	that	beauty	is	the	expression	of	aesthetic	ideas	(see	2.6).	Stanford:	Stanford	University	Press.	“What	is	Claimed	in	a	Kantian	Judgment	of	Taste?”	Journal	of	the	History	of
Philosophy,	38(1):	63–85.	“Reply	to	the	Comments	of	Longuenesse	and	Ginsborg,”	Inquiry,	46(2):	182–194.	“A	Kantian	Stance	on	Teleology	in	Biology,”	South	African	Journal	of	Philosophy,	26	(2):	109–121.	Kant	analyses	the	notion	of	a	judgment	of	beauty	by	considering	it	under	four	headings,	or	“moments,”	as	sketched	below:	First	Moment	(§§1–5)
Judgments	of	beauty	are	based	on	feeling,	in	particular	feelings	of	pleasure	(Kant	also	mentions	displeasure,	but	this	does	not	figure	prominently	in	his	account;	for	more	on	this	point,	see	Section	2.3.6	below).	1)	claim	that	the	principle	represents	Kant's	answer	to	Hume's	problem	of	induction;	Ginsborg	(1990,	ch.	Kant	says	that	we	consider	nature	as
“dynamically	sublime”	when	we	consider	it	as	“a	power	that	has	no	dominion	over	us”	(§28,	260).	“Kant	on	Epigenesis,	Monogenesis	and	Human	Nature:	the	Biological	Premises	of	Anthropology,”	Studies	in	History	and	Philosophy	of	Biological	&	Biomedical	Sciences,	37(4):	675–93.	J.	“Kant's	Principle	of	Purposiveness,	and	the	Missing	Point	of
(Aesthetic)	Judgments,”	Kantian	Review,	10:	1–32.	–––,	1997a.	The	fact	that	judgments	of	beauty	are	universally	valid	constitutes	a	further	feature	(in	addition	to	the	disinterestedness	of	the	pleasure	on	which	they	are	based)	distinguishing	them	from	judgments	of	agreeable.	Palmer,	L.,	2008.	Other	discussions	of	the	Analytic's	treatment	of	organisms
as	natural	purposes	include	Zumbach	(1984),	Illetterati	(2014),	Šustar	(2014)	and	Goy	(2014a).	The	former	question	can	be	seen	an	aspect	of	a	more	general	problem	about	how	we	can	make	judgments	in	which	ascriptions	of	beauty	figure	in	embedded	contexts,	for	example	as	the	antecedents	of	conditionals;	this	is	akin	to	what	is	often	referred	to	as
the	Frege-Geach	problem	for	expressivism.	A	similar	suggestion	is	made	in	Makkai	(2010):	she	takes	Kant	to	hint	at	the	idea	that	the	beauitful	object	is	found	to	deserve,	or	call	for,	recognition	as	beautiful,	where	this	implies	a	claim	on	the	viewer	which	goes	beyond	any	claim	implicit	in	an	objective	judgment.	Relatedly,	it	also	seems	conceivable	that
we	could	apply	such	concepts	to	natural	things	without	being	able	to	detect	any	lawlike	connections	among	the	corresponding	properties,	let	alone	connections	which	in	turn	allow	of	being	incorporated	into	an	overarching	system	of	empirical	laws.	1,	and	1991),	Allison	(2001,	in	particular	pp.	Zammito,	J.	“Kant's	Assessment	of	Music	in	the	Critique	of
Judgment,”	British	Journal	of	Aesthetics,	36:	56–65.	While	Kant's	discussion	of	the	mathematically	sublime	mentions	the	Pyramids	in	Egypt	and	St.	Peter's	Basilica	in	Rome	(§26,	252),	it	is	not	clear	that	these	are	intended	as	examples	of	the	sublime;	and	Kant	claims	explicitly	that	the	most	appropriate	examples	are	of	things	in	nature.	”	Kantian
Review,	13	(1):	1–57	Parret,	H.	The	normative	conception	of	purposiveness	is	also	criticized	by	Teufel	(2011),	who	argues	that	Kant	held	an	etiological	and	non-teleological	conception	of	purposiveness:	on	Teufel's	view,	an	ascription	of	purposiveness	to	an	object	makes	an	ontological	claim	to	the	effect	that	the	object	is	the	outcome	of	a	rational,
conceptually	guided	process.	“Kant	on	the	Normativity	of	Taste:	The	Role	of	Aesthetic	Ideas,”	Australasian	Journal	of	Philosophy,	85(3),	415–433.	Guyer	takes	Kant	to	be	operating	with	two	different	senses	of	“purposiveness,”	one	applying	to	artifacts	(and,	presumably,	organisms),	the	other	applying	to	objects	of	aesthetic	appreciation.	Hertz,	The	End
of	the	Line:	Essays	on	Psychoanalysis	and	the	Sublime,	New	York:	Columbia	University	Press,	1985.	“Parerga	and	Pulchritudo	adhaerens:	A	Reading	of	the	Third	Moment	of	the	“Analytic	of	the	Beautiful”,”	Kant-Studien,	90(2):	148-167.	4,	reprinted	in	Guyer	2003)	and	by	Guyer	(2005a,	chs.	“End”	is	the	standard	translation	of	Zweck	in	the	moral
writings,	but	“purpose”	has	more	currency	in	the	literature	on	the	Critique	of	Judgment,	so	I	use	it	here.)	Among	the	most	striking	elements	of	Kant's	account	of	natural	teleology	are	(i)	his	claim,	in	the	“Analytic	of	Teleological	Judgment,”	that	organisms	must	be	regarded	by	human	beings	in	teleological	terms,	i.e.,	as	“natural	purposes,”	and	(ii)	his
attempt,	in	the	“Dialectic	of	Teleological	Judgment,”	to	reconcile	this	teleological	conception	of	organisms	with	a	mechanistic	account	of	nature.	More	generally,	on	her	view,	aside	from	cases	where	the	judgment	is	based	on	perception	of	an	object	as	harmful	or	disgusting,	judgments	of	the	ugly	depend	on	recognition	of	the	context	in	which	the	object
is	presented;	Gracyk	defends	a	similar	point,	using	it	to	argue	that	“ugly”	objects	are	those	which	resist	unification	and	are	thus	less	pleasurable	to	perceive	than	other	objects	(Gracyk	1986,	p.	The	following	differences	should	also	be	noted:	(particularly	emphasized	by	Kant)	In	making	a	judgment	of	the	sublime,	we	regard	the	object	as
“contrapurposive,”	rather	than	purposive,	for	the	faculties	of	imagination	and	judgment	(§23,	245).	But	again,	as	in	the	case	of	the	origin	of	species,	this	“mechanism”	depends	on	living	matter,	whose	possibility	we	can	understand	only	in	teleological	terms.	But	this	insistence	confronts	him	with	the	obvious	problem	of	how	the	two	features,	or	sets	of
features,	are	to	be	reconciled.	Kant	also	claims	in	one	passage	(FI	XII,	249–250)	that	the	distinction	between	inner	and	relative	purposiveness	applies	to	subjective	as	well	as	objective	purposiveness,	serving	to	separate	the	beautiful	from	the	sublime.	110–119	and	pp.	“Kant,	Blumenbach,	and	Vital	Materialism	in	German	Biology,”	Isis,	71	(No.	256):
77–108.	A	good	overview	of	Kant's	theory	of	the	sublime	and	its	connection	with	Kant's	aesthetic	theory	more	generally	is	provided	by	Crowther	(1989);	other	useful	expositions	include	Guyer	(1993,	ch.	“Die	Antinomie	der	teleologischen	Urteilskraft,”	Kant-Studien,	83:	341-355.	“The	Lenoir	Thesis	Revisited:	Blumenbach	and	Kant,”	Studies	in	History
and	Philosophy	of	Science	(Part	C),	43(1):	120–132.	A	work	of	art	expresses	or	exhibits	an	aesthetic	idea	in	so	far	as	it	succeeds	in	giving	sensible	form	to	a	rational	idea.	However	this	appears	to	conflict	with	Kant's	commitment	to	the	subjectivity	and	(relatedly)	nonconceptuality	of	judgments	of	taste.	3.4	Mechanism	and	Teleology	The	same
considerations	which	lead	Kant	to	claim,	in	the	Analytic,	that	we	must	regard	organisms	as	purposes,	lead	him	to	claim,	in	the	Dialectic,	that	their	production	cannot	be	mechanically	explained	and	that	they	must	instead	be	accounted	for	in	terms	which	ultimately	make	reference	to	teleology.	2.3.1	Pleasure	and	Judgment	What	is	the	relation	between
the	pleasure	which	is	felt	in	an	object	experienced	as	beautiful,	and	the	judgment	that	the	object	is	beautiful,	that	is,	the	judgment	of	taste?	Others	try	to	find	a	place	for	it	in	the	context	of	Kant's	theory	of	the	imagination	as	presented	in	the	Critique	of	Pure	Reason.	“Intensive	Magnitudes	and	the	Normativity	of	Taste,”	in	Rebecca	Kukla	(ed.),
Aesthetics	and	Cognition	in	Kant's	Critical	Philosophy,	Cambridge:	Cambridge	University	Press.	Many	commentators	have	been	skeptical	that	Kant	draws	any	real	philosophical	connection	between	the	two	areas;	see	for	example	Schopenhauer	(1969,	vol.	Aesthetics	An	aesthetic	judgment,	in	Kant's	usage,	is	a	judgment	which	is	based	on	feeling,	and
in	particular	on	the	feeling	of	pleasure	or	displeasure.	Crawford,	D.	Bell	(1987)	and	Ginsborg	(1990)	both	argue	for	the	centrality	of	the	third	Critique's	notion	of	judgment	in	Kant's	theory	of	cognitive	judgments	in	the	first	Critique.	–––,	1986.	Section	2.5	is	concerned	with	judgments	of	beauty	that	are	not	pure,	in	particular	judgments	of	“adherent”	as
opposed	to	“free”	beauty;	Section	2.6	with	beautiful	art	and	genius;	Section	2.7	with	judgments	of	the	sublime;	Section	2.8	with	the	relation	between	aesthetics	and	morality;	and	Section	2.9	with	other	implications	of	Kant's	aesthetic	theory.	While	part	of	Kant's	point	here	is	to	contrast	aesthetic	and	rational	ideas,	it	is	clear	that	he	sees	the	role	of
aesthetic	ideas	as	mediating	between	rational	ideas	on	the	one	hand,	and	sensibility	and	imagination	on	the	other.	In	this	situation	“the	irresistibility	of	[nature's]	power	certainly	makes	us,	considered	as	natural	beings,	recognize	our	physical	powerlessness,	but	at	the	same	time	it	reveals	a	capacity	for	judging	ourselves	as	independent	of	nature	and
a	superiority	over	nature…whereby	the	humanity	in	our	person	remains	undemeaned	even	though	the	human	being	must	submit	to	that	dominion”	(§28,	261–262).	Hertz,	N.,	1978.	Lessons	on	the	Analytic	of	the	Sublim,	translated	by	E.	–––	(ed.),	2003.	Marc-Wogau,	K.,	1938.	–––,	1987.	Makkai,	K.,	2009.	Because	the	principle	of	nature's	purposiveness
is,	in	effect,	the	principle	that	nature	is	amenable	to	the	activity	of	reflecting	judgment	itself,	it	seems	to	allow	of	being	formulated	in	a	corresponding	variety	of	ways,	that	is,	as	a	principle	of	nature's	taxonomic	systematicity,	of	its	explanatory	systematicity,	of	its	empirical	lawlikeness,	and	of	its	empirical	conceptualizability.	Second	Moment	(§§6–9)
Judgments	of	beauty	have,	or	make	a	claim	to,	“universality”	or	“universal	validity.”	(Kant	also	uses	the	expression	“universal	communicability”;	this	can	be	taken	as	equivalent	to	“universal	validity.”)	That	is,	in	making	a	judgment	of	beauty	about	an	object,	one	takes	it	that	everyone	else	who	perceives	the	object	ought	also	to	judge	it	to	be	beautiful,
and,	relatedly,	to	share	one's	pleasure	in	it.	New	York:	Dover	Publications.	“The	Antinomy	of	Teleological	Judgment,”	Kant	Yearbook,	1:	197–221.	The	list	of	references	below	is	not	intended	as	a	comprehensive	bibliography.	(a)	They	can	be	influenced	by	the	object's	sensory	or	emotional	appeal,	that	is,	they	can	involve	“charm”	[Reiz]	or	emotion
[Rührung]	(§13).	“On	the	Key	to	Kant's	Critique	of	Taste,”	Pacific	Philosophical	Quarterly,	72:	290–313.	Kant's	Transcendental	Psychology,	Oxford	and	New	York:	Oxford	University	Press.	As	with	the	deduction	of	taste	(see	Section	2.2),	a	number	of	commentators	have	looked	to	Kant's	doctrine	of	aesthetic	ideas	(officially	part	of	his	account	of	fine	art)
to	make	sense	of	the	free	play	of	the	faculties;	recent	examples	include	Rueger	and	Evren	(2005),	Kalar	(2006),	and	Chignell	(2007).	G.,	1992.	Some	issues	regarding	the	translation	of	the	text	are	discussed	in	section	IV	of	the	Editor's	Introduction	to	the	Cambridge	edition	and	in	Ginsborg	(2002).	Richards,	R.,	2000.	“New	Views	on	Kant's	Judgment	of
Taste,”	in	Parret	(1998);	reprinted	as	chapter	13	of	Ameriks	2003.	Objective	material	purposiveness	corresponds	to	the	purposiveness	displayed	both	by	organisms	qua	“natural	purposes”	(see	Section	3.3)	and	by	arrangements	of	natural	things	or	processes	which	stand	to	one	another	in	means-end	relations	(see	Section	3.5).	Kant's	aesthetic	theory
more	generally	is	discussed	in	Derrida	(1981,	1987);	while	the	work	of	Derrida	and	other	deconstructionists	has	been	largely	ignored	or	dismissed	by	commentators	within	the	analytic	tradition	of	philosophy,	it	has	been	influential	among	literary	theorists.	The	most	important	kinds	of	purposiveness	for	the	concerns	of	the	Critique	of	Judgment	are	(i)
subjective	formal	purposiveness	and	(ii)	objective	material	purposiveness.	On	this	approach,	organisms	have	to	be	explained	teleologically	because,	in	contrast	to	machines,	their	parts	cannot	exist	independently	of	the	whole	to	which	they	belong.	Kant	and	the	Claims	of	Taste,	Cambridge,	Mass.:	Harvard	University	Press.	W.	,	1970.	While	experience
does	not	allow	us	to	identify	either	nature's	ultimate	purpose	or	its	final	purpose,	Kant	argues	on	a	priori	grounds	that	the	final	purpose	of	nature	can	only	be	man	considered	as	a	moral	subject,	that	is,	considered	as	having	the	supersensible	ability	to	choose	purposes	freely	(§84,	435).	–––,	2014.	“Mechanical	explanation	of	nature	and	its	limits	in
Kant's	Critique	of	judgment,”	Studies	in	History	and	Philosophy	of	Science	(Part	C),	37(4):	694–711.	Guyer	argues	that	while	there	is	displeasure	in	the	ugly	it	always	involves	an	interest;	Ginsborg	allows	also	for	disinterested	judgments	of	ugliness,	but	denies	that	these	involve	a	characteristic	feeling	of	displeasure;	rather,	we	judge	that	something	is
ugly	if	it	lacks	beauty	in	a	context	where	beauty	is	expected.	Third	Moment	(§§10–17)	Unlike	judgments	of	the	good,	judgments	of	the	beautiful	do	not	presuppose	an	end	or	purpose	[Zweck]	which	the	object	is	taken	to	satisfy.	3.1	The	Notion	of	Purposiveness	The	notions	of	purpose	or	end	[Zweck]	and	of	purposiveness	[Zweckmässigkeit]	are	defined
by	Kant	in	the	“Critique	of	Aesthetic	Judgment,”	in	a	section	entitled	“On	Purposiveness	in	General”	(§10).	The	artist	cannot	produce	a	beautiful	work	by	learning,	and	then	applying,	rules	which	determine	when	something	is	beautiful;	for	no	such	rules	can	be	specified	(see	the	sketch	of	the	Second	Moment	in	Section	2.1	above).	According	to	Kant's
official	view	there	are	three	kinds	of	aesthetic	judgment:	judgments	of	the	agreeable,	judgments	of	beauty	(or,	equivalently,	judgments	of	taste),	and	judgments	of	the	sublime.	2.4	Judgments	of	Beauty:	Some	Criticisms	As	noted	at	the	end	of	Section	2.2,	Kant's	account	of	judgments	of	beauty	has	been	criticized	on	the	grounds	that	the	argument	for
their	universal	validity,	that	is	the	Deduction	of	Pure	Aesthetic	Judgments,	is	unsuccessful.	But	what	is	it	for	the	faculties	of	imagination	and	understanding	to	be	in	“free	play”?	(3)	If	the	principle	is	indeed	required,	as	Kant	suggests	it	is,	for	the	empirical	conceptualization	of	nature	and	for	the	recognition	of	nature	as	empirically	lawlike,	then	it	would
seem	to	be	a	condition	of	the	possibility	of	experience.	“Why	Must	There	Be	a	Transcendental	Deduction	in	Kant's	Critique	of	Judgment?”	Kant's	Transcendental	Deductions,	E.	However,	this	consequence	is	debatable.	“Von	den	verschiedenen	Bedeutungen	des	Wortes	Zweckmässigkeit	in	der	Kritik	der	Urteilskraft,”	Kant-Studien,	49:	154-166
Vandenabeele,	B.,	2008.	Scarre,	G.,	1981.	He	reads	Kant	as	drawn	towards	a	view	on	which	the	beautiful	object	itself	makes	an	unconditional	demand	on	the	viewer's	attention	(of	a	kind	made	vivid	in	the	narrator's	vow	to	the	hawthorns	in	Proust's	In	Search	of	Lost	Time),	although	he	also	takes	Kant's	denial	of	the	objectivity	of	taste	to	debar	him
from	endorsing	such	a	view.	Bennington	and	I.	This	requires	addressing	the	textual	difficulty	just	mentioned.	“The	Role	of	Symbolic	Presentation	in	Kant's	Theory	of	Taste,”	British	Journal	of	Aesthetics,	45	(3):	229–247.	Guyer,	P.,	1979.	“What	is	an	Antinomy	of	Judgment?”	Proceedings:	Sixth	International	Kant	Congress,	G.	Kant	describes	the
judgment	of	taste	as	“based	on”	a	feeling	of	pleasure,	and	as	claiming	that	everyone	ought	to	share	the	subject's	feeling	of	pleasure,	or,	as	he	puts	it,	as	claiming	the	“universal	communicability”	of	the	pleasure.	For	this	we	need	to	appeal,	not	to	natural,	but	to	moral,	teleology,	and	in	particular	to	the	idea	(itself	belonging	not	to	natural,	but	to	moral
teleology)	of	man	as	final	purpose	of	nature.	Förster	(ed.),	Stanford:	Stanford	University	Press.	The	purity	of	this	core	judgment	is	not	undermined	by	its	figuring	in	a	more	complex	evaluation	which	takes	into	account	the	object's	falling	under	a	concept	(2001,	pp.	Kant	also	mentions	a	number	of	further	phenomena	illustrating	the	way	in	which	an
organism	is	“cause	and	effect”	of	itself,	in	particular	the	capacity	of	certain	organisms	to	regenerate	missing	parts,	and	more	generally	the	capacity	of	organisms	to	repair	damage	to	themselves.	Other	elements	of	Kant's	theory	are	sketched	in	the	remainder	of	the	section.	Rind,	M.,	2000.	But	human	beings	are	capable	of	realizing	their	noumenal
freedom	only	in	virtue	of	their	capacity,	as	natural	beings,	to	set	themselves	purposes	and	to	use	nature	to	fulfil	them.	Aesthetics	and	Cognition	in	Kant's	Critical	Philosophy,	Cambridge:	Cambridge	University	Press.	The	discussion	of	biological	teleology	and	its	relation	to	mechanism	in	Sections	3.3	and	3.4	is	followed	by	two	sections	dealing	with
further	aspects	of	Kant's	teleology:	Section	3.5	deals	with	Kant's	view	that	nature	as	a	whole	may	be	regarded	as	a	system	of	purposes,	and	Section	3.6	with	the	implications	of	this	teleological	view	of	nature	for	morality	and	religion.	Sections	2.3	and	2.4	are	concerned,	respectively,	with	interpretative	issues	that	have	arisen	in	connection	with	the
account,	and	with	criticisms	which	have	been	made	of	it.	Given	Kant's	view	that	concepts	are,	or	at	least	correspond	to,	rules	by	which	imagination	“synthesizes”	or	organizes	the	data	of	sense-perception,	this	amounts	to	saying	that	imagination	functions	in	a	rule-governed	way	but	without	being	governed	by	any	rule	in	particular.	The	variety	of
characterizations	stems	in	part	from	the	variety	of	different	tasks	he	seems	to	ascribe	to	reflecting	judgment	itself.	72;	see	also	pp.	Wicks,	R.,	2007.	Budd,	M.,	1998.	Watkins	(ed.),	Oxford:	Oxford	University	Press;	reprinted	in	Guyer	(2005).	Kant's	view	that	the	pleasure	in	a	beautiful	object	is	non-conceptual	has	been	taken	to	commit	him	to	the
objectionable	view	that	the	capacity	to	make	conceptual	distinctions	can	play	no	role	in	the	appreciation	of	beauty.	Kant's	Concept	of	Teleology,	Edinburgh:	Edinburgh	University	Press.	While	we	can	correctly	call	objects	beautiful,	we	cannot	properly	call	them	sublime	(§23,	245);	sublimity	strictly	speaking	“is	not	contained	in	anything	in	nature,	but
only	in	our	mind”	(§28,	264).	“Organisms	as	Natural	Purposes:	The	Contemporary	Evolutionary	Perspective,”	Studies	in	History	and	Philosophy	of	Science	(Part	C),	37(4):	771–791.	This	seems	to	imply	that	the	pleasure	is	distinct	from	the	act	of	judging,	and	more	specifically	that	the	pleasure	precedes	the	judging:	we	first	feel	pleasure,	and	then	claim,
perhaps	based	on	characteristics	of	the	pleasure	(such	as	its	disinterestedness),	that	the	pleasure	is	universally	valid	and	hence	that	the	object	is	beautiful.	It	is	tempting	to	assimilate	it	to	cognitive	or	epistemic	normativity,	where	this	in	turn	might	be	understood	as	the	normativity	involved	in	the	putative	principles	that	one	ought	to	believe	what	is
true,	or,	alternatively,	what	is	justified	in	light	of	the	evidence.	The	idea	that	a	full	understanding	of	Kant's	views	on	cognition	depends	on	taking	seriously	his	account	of	aesthetics	is	becoming	increasingly	widely	accepted;	see	the	introduction	to	Kukla	(2006),	a	collection	of	essays	exploring	the	connection	between	aesthetics	and	cognition	in	Kant.
Guyer's	approach	to	the	free	play,	from	his	1979	onwards,	has	been	thoroughly	naturalistic;	in	his	2008	he	offers	a	very	explicit	defence	of	this	approach,	arguing	that	we	should	reject	Kant's	claim	to	establish	an	a	priori	or	transcendental	principle	justifying	judgments	of	beauty,	and	instead	regard	Kant's	theory	of	aesthetics	as	a	contribution	to	the
empirical	psychology	of	taste.	–––,	2010.	Wilson,	R.,	2007.	Kant's	point	in	emphasizing	the	contrast	between	organisms	and	machines	is	not	to	show	that	organisms	require	teleological	explanation	(since	machines	such	as	clocks	are	no	less	in	need	of	such	explanation),	but	on	the	contrary	to	show	that,	as	natural	objects	rather	than	artefacts,	they	are
not	to	be	explained	in	terms	of	a	designer's	intentions.	The	two	most	important	sources	for	Kant's	views	on	aesthetics	and	teleology,	Critique	of	Judgment	and	‘First	Introduction‘,	are	both	published	in	the	standard	German	edition	of	Kant's	works,	the	so-called	Academy	edition:	Kritik	der	Urteilskraft,	Kants	gesammelte	Schriften,	Volume	5,	Berlin:
Walter	de	Gruyter,	1902–.	The	other	critics	mentioned	take	the	“ought”,	and	the	corresponding	claim	to	agreement	to	be	non-moral,	yet	still	genuinely	normative	as	opposed	to	predictive;	a	view	of	this	kind	is	assumed,	with	varying	degrees	of	explicitness,	by	a	number	of	other	commentators,	including	Allison	(2001,	see	especially	p.	Longuenesse
offers	a	view	which	is	in	partial	agreement	with	Ginsborg's	in	that	it	understands	pleasure	in	the	beautiful	proper	as	felt	in	virtue	of	the	subject's	awareness	of	the	universal	communicability	of	her	mental	state	in	the	presented	object	(thus,	like	the	one-act	approach,	requiring	no	emendation	of	§9).	In	addition	to	being	responsible	for	aesthetic
judgments,	and	to	supplying	the	concept	of	purposiveness	which	is	required	for	teleological	judgments,	reflecting	judgment	seems	to	be	ascribed	the	following	cognitive	tasks:	the	classification	of	natural	things	into	a	hierarchy	of	genera	and	species;	the	construction	of	explanatory	scientific	theories	in	which	more	specific	natural	laws	are	represented
as	falling	under	higher	and	more	general	laws;	the	representation	of	nature	as	empirically	lawlike	überhaupt;	and	the	formation	of	empirical	concepts	überhaupt.	–––,	2003b.	“Teleological	Judgment:	Between	Technique	and	Nature,”	in	Goy	and	Watkins	(eds.)	2014.	–––,	2003a.	Quarfood,	M.,	2004.	But	it	is	nonetheless	relevant	to	Kant's	teleology,	since
our	entitlement	to	ascribe	objective	purposiveness	to	natural	things,	in	particular	to	organisms,	derives	from	our	more	fundamental	entitlement	to	regard	nature	as	(subjectively)	purposive	for	our	cognitive	faculties	(FI	VI,	20:218;	Introduction	VIII,	5:193–194).	“Two	Kinds	of	Mechanical	Inexplicability	in	Kant	and	Aristotle,”	Journal	of	the	History	of
Philosophy,	42(1):	33–65.	Piché	(eds.),	Montréal/Paris:	Bellarmin/Vrin;	reprinted	as	chapter	14	of	Ameriks	(2003).	Goy,	I.	An	opposing	view	is	defended	in	Ginsborg	1997a,	which	draws	on	Kant's	characterization	of	purposiveness	as	the	“lawfulness	of	the	contingent	as	such”	(FI	VI,	20:217;	see	also	FI	VIII,	20:228;	Introduction	V,	5:184;	and	§76,	5:404)
to	argue	for	a	univocal	conception	on	which	purposiveness	is	understood	as	normative	lawfulness.	The	question	of	how	to	understand	the	free	play	is	complicated	by	a	more	general	interpretive	issue	concerning	the	status	of	Kant's	“transcendental	psychology”:	this	issue	affects	not	only	the	interpretation	of	the	free	play	in	the	third	Critique,	but	also
the	appeal	to	activities	of	imagination	and	understanding	in	Kant's	account	of	the	conditions	of	cognition	in	the	first	Critique,	in	particular	in	the	Metaphysical	Deduction	and	the	Transcendental	Deduction.	Similar	views	are	proposed	by	Savile	(1981)	and	Kulenkampff	(1990);	see	also	the	references	offered	by	Ameriks	at	(2003,	307n.1).	“How	Kant
Might	Explain	Ugliness”.	Cohen,	T.,	1982.	7).	For	example,	when	a	manifold	is	synthesized	in	accordance	with	the	concepts	green	and	square,	the	outcome	is	a	perceptual	experience	in	which	the	object	is	perceived	as	green	and	square.	(As	noted	in	Section	2.7	below,	he	does	take	the	appreciation	of	the	sublime	to	involve	a	kind	of	displeasure,	but
this	seems	to	be	a	different	kind	from	the	displeasure	that	might	be	involved	in	judging	something	to	be	ugly.)	Does	his	treatment	allow	for	negative	judgments	of	beauty,	either	that	an	object	is	not	beautiful	or	that	it	is	ugly?	“The	Unity	of	Nature	and	Freedom:	Kant's	Conception	of	the	System	of	Philosophy,”	The	Reception	of	Kant's	Critical
Philosophy,	S.	Judgments	of	the	sublime	are	like	judgments	of	beauty	in	being	based	on	feeling,	more	specifically	on	pleasure	or	liking.	The	Role	of	Taste	in	Kant's	Theory	of	Cognition,	New	York,	Garland.	Brittan,	G.	(a)	It	is	not	the	object,	but	the	aesthetic	judgment	itself	which	is	represented	as	purposive.	2.8	Aesthetics	and	Morality	The	connection
between	aesthetic	judgment	and	moral	feeling	is	a	persistent	theme	in	the	Critique	of	Judgment.	Alternative	solutions	are	offered	by	Kreines	(2005),	who	agrees	that	the	notion	of	a	purpose	has	normative	content	but	denies	that	organisms	for	Kant	are	in	fact	purposes,	and	by	Beisbart	(2009),	who	argues	that	the	appeal	to	normativity	is	unnecessary
for	making	sense	of	organisms	as	natural	purposes,	since	we	can	conceive	of	a	natural	object	as	artefact-like	by	conceiving	of	its	parts	as	produced	reciprocally	by	one	another	and	by	the	whole	(in	the	way	illustrated	by	Kant	through	the	example	of	the	tree	at	§64).	Reidel:	201–235.	159	and	pp.	99–119).	“Kant,	Quasi-Realism	and	the	Autonomy	of
Aesthetic	Judgement,”	European	Journal	of	Philosophy,	,	9:	166–189.	Kant	describes	the	imagination	and	understanding	in	this	“free	play”	as	freely	harmonizing,	without	the	imagination's	being	constrained	by	the	understanding	as	it	is	in	cognition.	Against	this,	Ginsborg	(2004)	argues	that	the	self-maintaining	character	of	organisms	is	irrelevant	to



their	mechanical	inexplicability	in	the	relevant	sense.	On	the	other	hand,	Kant's	account	of	the	sublime	has	been	influential	in	literary	theory	(see	Section	2.9	below),	and	the	sublime	also	plays	a	significant	role	in	Kant's	account	of	the	connection	between	aesthetic	judgment	and	morality	(see	Section	2.5	below).	“Kant's	Aesthetics:	Overview	and
Recent	Literature,”	Philosophy	Compass,	4	(3):	380–406.	“Teleology	in	Biology:	A	Kantian	Approach,”	Kant	Yearbook,	1:	31–56.	However,	the	following	simplified	scheme	may	serve	as	a	guide.	This	strategy	is	adopted	in	Savile	(1987)	and	Chignell	(2007);	Chignell's	view	differs	from	Savile's	in	that	it	does	not	make	any	appeal	to	moral	considerations.
Beisbart,	C.,	2009.	The	mechanical	inexplicability	of	organisms	leads	to	an	apparent	conflict,	which	Kant	refers	to	as	an	“antinomy	of	judgment,”	between	two	principles	governing	empirical	scientific	enquiry.	The	idea	that	aesthetic	judgment	plays	a	role	in	grounding	the	possibility	of	morality	for	human	beings	is	suggested	at	a	very	general	level	in
the	Introduction	to	the	Critique	of	Judgment,	where	Kant	describes	the	faculty	of	judgment	as	bridging	“the	great	gulf”	betweeen	the	concept	of	nature	and	that	of	freedom	(IX,	195).	D.,	1970.	“The	subjective	universality	of	aesthetic	judgments	revisited,”	British	Journal	of	Aesthetics,	64:	254–258.	But	reflective	judgment	is	also	described	as
responsible	for	two	specific	kinds	of	judgments:	aesthetic	judgments	(judgments	about	the	beautiful	and	the	sublime)	and	teleological	judgments	(judgments	which	ascribe	ends	or	purposes	to	natural	things,	or	which	characterize	them	in	purposive	or	functional	terms).	The	fact	that	we	are	capable,	through	reason,	of	thinking	infinity	as	a	whole,
“indicates	a	faculty	of	the	mind	which	surpasses	every	standard	of	sense”	(§26,	254).	Kant	appeals	to	this	account	of	pleasure	in	the	beautiful	in	order	to	argue	for	its	universal	validity	or	universal	communicability:	to	argue,	that	is,	that	a	subject	who	feels	such	a	pleasure,	and	thus	judges	the	object	to	be	beautiful,	is	entitled	to	demand	that	everyone
else	feel	a	corresponding	pleasure	and	thus	agree	with	her	judgment	of	taste.	“Systematicity	and	Objectivity	in	the	Third	Critique,”	Southern	Journal	of	Philosophy,	30(Supplement):	167–186.	Kant	is	concerned,	then,	to	emphasize	both	an	analogy	and	a	disanalogy	between	organisms	and	artifacts.	“Teleology	and	Scientific	Method	in	Kant's	Critique	of
Judgment,”	Noûs,	24:	1–16.	The	Problem	of	Free	Harmony	in	Kant's	Aesthetics,	Albany,	N.Y.:	SUNY	Press.	How	is	it	possible	to	regard	one	and	the	same	object	both	as	a	purpose	(hence	as	something	which	has	been	produced	as	a	result	of	conscious	design),	and	as	natural	(hence	—	on	the	face	of	it	—	something	which	has	not	been	produced	as	a
result	of	conscious	design)?	Kant	also	discusses	teleology	in	two	essays	about	race,	“Determination	of	the	Concept	of	a	Human	Race”	(1785)	and	“On	the	Use	of	Teleological	Principles	in	Philosophy”	(1788);	both	are	included	in	Anthropology,	History,	and	Education	(The	Cambridge	Edition	of	the	Works	of	Immanuel	Kant),	edited	by	Gunter	Zöller	and
Robert	B.	53–54,	p.	Unless	otherwise	stated,	all	references	are	to	the	Critique	of	Judgment.	de	Man,	P.,	1990.	“The	Notion	of	Blockage	in	the	Literature	of	the	Sublime,”	Psychoanalysis	and	the	Question	of	the	Text,	G.	Third,	and	most	important,	the	various	parts	of	a	tree	mutually	maintain	one	another	in	existence	and	hence	maintain	the	whole	tree	in
existence.	Kukla,	R.	For	example,	Newton,	for	all	his	intellectual	power,	does	not	qualify	as	having	genius,	because	he	was	capable	of	making	clear,	both	to	himself	and	others,	the	procedures	through	which	he	arrived	at	his	scientific	discoveries	(§47,	308–309).	McConnell,	S.,	2008.	“Regulative	and	Constitutive,”	Southern	Journal	of	Philosophy
(Supplement),	30:	73–102.	Kant	characterizes	the	necessity	more	positively	by	saying	that	it	is	“exemplary,”	in	the	sense	that	one's	judgment	itself	serves	as	an	example	of	how	everyone	ought	to	judge	(§18,	237).	In	addition	to	its	potential	significance	for	Kant's	theory	of	cognition,	the	notion	of	judgment	in	the	third	Critique	is	also	important	for
addressing	the	interpretive	problem	of	the	unity	of	the	Critique	of	Judgment,	in	particular,	the	question	of	why	Kant	addresses	aesthetics	and	teleology	together	in	a	single	work.	Ginsborg	(1997)	criticizes	previous	approaches	and	offers	an	alternative	view	of	the	free	play	derived	from	her	“one-act”	reading	of	the	judgment	of	taste	(see	Section	2.3.1),
on	which	what	it	is	for	the	imagination	and	understanding	to	be	in	free	play	just	is	for	the	subject	to	be	in	a	perceptual	state	of	mind	which	involves	a	nonconceptual	claim	to	its	own	universal	validity	with	respect	to	the	object	perceived.	and	Evren,	S.,	2005.	–––,	1990.	Guyer	(2001)	discusses	the	way	in	which	Kant's	notion	of	organisms	as	purposes
creates	a	problem	for	his	conception	of	science	as	unified.	The	second	kind	of	impurity	is	discussed	in	§16	in	connection	with	a	distinction	between	“free”	[frei]	beauty	and	“adherent”	or	“dependent”	[anhängend]	beauty.	“Freedom,	Happiness,	and	Nature:	Kant's	Moral	Teleology,”	in	Goy	and	Watkins	(eds.)	2014.	While	purposiveness	in	the	former
sense	corresponds	to	Kant's	account	of	purposiveness	at	§10	in	terms	of	the	notion	of	design,	the	notion	of	purposiveness	as	it	applies	to	beautiful	objects	does	not	involve	the	idea	of	real	or	apparent	design,	but	simply	that	of	the	satisfaction	of	an	aim	or	objective	(1979,	pp.	On	the	Significance	of	an	Analytic	of	the	Ugly	in	Kant's	Deduction	of	Pure
Judgments	of	Taste.	The	question	of	whether	Kant	should	be	interpreted	as	committed	to	the	objectivity	of	taste	is	closely	related	to	the	question	of	whether	there	can	be	erroneous	judgments	of	taste;	for	some	discussion	see	Cohen	(1982),	pp.	“Mechanical	Explanation	in	the	‘Critique	of	the	Teleological	Power	of	Judgment’,”	in	Goy	and	Watkins	(eds.)
2014.	Most	commentators	read	the	relevant	paragraphs	of	§9	as	requiring	some	kind	of	“two-acts”	view,	and,	at	the	very	least,	as	distinguishing	the	free	play	of	the	faculties	from	the	judgment	of	taste	proper.	–––,	2001.	Many	commentators,	including	McLaughlin	(1990),	Allison	(1991)	and	Guyer	(2001,	2003a),	take	organisms	to	be	mechanically
inexplicable	in	virtue	of	the	self-maintaining	and	self-producing	character	which	distinguishes	them	from	artifacts	(see	Section	3.3).	Both	the	Hackett	and	the	Cambridge	editions	include	the	First	Introduction,	and	both	provide	further	bibliographical	references	(the	Hackett	edition	has	a	good	bibliography	of	secondary	literature	up	to	1987).	Judgment
as	reflecting,	or	reflective	judgment	[reflektierende	Urteilskraft],	is	assigned	various	different	roles	within	Kant's	system.	Kant's	aesthetic	theory	has	also	been	extensively	discussed	within	literary	theory,	where	there	has	been	particular	emphasis	on	Kant's	theory	of	the	sublime.	The	reception	of	Kant's	biological	work	is	discussed	in	Lenoir's
influential	(1980),	which	argues	that	Kant's	ideas	played	a	major	role	in	shaping	German	biology	in	the	1790s.	For	example,	the	poet	“ventures	to	make	sensible	rational	ideas	of	invisible	beings,	the	realm	of	the	blessed,	the	realm	of	hell,	eternity,	creation	etc.,	as	well	as	to	make	that	of	which	there	are	examples	in	experience,	e.g.,	death,	envy,	and	all
sorts	of	vices,	as	well	as	love,	fame,	etc.,	sensible	beyond	the	limits	of	experience,	with	a	completeness	which	goes	beyond	anything	of	which	there	is	an	example	in	nature”	(ibid.).	Aylesworth	(eds.),	Albany:	State	University	of	New	York	Press.	(Kant	sometimes	says	that	they	are	natural	purposes,	and	sometimes	only	that	they	must	be	“regarded”	or
“considered”	as	natural	purposes.)	Organized	beings	(or,	to	use	the	more	modern	term,	“organisms”)	are,	or	must	be	considered	as,	purposes	because	we	can	conceive	of	their	possibility	only	on	the	assumption	that	they	were	produced	in	accordance	with	design.	While	judgments	of	beauty	involve	a	relation	between	the	faculties	of	imagination	and
understanding,	the	faculties	brought	into	relation	in	a	judgment	of	the	sublime	are	imagination	and	reason	(§29,	266).	Kant's	Transcendental	Deductions,	E.	–––,	2009.	Cavell	(1976,	ch.	Payne.	“Feeling	and	Freedom:	Kant	on	Aesthetics	and	Morality,”	Journal	of	Aesthetics	and	Art	Criticism,	48:	137–146;	reprinted	in	Guyer	(2005).	“Organisms	and
Metaphysics:	Kant's	First	Herder	Review”	in	Goy	and	Watkins	(eds.)	2014.	It	is	described	as	responsible	for	various	cognitive	tasks	associated	with	empirical	scientific	enquiry,	in	particular,	the	classification	of	natural	things	into	a	hierarchical	taxonomy	of	genera	and	species,	and	the	construction	of	systematic	explanatory	scientific	theories.	4;
1990a)	takes	it	to	be	a	condition	of	empirical	conceptualization	and	hence	of	all	empirical	judgment,	not	just	of	judgments	based	on	inductive	inference.	But	if	it	is	not,	then	the	central	inference	does	not	seem	to	go	through.	Some	commentators,	for	example	Ginsborg	(2003,	pp.	3.3	Organisms	as	Natural	Ends	In	§§64–65	of	the	Analytic	of	Teleological
Judgment,	Kant	introduces	the	notion	of	a	“natural	purpose”	or	“natural	end”	[Naturzweck]	and	argues	both	that	“organized	beings,”	that	is,	plants	and	animals,	instantiate	the	concept	of	a	natural	purpose	and	also	that	they	are	the	only	beings	in	nature	that	do	so	(§65,	376).	The	claim	is	challenged	by	Ginsborg	(1998),	who	defends	the	subjectivity	of
taste	on	the	grounds	that	Kant	does	not	allow	that	we	can	make	judgments	of	beauty	on	the	basis	of	hearsay,	but	must	“subject	the	object	to	our	own	eyes”	(§8,	5:215–216);	a	similar	point	is	made	in	Hopkins	(2001),	and	there	is	further	discussion	of	aesthetic	testimony	in	Gorodeisky	(2009).	Some	commentators	try	to	make	sense	of	the	free	play	by
appealing	to	the	phenomenology	of	aesthetic	experience,	for	example	to	the	kind	of	experience	involved	in	appreciating	an	abstract	painting,	where	the	subject	might	imaginatively	relate	the	various	elements	of	the	painting	to	one	another	and	perceive	them	as	having	an	order	and	unity	which	is	non-conceptual;	see	for	example	Bell	(1987,	p.	3.2
Nature's	Purposiveness	for	Our	Cognitive	Faculties	Kant	claims	in	the	Introductions	to	the	Critique	of	Judgment	that	it	is	an	a	priori	principle	of	reflecting	judgment	that	nature	is	“purposive	for	our	cognitive	faculties”	or	“purposive	for	judgment.”	This	principle	is,	in	the	terminology	of	the	Critique	of	Pure	Reason,	regulative	rather	than	constitutive.
McLaughlin's	(2001)	book	on	functional	explanation,	while	not	explicitly	proposing	a	Kantian	approach,	draws	on	Kant	at	several	points.	Kant's	solution	to	this	apparent	paradox	is	to	postulate	a	capacity,	which	he	calls	“genius,”	by	which	“nature	gives	the	rule	to	art”	(§46,	307).	In	the	case	of	the	mathematically	sublime,	the	displeasure	comes	from
the	awareness	of	the	inadequacy	of	our	imagination;	in	the	dynamical	case	it	comes	from	the	awareness	of	our	physical	powerlessness	in	the	face	of	nature's	might.	Essays	in	Kant's	Aesthetics,	Chicago:	The	University	of	Chicago	Press.	More	specifically,	they	must	be	natural	things	the	concept	of	which	does	not	involve	the	idea	of	a	purpose	(§26,	252–
253):	this	rules	out	animals,	the	concept	of	which	is	connected	with	the	idea	of	biological	function,	but	it	apparently	includes	mountains	and	the	sea	(§26,	256).	Weiskel,	Thomas,	1976.	Kreines,	J.,	2005.	Clewis,	R.,	2010.	In	the	case	of	the	origin	of	particular	organisms,	Kant	endorses	a	view	(epigenesis)	on	which	the	emergence	of	an	apparently	new
plant	or	animal	is	not	just	the	expansion	or	unfolding	of	one	which	already	existed	in	miniature	(as	on	the	preformationist	view),	but	a	natural	process	whereby	a	new	living	thing	comes	into	being.	Objections	to	the	one-act	approach	have	been	raised	by	a	number	of	commentators,	in	particular	Allison,	who	partly	endorses	Ginsborg's	criticisms	of
Guyer,	but	raises	difficulties	for	her	reading	of	§9	(2001,	113–115)	and,	in	particular,	rejects	the	self-referential	understanding	of	judgments	of	beauty	as	“inherently	implausible”	(2001,	115).	Kantian	Aesthetics	Pursued,	Edinburgh:	Edinburgh	University	Press.	They	can	be	counted	as	purposive	in	this	relative	sense	as	long	as	the	thing	to	whose
existence	they	contribute	is	a	living	thing,	and	hence	has	inner	purposiveness	(this	condition	is	stated	most	clearly	at	§82,	425).	Lenoir's	view	is	challenged	in	Richards	(2000)	and,	more	recently	in	Zammito	(2012),	which	is	also	a	useful	source	of	references	to	recent	literature	on	the	topic.	There	are	substantial	differences	among	the	various	available
English-language	editions,	in	particular	in	the	translation	of	certain	frequently	occurring	terms,	and	these	differences	are	reflected	in	variations	in	the	terminology	used	in	the	secondary	literature.	Other	useful	discussions	of	Kant's	views	on	the	systematicity	of	nature	are	to	be	found	in	Horstmann	(1989),	Brandt	(1989),	Butts	(1990),	Friedman	(1991
and	1992,	ch.	Allison,	H.,	1991.	K.,	1968.	Criticisms	have	also	been	raised	against	various	aspects	of	Kant's	characterization	of	judgments	of	beauty	in	the	Analytic	of	the	Beautiful.	“The	Unity	of	Science	and	the	Unity	of	Nature,”	Kant's	Epistemology	and	Theory	of	Science,	P.	Kant	makes	the	negative	point	(a	version	of	which	he	had	earlier	argued	at
length	in	the	Only	Possible	Argument	for	the	Existence	of	God	of	1763)	that	we	can	understand	these	arrangements	without	appeal	to	purposes.	60n15).	The	assumption	that	nature	is	purposive	for	our	cognitive	faculties	is	not,	strictly	speaking,	part	of	teleology,	since	the	purposiveness	at	issue	is	subjective,	and	teleological	judgments	are	concerned
only	with	objective	purposiveness	(see	e.g.,	FI	VII,	20:221).	85–86),	and	of	Makkreel	(1990,	pp.	Derrida,	J.,	1981.	More	recent	discussions	of	the	Antinomy	include,	in	addition	to	the	articles	mentioned	in	the	previous	paragraph,	Quarfood	(2006),	Breitenbach	(2008),	Quarfood	(2014),	Nuzzo	(2009)	and	Huneman	(2014):	the	latter	two	articles	deal
specifically	with	Kant's	distinction	between	discursive	and	intuitive	understanding	in	§§76–77.	“Kant's	Antinomy	of	Teleological	Judgment,”	Southern	Journal	of	Philosophy,	30	(Supplement):	25–42.	222–226	and	Allison	(2001),	pp.	But	Kant	also	allows	for	judgments	of	beauty	which	fall	short	of	being	pure.	Louden.	The	earlier	translations	are	those	of
J.H.	Bernard	(London:	Macmillan,	1892;	revised	edition	1914)	and	J.C.	Meredith	(Oxford:	Clarendon	Press,	1952);	the	edition	just	cited	is	a	combination	of	translations	of	the	two	main	sections	of	the	work	that	were	published	separately	in	1911	and	1928	respectively.	Subjective	Universality	in	Kant's	Aesthetics,	Oxford:	Peter	Lang.	“Aesthetic	Judging
and	the	Intentionality	of	Pleasure,”	Inquiry,	46(2):	164–181.	The	Romantic	Sublime:	Studies	in	the	Structure	and	Psychology	of	Transcendence,	Baltimore:	The	Johns	Hopkins	University	Press.	LaFrance	and	C.	But	it	can	also	be	raised	in	a	more	direct	form.	–––,	2002.	–––,	1958.	Transcendental	Idealism	and	the	Organism,	Stockholm:	Almqvist	&	Wiksell
International.	Ginsborg	(2001)	attempts	to	resolve	the	problem	of	coherence	by	appeal	to	a	conception	of	purposiveness	as	normativity	(see	Section	3.1	above),	arguing	that	organisms	can	be	regarded	as	subject	to	normative	standards	without	supposing	that	they	were	designed	to	accord	with	those	standards.	The	assessment	of	the	objection,	and	of
Kant's	Deduction	of	Taste	more	generally,	is	complicated	by	a	number	of	more	fundamental	interpretive	issues,	which	are	discussed	in	the	next	section.	(For	more	on	the	objectivity	of	taste,	see	Section	2.3.5).	135–163;	reprinted	in	Guyer	(2005a).	Judgment	in	the	Critique	of	Judgment	is	described	as	having	two	roles	or	aspects,	“determining”
[bestimmend]	and	“reflecting”	[reflektierend]	(Introduction	IV,	5:179	and	FI	V,	20:211).	The	free	play	thus	manifests,	in	Kant's	terms,	“free	lawfulness”	or	”lawfulness	without	a	law.”	But	there	is	an	apparent	paradox	in	these	characterizations	which	is	left	unaddressed	by	Kant's	own,	largely	metaphorical,	explanations.	Zuckert	also	lays	emphasis	on
Kant's	identification	of	purposiveness	as	the	“lawfulness	of	the	contingent”	(2007,	pp.	Moran,	Richard.,	2012.	–––,	2001a.	51–53),	Makkreel	(1990,	ch.	Kant's	Critique	of	Teleology	in	Biological	Explanation,	Lewiston,	NY:	Edwin	Mellen	Press.	Kant's	Aesthetics:	The	Roles	of	Form	and	Expression,	Lanham,	MD:	University	Press	of	America.	The
Cambridge	edition	contains	excellent	editorial	notes	aimed	at	a	more	specialized	readership,	and	includes	copious	references	to	other	relevant	writings	by	Kant.	In	the	Critique	of	Pure	Reason,	imagination	is	described	as	“synthesizing	the	manifold	of	intuition”	under	the	governance	of	rules	that	are	prescribed	by	the	understanding:	the	outcome	of
this	is	cognitive	perceptual	experience	of	objects	as	having	specific	empirical	features.	Many	commentators	have	taken	the	notion	of	mechanism	to	be	equivalent	to	the	notion	of	causality	in	time	which	figures	in	the	Critique	of	Pure	Reason,	so	that	the	principle	of	mechanism	is	equivalent	to	the	causal	principle	which	Kant	takes	himself	to	have	proved
in	the	Second	Analogy.	Although	reflective	judgment	is	exercised	in	both	aesthetic	and	teleological	judgment,	Kant	assigns	a	special	role	to	its	exercise	in	the	aesthetic	case,	and	specifically	in	judgments	of	beauty	(Introduction	VIII,	193;	FI	XI,	243–244).	This	implies	that	the	act	of	judging	which	precedes	the	pleasure	must	be	one	in	which	the	subject
takes	her	state	of	mind	to	be	universally	communicable,	requiring	us	to	identify	it	with	the	judgment	of	taste	proper	rather	than	with	an	activity	of	the	faculty	prior	to	that	judgment.	While	Kant	says	that	the	concept	or	principle	of	judgment	which	mediates	the	transition	between	nature	and	freedom	is	that	of	the	“purposiveness	of	nature,”	which	could
simply	be	understood	as	referring	to	nature's	scientific	comprehensibility	(see	Section	3.2	below),	he	also	associates	judgment	in	this	context	with	the	feeling	of	pleasure	and	displeasure,	making	clear	that	it	is	not	only	judgment	in	the	context	of	empirical	scientific	enquiry,	but	also	aesthetic	judgment,	which	plays	this	bridging	role.	182–189).	I	take	it,
then,	that	my	pleasure	stands	in	a	“necessary”	relation	to	the	object	which	elicits	it,	where	the	necessity	here	can	be	described	(though	Kant	himself	does	not	use	the	term)	as	normative.	Early	German	Philosophy,	Cambridge,	Mass.:	Belknap	Press.	Kant	himself	follows	Blumenbach	in	assuming	a	distinctive	kind	of	living	matter	which	can	be
understood	only	in	teleological	terms.	This	claim	has	been	thought	by	some	commentators	to	be	problematic.	Rogerson	proposes	instead	that	a	judgment	of	beauty	makes	a	moral	demand	on	others	to	appreciate	the	object's	beauty,	so	that	the	“ought”	is	to	be	understood	as	rational,	and	more	specifically	moral,	rather	than	merely	predictive.	“A
Universality	Not	Based	on	Concepts:	Kant's	Key	to	the	Critique	of	Taste.	In	the	Introductions	to	the	Critique	of	Judgment,	Kant	has	a	great	deal	to	say	about	the	beautiful,	but	mentions	the	sublime	only	fleetingly	(FI	XII,	249–250)	and	in	the	Analytic	of	the	Sublime	itself	he	notes	that	“the	concept	of	the	sublime	in	nature	is	far	from	being	as	important
and	rich	in	consequences	as	that	of	its	beauty”	and	that	the	“theory	of	the	sublime	is	a	mere	appendix	to	the	aesthetic	judging	of	the	purposiveness	of	nature”	(§23,	246).	–––,	1969a.	Kant	and	the	Experience	of	Freedom,	Cambridge:	Cambridge	University	Press.	“Kant's	Characterization	of	Natural	Ends,”	Kant	Yearbook,	1:	1–30.	It	is	useful,	in
considering	this	topic,	to	distinguish	the	question	of	how	we	can	judge	that	something	is	not	beautiful,	from	that	of	how	we	can	judge	it	to	be	ugly.	Kant	Studies	Today,	L.	But	in	order	for	this	demand	for	agreement	to	be	possible,	he	suggests,	it	must	also	be	possible	for	me	to	demand	universal	agreement	for	the	subjective	condition	of	such
cognitions.	Some	commentators	have	also	seen	a	tension	between	the	“expressionistic”	doctrine	of	aesthetic	ideas	and	the	supposedly	“formalistic”	view	presented	in	the	“Analytic	of	the	Beautiful”;	for	a	response	to	this	worry,	see	Allison	(2001,	pp.	At	the	same	time,	he	denies	that	a	living	thing	can	come	to	be	out	of	non-living	matter:	the	matter	from
which	the	embryo	develops	must	already	be	teleologically	organized.	(eds.),	2014.	Kant's	discussion	of	the	principle	of	nature's	purposiveness	for	our	cognitive	faculties,	and	his	related	earlier	discussion	(in	the	Appendix	to	the	Transcendental	Dialectic	of	the	Critique	of	Pure	Reason)	of	the	regulative	principle	of	nature's	systematicity,	have,	together,
been	seen	as	very	important	for	the	understanding	of	Kant's	views	on	empirical	science.	2.3.6	Negative	Judgments	of	Beauty	Kant's	discussion	of	judgments	of	beauty	focusses	almost	exclusively	on	the	positive	judgment	that	an	object	is	beautiful,	and	relatedly,	of	the	feeling	of	pleasure	in	a	beautiful	object.	Walsh,	D.-M.,	2006.	(ed.),	2006.	Culture	is
the	ultimate	purpose	of	nature	because	it	prepares	man	for	what	he	must	do	in	order	to	be	the	final	purpose	of	nature	(§83,	431).	Sublime	Understanding:	Aesthetic	Reflection	in	Kant	and	Hegel,	Cambridge,	Mass.:	MIT	Press.	1);	a	basic	difficulty	is	that	it	fails	to	do	justice	to	the	normative	language	used	by	Kant	to	describe	the	demand	(for	example
that	anyone	who	declares	something	to	be	beautiful	holds	that	everyone	ought	to	[sollen]	give	his	approval	to	the	object	and	likewise	declare	it	beautiful	[§19,	5:	237]).	–––,	1991.	Running	through	Kant's	various	characterizations	of	judgments	of	beauty	is	a	basic	dichotomy	between	two	apparently	opposed	sets	of	features.	Although	Kant	sometimes
describes	pleasure	as	awareness	of	the	free	play	of	the	faculties,	Guyer	takes	the	relation	between	the	free	play	and	the	feeling	of	pleasure	to	be	merely	causal.	“Kant	and	the	Objectivity	of	Taste,”	British	Journal	of	Aesthetics,	23:	3–17;	reprinted	as	part	of	chapter	12	of	Ameriks	(2003).	Kant's	views	about	the	sublime	also	appear	to	be	less	historically
distinctive	than	his	views	about	the	beautiful,	showing	in	particular	the	influence	of	Burke.	“La	formazione	del	testo	della	Kritik	der	Urteilskraft,”	Revue	Internationale	de	Philosophie,	30:	423–448.	A	Third	Concept	of	Liberty,	Princeton:	Princeton	University	Press.	“Reason-Giving	in	Kant's	Aesthetics,”	The	Journal	of	Aesthetics	and	Art	Criticism,	28:
505–510	–––,	1974.	(See	his	(1979),	especially	pp.	319–324	(although	Guyer	offers	a	more	positive	assessment	in	his	(2003a),	p.	Kemal,	S.,	1986.	“	Why	Kant	Finds	Nothing	Ugly,”	British	Journal	of	Aesthetics,	38:	412	–418.	More	specifically,	he	says,	it	is	in	judgments	of	beauty	(as	opposed	to	the	sublime),	and	even	more	specifically,	judgments	about
the	beauty	of	nature	(as	opposed	to	art),	that	“judgment	reveals	itself	as	a	faculty	that	has	its	own	special	principle”	(FI	XI,	244).	and	Guyer,	P.	They	are	also	like	judgments	of	beauty	in	claiming	the	universal	validity	of	the	pleasure,	where	that	claim	is	understood	as	involving	necessity	(everyone	who	perceives	the	object	ought	to	share	the	feeling)
(§29,	266).	Finally,	some	commentators	have	held	that	while	the	argument	of	the	official	Deduction	at	§38	is	unsuccessful	in	avoiding	the	dilemma,	the	version	of	the	argument	offered	at	§21,	which	appeals	to	the	notion	of	a	“common	sense,”	is	more	effective;	see	in	particular	Rind	(2002)	and	Kalar	(2006),	ch.	“Oughts	without	Intentions:	A	Kantian
Account	of	Biological	Functions,”	in	Goy	and	Watkins	(eds.)	2014.	The	importance	of	the	sublime	within	Kant's	aesthetic	theory	is	a	matter	of	dispute.	“Ends	of	Reason	and	Ends	of	Nature:	The	Place	of	Teleology	in	Kant's	Ethics,”	Journal	of	Value	Inquiry,	36:	161–186;	reprinted	in	Guyer	(2005).	2.9	The	Broader	Significance	of	Kant's	Aesthetics	Kant
himself	clearly	takes	his	aesthetic	theory	to	be	of	central	importance	for	the	understanding	of	the	so-called	“faculty	of	judgment”	generally	(see	Section	1	above):	this	implies	that	he	takes	it	to	be	of	importance	for	understanding	empirical	scientific	enquiry,	and	in	particular	for	our	understanding	of	biological	phenomena.	5	and	6),	and	Allison	(2001,
chs.	Of	particular	interest,	within	Kant's	account	of	fine	art,	is	his	discussion	of	how	beautiful	art	objects	can	be	produced	(§§46–50).	However,	some	commentators	have	taken	this	kind	of	defence	to	be	inadequate,	holding	that	the	argument	must	establish	not	only	a	general	entitlement	to	demand	agreement	for	judgments	of	beauty,	but	an
entitlement	in	each	particular	case	(Savile	1987,	Chignell	2007).	An	even	stronger	view	is	suggested	by	Abela	(2006),	who	takes	it	to	be	required	as	a	condition	for	empirical	truth,	which	he	sees	as	required	in	turn	for	the	possibility	of	any	object-directed	representation.	For	more	on	the	question	of	the	unity	of	the	Critique	of	Judgment,	see	under	3.1
and	3.2	below.	Lyotard,	J.-F.,	1994.	But	Kant	goes	on	to	claim	that	something	can	qualify	as	a	purpose,	or	as	purposive,	not	only	if	it	is	in	fact	brought	about	as	a	result	of	design,	but	if	we	can	conceive	its	possibility	only	on	the	assumption	that	it	was	produced	according	to	design:	“an	object	or	a	state	of	mind	or	even	an	action...	“Kants	Theory	of
Biology	and	the	Argument	from	Design,”	in	Goy	and	Watkins	(eds.)	2014.	–––,	2005b.	“Kant's	Concept	of	Natural	Purpose	and	the	Reflecting	Power	of	Judgement,”	Studies	in	History	and	Philosophy	of	Science	(Part	C),	37(4):	712–734.	This	objection	is	challenged	by	Schaper	(1979,	ch.	It	is	this	kind	of	pleasure	which	is	the	basis	for	a	judgment	of	taste.
203–208).	An	approach	along	these	lines	is	developed	in	detail	by	Paul	Guyer,	who	draws	on	passages	elsewhere	in	the	text	to	defend	the	view	that	a	judgment	of	taste	results	from	two	distinct	acts	of	reflective	judgment,	the	first	identifiable	with	the	free	play	of	the	faculties	and	resulting	in	a	feeling	of	pleasure,	the	second	an	act	of	reflection	on	the
pleasure	which	results	in	the	claim	that	the	pleasure	is	universally	communicable.	“Biological	Purposiveness	and	Analogical	Reflection,”	in	Goy	and	Watkins	(eds.)	2014.	Because	this	representation	of	purposiveness	does	not	involve	the	ascription	of	an	purpose,	Kant	calls	the	purposiveness	which	is	represented	“merely	formal	purposiveness”	or	“the
form	of	purposiveness.”	He	describes	it	as	perceived	both	in	the	object	itself	and	in	the	activity	of	imagination	and	understanding	in	their	engagement	with	the	object.	“A	New	Look	at	Kant's	Aesthetic	Judgments,”	in	Cohen	and	Guyer	(1982).	Zuckert	(2007,	§§1–2	of	ch.	The	second	condition,	which	applies	only	to	purposes	which	are	natural,	is	that
“the	parts	of	the	thing…are	reciprocally	cause	and	effect	of	their	form”	(ibid.).	The	view	that	Kant's	theory	is	relevant	to	the	contemporary	debate	about	biological	functions	is	challenged	forcefully	by	Zammito	(2006).	While	some	art	works	can	be	“free	beauties,”	the	examples	Kant	gives	are	all	of	non-representational	art:	“designs	a	la	grecque,	foliage
for	borders	or	on	wallpaper…fantasias	in	music,”	and	indeed,	Kant	adds,	all	music	without	a	text	(§16,	229).	Kant	and	the	Exact	Sciences,	Cambridge,	Mass.:	Harvard	University	Press.	Kant's	view	that	judgments	of	beauty	manifest	the	exercise	of	a	more	general	faculty	of	judgment	have	inspired	a	number	of	philosophers	to	view	aesthetic	judgment	as
a	model	for	judgment	generally	in	both	the	cognitive	and	the	practical	domain.	This	criticism	is	addressed	in	Janaway	(1997).	Duscheneau,	G.	To	say	that	we	regard	it	only	as	if	it	were	designed	does	not	on	its	own	dispose	of	the	question,	for	it	is	not	clear	what	it	is	to	regard	something	that	is	not	designed	“as	if”	it	were	designed:	if	we	are	not
ascribing	to	organisms	the	property	of	being	artifacts,	then	in	what	respect	can	we	can	coherently	regard	them	as	similar	to	artifacts?	Page	references	given	in	this	article	follow	the	pagination	of	the	Academy	edition,	which	is	indicated	in	the	margins	of	the	two	most	recent	English-language	editions	(see	below).	Kant's	Aesthetics,	R.	But	the	notion	of
purposiveness	also	applies	more	broadly,	and	Kant	distinguishes	various	different	kinds	of	purposiveness	applying	not	only	to	organisms	and	artifacts,	but	also	to	beautiful	objects,	to	nature	as	a	whole	(both	in	so	far	as	it	is	comprehensible	to	human	beings,	and	in	so	far	as	it	is	a	system	of	purposes	standing	in	purposive	relations	to	one	another),	to
the	functioning	of	our	cognitive	faculties	in	aesthetic	appreciation	and	empirical	scientific	enquiry,	to	geometrical	figures,	and	even	to	objects	that	are	useful	or	agreeable	to	human	beings.	53).	8)	defends	a	one-act	approach,	but	rejects	identification	of	the	pleasure	and	the	judgment	(see	e.g.	2007,	313n46	and	336n26).	“Explaining	the	Inexplicable:
The	Hypotheses	of	the	Faculty	of	Reflective	Judgment	in	Kant's	Third	Critique,”	Noûs,	24:	45–62.	“From	Nature	to	Morality:	Kant's	New	Argument	in	the	‘Critique	of	Teleological	Judgment’”.	For	Kant's	views	about	the	teleology	of	nature	as	a	whole,	see	Guyer	(2001a	and	2014)	and	Watkins	(2014);	the	latter	offers	a	very	helpful	discussion	of	Kant's
justification	for	the	extension	of	his	views	about	teleology	in	individual	organisms	to	nature	as	a	whole.	Ameriks	responds	to	Ginsborg's	challenge	in	his	(1998);	the	objectivity	of	taste	is	defended	further	in	Makkai	(2010).	McFarland,	J.	Judgment	in	this	role	does	not	operate	as	an	independent	faculty,	but	is	instead	governed	by	principles	of	the
understanding.	55)	.	Either	the	free	play	of	the	faculties	is	involved	in	all	cognitive	perceptual	experience,	or	it	is	not.	The	pleasure,	however,	is	of	a	distinctive	kind:	it	is	disinterested,	which	means	that	it	does	not	depend	on	the	subject's	having	a	desire	for	the	object,	nor	does	it	generate	such	a	desire.	On	the	other	hand,	however,	judgments	of
beauty	are	unlike	judgments	of	the	agreeable	in	not	involving	desire	for	the	object;	more	importantly	and	centrally,	they	make	a	normative	claim	to	everyone's	agreement.	M.	The	idea	that	Kant	takes	us	to	be	subject	to	a	demand	to	attend	to	beautiful	objects	is	also	put	forward	in	Kalar	(2006),	but	Kalar	understands	that	demand	as	one	of	two	distinct
normative	demands	made	in	the	judgment	of	beauty:	a	non-moral	demand	to	feel	pleasure	in	the	given	object,	and	a	further	moral	demand	to	attend	to	the	object	(2006,	p.2).	–––,	1990a.	But	the	fact	that	their	universal	validity	is	not	based	on	concepts	distinguishes	judgments	of	beauty	from	non-evaluative	cognitive	judgments	and	judgments	of	the
good,	both	of	which	make	a	claim	to	universal	validity	that	is	based	on	concepts.	–––,	1992.	But	the	universality	is	not	“based	on	concepts.”	That	is,	one's	claim	to	agreement	does	not	rest	on	the	subsumption	of	the	object	under	a	concept	(in	the	way,	for	example,	that	the	claim	to	agreement	made	by	the	judgment	that	something	is	green	rests	on	the
ascription	to	the	object	of	the	property	of	being	green,	and	hence	its	subsumption	under	the	concept	green).	Guyer	himself	proposes	disregarding	the	problematic	passage	at	5:217,	since	he	takes	it	to	indicate	the	intrusion	of	an	earlier,	incompatible	theory	(1979,	139–140;	for	a	detailed	discussion,	see	Guyer	1982);	Allison	suggests	instead	that	the
passage	be	amended	so	that	the	pleasure	is	understood	as	consequent	on	a	“universally	communicable”	mental	state,	rather	than	on	the	state's	universal	communicability	(2001,	p.	While	a	being	with	a	discursive	understanding	cannot	understand	how	an	organism	could	come	about	in	ways	that	do	not	involve	teleological	causation,	this	does	not	mean
this	could	not	be	understood	by	an	intuitive	understanding,	and	hence	that	the	production	of	organisms	is	impossible	without	such	causation.	202–212.	6).	–––,	1983.	“Beauty	as	the	Symbol	of	Morality,”	in	Cohen	and	Guyer	(1982).	Zinkin,	M.,	2006.	The	view	is	“mechanical”	to	the	extent	that	it	understands	the	development	of	one	species	from	another
as	a	natural	law-governed	process	which	does	not	require	special	appeal	to	an	purpose	in	the	case	of	each	new	species;	but	the	mechanism	is	“subordinated	to	teleology”	in	the	sense	that	the	starting-point	of	the	process,	namely	matter	which	itself	has	organization	and	life,	is	intelligible	only	by	appeal	to	purposes	(§80).	These	features	seem	to
suggest	that	they	should	be	assimilated,	instead,	to	objective	cognitive	judgments.	Most	defenders	of	the	argument	have	grasped	the	second	horn	of	the	dilemma.	A	further	important	distinction	is	that	between	objective	material	purposiveness	which	is	inner,	and	objective	material	purposiveness	which	is	merely	outer	or	relative;	this	distinguishes	the
kind	of	purposiveness	possessed	by	organisms	from	that	in	virtue	of	which	one	natural	thing	or	process	stands	in	a	means-end	relation	to	another.	2.6	Art,	Genius	and	Aesthetic	Ideas	While	Kant	attaches	special	importance	to	the	beauty	of	nature	(see	e.g.,	FI	XI,	20:244),	he	also	makes	clear	that	judgments	of	beauty	may	be	made	also	about	“fine”	or
“beautiful”	art	[schöne	Kunst].	The	Demands	of	Taste	in	Kant's	Aesthetics,	London	and	New	York:	Continuum.	Meerbote,	R.,	1982.	Kivy,	P.,	2009.	–––,	2004.	The	recent	translations	are:	Critique	of	Judgment,	trans.	Geiger	(2009)	also	holds	that	the	principle	is	required	for	all	empirical	cognition	(see	also	Geiger	2003),	but	argues	that	it	is	in	the
“Critique	of	Teleological	Judgment”,	and	not	in	the	Introductions	to	the	Critique	of	Judgment	(nor	in	the	Appendix	to	the	Dialectic	of	the	first	Critique),	that	Kant	offers	his	fullest	argument	for	its	necessity.	Metaphysics	and	the	Philosophy	of	Science,	Cambridge,	Mass.:	The	MIT	Press.	One	such	defence,	originally	proposed	by	Ameriks	in	his	1982
(subsequently	incorporated	into	Ameriks	2003),	relies	on	an	understanding	of	judgments	of	taste	as	objective,	and	hence	as	making	a	claim	to	universal	agreement	which	is	akin	to	that	made	by	cognitive	judgments.	If	I	can	take	it	that	everyone	ought	to	share	my	cognition	of	an	object	as	green	or	square,	then	I	must	also	be	entitled	to	take	it	that
everyone	ought	to	share	a	perception	of	the	object	in	which	my	faculties	are	in	free	play,	since	the	free	play	is	no	more	than	a	manifestation	of	what	is	in	general	required	for	an	object's	being	cognized	as	green	or	square	in	the	first	place.	The	especially	close	connection	between	judgments	of	beauty	and	the	faculty	of	judgment	is	reflected	in	Kant's
view	that	the	feeling	of	pleasure	in	a	beautiful	object	is	felt	in	virtue	of	an	exercise	of	reflective	judgment	(Introduction	VII,	FI	VIII).	Zuckert,	R.,	2002.	Relatedly,	how	are	we	to	reconcile	the	respective	roles	of	the	pure	concepts	of	the	understanding	(in	particular	the	concept	of	causality)	on	the	one	hand,	with	the	principle	of	nature's	purposiveness	for
our	cognitive	faculties	on	the	other?	3.6	Teleology,	Morality	and	Religion	Part	of	Kant's	aim	in	the	“Critique	of	Teleological	Judgment”	is	to	clarify	the	relation	of	natural	teleology	to	religion,	and	to	argue	in	particular	against	“physicoteleology,”	that	is,	the	attempt	to	use	natural	teleology	to	prove	the	existence	of	God.	Herman	and	C.	A	number	of
commentators	have,	in	addition,	laid	special	weight	on	the	connection	between	Kant's	aesthetics	and	his	views	on	empirical	cognition.	(For	more	on	this	activity,	see	the	discussion	of	the	“free	play	of	the	faculties”	in	Section	2.2;	for	more	on	the	notion	of	purposiveness,	see	Section	3.1.)	The	Third	Moment,	in	particular	§14,	is	the	main	evidence	for
Kant's	supposed	formalism	in	aesthetics;	for	more	on	Kant's	formalism,	see	Section	2.4.	Fourth	Moment	(§18–22)	Judgments	of	beauty	involve	reference	to	the	idea	of	necessity,	in	the	following	sense:	in	taking	my	judgment	of	taste	to	be	universally	valid,	I	take	it,	not	that	everyone	who	perceives	the	object	will	share	my	pleasure	in	it	and	(relatedly)
agree	with	my	judgment,	but	that	everyone	ought	to	do	so.	“Epigenetic	Theories:	Caspar	Friedrich	Wolff	and	Immanuel	Kant,”	in	Goy	and	Watkins	(eds.)	2014.	Parrini	(ed.),	Dordrecht:	Kluwer.	and	Watkins,	E.	But,	as	in	the	case	of	universal	validity,	the	necessity	is	not	based	on	concepts	or	rules	(at	least,	not	concepts	or	rules	that	are	determinate,
that	is,	of	a	kind	which	figure	in	cognition;	as	noted	earlier	in	this	section,	Kant	describes	it,	in	the	Antinomy	of	Taste,	as	resting	on	an	“indeterminate	concept”).	184–192),	Rind	(2002).	“A	New	Look	at	Kant's	View	of	Aesthetic	Testimony,”British	Journal	of	Aesthetics,	50	(1):	53–70.	Myskja,	B.	The	demand	for	universal	agreement	in	judgments	of	the
sublime	rests	on	an	appeal	to	moral	feeling	(§29,	265–266)	Taking	a	direct	interest	in	the	beauty	of	nature	indicates	“a	good	soul”	and	a	“mental	attunement	favorable	to	moral	feeling”	(§42,	298–299).	“Teleology	Then	and	Now:	The	Question	of	Kant's	Relevance	for	Contemporary	Controversies	Over	Function	in	Biology,”	Studies	in	History	and
Philosophy	of	Science	(Part	C),	37(4):	748–770	–––,	2012.	On	this	“one-act”	approach	the	act	of	judging	something	to	be	beautiful	is	a	single,	self-referential	act	of	judging	which	claims	its	own	universal	validity	with	respect	to	the	object	and	which	is	phenomenologically	manifested	as	a	feeling	of	pleasure.	Bell,	D.,	1987.	Much	of	Kant's	aesthetics	and
theory	of	teleology	is	developed	without	any	explicit	reference	to	the	faculty	of	judgment,	and	the	“Critique	of	Aesthetic	Judgment”	makes	no	mention	of	the	role	of	reflective	judgment	in	empirical	scientific	enquiry	(in	fact,	the	term	“reflective	judgment”	does	not	figure	in	the	“Critique	of	Aesthetic	Judgment”	at	all).	“The	Art	of	Judgement,”	Mind,	96:
221–244.	For	discussion	of	the	questions	of	disinterestedness	and	formalism,	see	Guyer	(1979,	chs.	2.1	What	is	a	Judgment	of	Beauty?	7)	offers	a	defence	of	the	importance	of	natural	beauty,	and	criticizes	Kemal's	(1986)	view	that	artistic	beauty	is	the	paradigm	object	of	aesthetic	experience	for	Kant.	“Kant's	Defense	of	Human	Moral	Status,”	Journal
of	the	History	of	Philosophy,	47	(1):	59–101.	A	purpose	is	“the	object	of	a	concept,	in	so	far	as	the	concept	as	seen	as	the	cause	of	the	object,”	and	purposiveness	is	“the	causality	of	a	concept	with	respect	to	its	object”	(§10,	220).	Hughes,	F.,	2006.	He	also	appears	to	identify	it	with	the	feeling	of	respect,	which	in	his	practical	philosophy	is	associated
with	recognition	of	the	moral	law	(§27,	257).	While	this	kind	of	view	is	rarely	explicitly	endorsed,	many	commentators	do	in	fact	offer	accounts	of	the	free	play	which	at	least	resemble	empirical	psychological	accounts,	raising	the	question	of	how	Guyer's	conclusion	is	to	be	avoided.	Others	who	have	emphasized	the	need	to	consider	the	role	of	the	ugly
in	Kant's	account	of	aesthetics	include	Hudson	(1991)	and	Wenzel	(1999).	Kant	on	Beauty	and	Biology:	An	Interpretation	of	the	Critique	of	Judgment,	Cambridge:	Cambridge	University	Press.	It	is	difficult	to	understand	the	implications	of	Kant's	discussion	of	mechanism	and	teleology	without	knowing	what	he	means	by	“mechanism,”	and
unfortunately	this	is	very	hard	to	determine	from	the	text.	Kant	suggests	that	a	judgment	of	taste	demands	agreement	in	the	same	way	that	an	objective	cognitive	judgment	demands	agreement	(see	e.g.,	Introduction	VII,	191	and	§6,	211):	just	as,	in	claiming	that	a	perceived	object	is	green	or	square,	I	take	it	that	everyone	else	ought	to	share	my
judgment	that	the	object	is	green	or	square,	so,	in	judging	an	object	to	be	beautiful,	I	claim	that	all	other	perceivers	of	the	object	should	find	it	beautiful	too.	Fisher,	M.,	2014	“Metaphysics	and	Physiology	in	Kant's	Attitude	Towards	Theories	of	Preformation,”	in	Goy	and	Watkins	(eds.)	2014.	“Reflective	Judgment	and	Taste,”	Noûs,	24:	63–78.	Chignell,
A.,	2007.	The	question	of	how	Kant	resolves	the	Antinomy	is	controversial.	Kant	gives	a	preliminary	explanation	of	this	idea	at	§64	by	calling	attention	to	three	respects	in	which	an	organism,	such	as	a	tree,	stands	in	a	causal	relation	to	its	own	existence.	Goy,	I.,	2014a.	Kant	develops	this	solution	in	detail	by	arguing	that	both	the	need	for	mechanistic
explanation	for	nature	as	a	whole,	and	the	specific	need	to	regard	some	products	of	nature	(specifically,	organisms)	in	teleological	terms,	are	due	to	peculiarities	of	our	human	cognitive	faculties.	5),	Patricia	Kitcher	(1990	ch.	3.	Hartmann	(ed.),	Baltimore:	The	Johns	Hopkins	University	Press;	reprinted	in	N.	Dickie,	G.,	1964.	For	example,	while	the
leaves	are	produced	by	the	tree	as	a	whole	and	depend	on	it	for	their	growth	and	maintenance,	they	are	in	turn	necessary	for	the	growth	and	maintenance	of	the	other	parts	of	the	tree,	for	example	the	trunk	and	roots.	McLaughlin,	P.,	1989.	Watkins	(ed.),	Oxford:	Oxford	University	Press.	(2)	Regardless	of	how	one	understands	the	task	of	reflecting
judgment,	and	the	content	of	the	corresponding	principle,	why	is	it	a	condition	of	the	successful	exercise	of	reflecting	judgment	that	we	assume	that	nature	is	suitable	for	reflecting	judgment?	Aesthetic	Reconstructions:	The	Seminal	Writings	of	Lessing,	Kant,	and	Schiller,	Oxford:	Blackwell.	Kant	seems	to	regard	them	as	amounting	to	the	same,	and
thus	to	be	committed	to	the	view	that	if	nature	is	empirically	conceptualizable	at	all,	we	must	also	recognize	the	empirical	regularities	it	manifests	as	lawlike,	and	the	corresponding	concepts	and	laws	must	fall	under	a	systematic	hierarchy.	First	published	Sat	Jul	2,	2005;	substantive	revision	Wed	Feb	13,	2013	Kant's	account	of	aesthetics	and
teleology	is	ostensibly	part	of	a	broader	discussion	of	the	faculty	or	power	of	judgment	[Urteilskraft],	which	is	the	faculty	“for	thinking	the	particular	under	the	universal”	(Introduction	IV,	5:179).	We	are	entitled	to	claim	that	everyone	ought	to	agree	with	our	cognitions:	for	example,	if	I	perceptually	cognize	an	object	as	being	green	and	square,	I	am
entitled	to	claim	that	everyone	else	ought	to	cognize	it	as	green	and	square.	McLaughlin	(1989,	1990),	and	following	him	Allison	(1991),	reject	this	reading,	instead	taking	the	notion	of	mechanism	in	the	relevant	sense	to	correspond	to	a	more	specific	type	of	causality,	namely	the	causality	by	which	the	parts	of	a	thing	determine	the	whole	rather	than
the	whole's	determining	the	parts;	this	view	is	also	taken	by	Zanetti	(1993).	They	thus	meet	the	definition	of	“purpose”	given	at	§10.	This	argument	on	its	own	is	not	sufficient	to	address	the	question	of	how	the	principles	are	to	be	reconciled	in	scientific	enquiry,	that	is,	how	we	are	to	seek	a	mechanical	explanation	of	organisms	(as	required	by	the
first	principle)	while	still	acknowledging	that	we	cannot	understand	them	except	by	appeal	to	purposes.	Still	later,	in	the	“Antinomy	of	Taste,”	Kant	seems	to	go	back	on	this	strong	claim	by	saying	that	a	judgment	of	beauty	rests	on	an	“indeterminate	concept”	(§57,	341);	however,	by	“concept”	here	he	diverges	from	the	standard	use	of	the	term
“concept”	as	referring	to	a	kind	of	representation	which	can	figure	in	cognition.	Kant	characterizes	the	principle	of	nature's	purposiveness	in	a	variety	of	different	ways	which	he	seems	to	treat	as	interchangeable	even	though	they	do	not,	on	the	face	of	it,	come	to	the	same	thing.	First,	in	producing	offspring	which	resemble	it,	a	tree	“produces	itself
as	far	as	its	species	is	concerned,”	so	that	the	species	of	the	tree	maintains	itself	in	existence.	Kant's	initial	definition	at	§10	suggests	that	the	paradigm	of	a	purpose	is	a	human	artifact,	since	this	typically	comes	into	being	as	a	result	of	the	artisan's	having	a	concept	of	the	object	he	or	she	plans	to	produce,	a	concept	which	is	thus	causally	efficacious
in	producing	its	object.	Not	every	predicative	use	of	the	word	“beautiful”	signals	the	making	of	a	judgment	of	beauty,	at	least	in	the	paradigmatic	sense	with	which	Kant	is	concerned	(for	a	useful	discussion,	see	Savile	1993,	ch.	–––,	2007.	Savile,	A.,	1981.	The	positive	role	of	natural	teleology	in	establishing	religion	and	morality	has	been	emphasized
by	Guyer	(see	especially	2000,	2001a,	2002),	who	takes	the	“Critique	of	Teleological	Judgment”	to	provide	an	important	argument	from	natural	teleology	to	morality.	A	more	common	view,	however,	is	to	see	judgments	of	beauty	not	as	grounded	in	morality,	but	rather,	along	with	judgments	of	the	sublime,	as	contributing	to	an	account	of	moral	feeling,
and	hence	of	how	morality	is	possible	for	human	beings	(for	a	clear	statement	of	the	contrast	between	these	views,	see	the	introduction	to	Guyer	1993).	Guyer	(1993,	ch.	Cavell,	S.,	1976.	“The	Myth	of	the	Aesthetic	Attitude,”	American	Philosophical	Quarterly,	1(1):	55–65.	Further	discussions	of	the	distinction	between	free	and	adherent	beauty	include
Scarre	(1981),	Lorand	(1989),	Gammon	(1999),	Kalar	(2006),	pp.	(Following	Kant's	usage,	the	expression	“judgment	of	beauty”	without	qualification	will	refer,	in	what	follows,	to	pure	judgments	of	beauty.)	The	most	important	elements	of	this	account	are	sketched	here	in	Sections	2.1	and	2.2,	and	which	correspond	roughly	to	the	“Analytic	of	the
Beautiful”	and	the	“Deduction	of	Pure	Aesthetic	Judgments”	respectively.	One	very	influential	approach	is	that	of	Donald	Crawford,	who	addresses	this	apparent	paradox	by	distinguishing	the	“judging”	of	the	object	which,	according	to	§9,	precedes	the	pleasure	in	it,	from	the	judgment	of	taste	proper,	which	is	based	on	the	pleasure	(1974,	pp.	See	also
Cohen's	(2006)	discussion	of	the	relation	between	Kant's	views	on	the	generation	of	organisms	and	his	conception	of	the	final	purpose	of	nature.	It	thus	applies	not	only	to	living	things	but	also	to	artifacts,	such	as	watches,	in	which	each	part	is	there	for	the	sake	of	its	relation	to	the	whole,	and	is	thus	in	a	sense	there	only	on	account	of	its	relation	to
the	whole.	Seebohm	(eds.)	Washington,	D.C.:	University	Press	of	America.	(1982)	–––,	1990.	4	and	5).	But	the	disinterested	character	of	the	feeling	distinguishes	them	from	other	judgments	based	on	feeling.	Guyer	emphasizes	the	role	played	by	the	third	Critique	in	supporting	Kant's	moral	theory,	in	explicit	contrast	to	the	suggestion	that	it	was
intended	to	fill	an	“imaginary	gap	in	his	epistemology”	(2009,	215).	As	noted	below	(Section	2.8),	Kant	draws	a	close	connection	between	our	capacity	for	aesthetic	judgment	and	our	nature	as	moral	beings,	and	even	though	Kant	himself	does	not	appeal	to	this	connection	in	the	deduction	of	taste,	some	commentators,	including	Elliott	(1968),
Crawford	(1974),	Kemal	(1986)	and	Savile	(1987),	have	taken	moral	considerations	to	constitute	the	ultimate	ground	of	the	legitimacy	of	judgments	of	beauty.	“The	Kantian	‘Dynamic	of	Reason’”.	“Kant	on	Music	and	the	Hierarchy	of	the	Arts,”	Journal	of	Aesthetics	and	Art	Criticism,	56	(3):	251–64.	Pippin,	R.,	1996.	On	the	one	hand,	judgments	of
beauty	are	based	on	feeling,	they	do	not	depend	on	subsuming	the	object	under	a	concept	(in	particular,	the	concept	of	a	purpose	which	such	an	object	is	supposed	to	satisfy),	and	they	cannot	be	proved.	“The	Significance	of	Taste:	Kant,	Aesthetic	and	Reflective	Judgment,”	Journal	of	the	History	of	Philosophy,	34(4):	549–569.	Imagination	and
Interpretation	in	Kant,	Chicago:	Chicago	University	Press.	–––,	2011.	A	further	point	of	interest	in	Kant's	discussion	of	art	is	his	claim	that	beauty	is	the	“exhibition”	[Darstellung,	also	translated	“presentation”]	(§49,	314)	or	“expression”	(§51,	319)	of	aesthetic	ideas.	If	it	is,	then	it	would	seem,	counterintuitively,	that	every	object	should	be	perceived	as
beautiful.	107–108.	A	similar	view	is	developed	by	Philip	Kitcher	(1986);	for	a	somewhat	revised	view,	see	his	(1994).	We	have	this	feeling	when	we	are	confronted	with	something	that	is	so	large	that	it	overwhelms	imagination's	capacity	to	comprehend	it.	Should	judgments	of	beauty	be	regarded	as	objective?	In	the	course	of	his	treatment	of	beautiful
art	in	§§43–54	he	discusses	fine	art	in	relation	to	the	production	of	human	artifacts	more	generally	(§43),	compares	fine	art	to	the	“arts”	of	entertaining	(telling	jokes,	decorating	a	table,	providing	background	music)	(§44),	and	makes	some	remarks	about	the	relation	between	the	beauty	of	art	and	that	of	nature,	claiming	in	particular	that	fine	art	must
“look	to	us	like	nature”	in	that	it	must	seem	free	and	unstudied	(§45).	“Kant	on	beauty	and	morality,”	Kant-Studien,	95(3):	338-354.	(ed.),	1998.	A	different	kind	of	connection	between	Kant's	natural	teleology	and	his	views	about	morality	is	suggested	in	Kain	(2009),	which	interprets	Kant's	biological	theories	as	supporting	his	view	that	all	members	of
the	human	species	(including	infants	and	the	severely	disabled)	have	moral	status.	“Nature	in	General	as	a	System	of	Ends,”	in	Goy	and	Watkins	(eds.)	2014.	Watkins,	E.,	2009.	“How	to	Save	Kant's	Deduction	of	Taste,”	Journal	of	Value	Inquiry,	16:	295–302;	reprinted	as	part	of	chapter	12	of	Ameriks	(2003).	Granted,	pace	Guyer,	that	the	claim	is
normative	without	being	moral,	further	questions	can	be	raised	about	its	strength	and	character.	However,	he	does	hold	that	the	natural	objects	figuring	in	these	useful	arrangements	have	a	type	of	purposiveness,	namely	outer	or	relative	purposiveness.	“Kant	and	Blumenbach	on	the	Bildungstrieb:	A	Historical	Misunderstanding”	Studies	in	History
and	Philosophy	of	Science	(Part	C),	31(1):	11–32.	“Kant	on	the	Subjectivity	of	Taste,”	in	Parret	(1998).	The	second	question	is	more	specific	and	can	be	framed	in	terms	of	aesthetic	experience:	can	Kant	allow	for	an	experience	of	displeasure	in	the	ugly,	and	if	he	can,	is	it	symmetrical	with	pleasure	in	the	beautiful?	Because	Kant's	terminology	is	not
always	consistent,	it	is	difficult	to	provide	a	definitive	characterization	of	the	various	types	of	purposiveness.	Rueger,	A.	Teleology	While	Kant's	ethical	theory	makes	frequent	reference	to	the	ends	or	purposes	adopted	by	human	beings,	the	“Critique	of	Teleological	Judgment”	is	concerned	with	the	idea	of	ends	or	purposes	in	nature.	Kant	calls	the
development	of	this	capacity	“culture,”	and	takes	it	to	require	the	acquisition	both	of	specific	abilities	(“culture	of	skill”)	and	of	the	ability	to	make	choices	without	being	influenced	by	the	inclinations	to	enjoyment	stemming	from	our	animal	nature	(“culture	of	discipline”).	Both	kinds	of	purposiveness	are	in	turn	divided	into	formal	and	material	(or
real).	“Lawfulness	Without	a	Law,”	Philosophical	Topics,	25(1):	37–81.	“Kant's	Aesthetics	and	the	‘Empty	Cognitive	Stock’,”	The	Philosophical	Quarterly,	1997:	459–476;	reprinted	in	Guyer	(2003).	“Logical	Purposiveness	and	the	Principle	of	Taste”	Kant-Studien,	96:	364-374.	2.3.5	Is	Beauty	Objective?	Rueger,	A.,	2009.	A	related	interpretative	issue
concerns	the	grounds	on	which	organisms	resist	mechanical	explanation,	and	hence	need	to	be	understood	teleologically.	“Understanding	Aestheticized,”	in	Kukla	(2006).	“Kant's	Concept	of	Beauty,”	History	of	Philosophy	Quarterly,	3:	311–24.	2.3.2	The	Free	Play	of	Imagination	and	Understanding	Kant's	notion	of	the	free	play	of	the	faculties
(sometimes	referred	to	as	the	“harmony	of	the	faculties”)	is	probably	the	most	central	notion	of	his	aesthetic	theory.	151–160.)	A	difficulty	with	that	approach,	however,	recognized	by	Guyer,	is	that	it	conflicts	with	another	passage	at	§9,	in	which	Kant	describes	the	pleasure	as	consequent	on	the	universal	communicability	of	the	subject's	mental	state
in	the	given	representation	(§9,	5:217).	In	particular	“purpose”	is	sometimes	used	to	apply	to	the	concept	rather	than	the	corresponding	object	(e.g.,	Introduction	IV,	180),	and	“purposiveness”	is	usually	used	to	denote,	not	the	causality	of	the	concept,	but	the	property	in	virtue	of	which	an	object	counts	as	a	purpose	(e.g.,	FI	IX,	234).	“Just	because
there	is	in	our	imagination	a	striving	to	advance	to	the	infinite,	while	in	our	reason	there	lies	a	claim	to	absolute	totality,	as	to	a	real	idea,	the	very	inadequacy	of	our	faculty	for	estimating	the	magnitude	of	the	things	in	the	sensible	world	[viz.,	imagination]	awakens	the	feeling	of	a	supersensible	faculty	in	us”	(§25,	250).	The	feeling	associated	with	the
sublime	is	a	feeling	of	pleasure	in	the	superiority	of	our	reason	over	nature,	but	it	also	involves	displeasure.	2)	and	(2003b).	But	now	in	the	Critique	of	Judgment,	Kant	suggests	that	imagination	and	understanding	can	stand	in	a	different	kind	of	relationship,	one	in	which	imagination's	activity	harmonizes	with	the	understanding	but	without
imagination's	being	constrained	or	governed	by	understanding.	The	Genesis	of	Kant's	Critique	of	Judgment,	Chicago:	Chicago	University	Press.	“A	New	Look	at	Kant's	Theory	of	Pleasure,”	Journal	of	Aesthetics	and	Art	Criticism,	60:	239–252.	Funke	and	T.	“The	Harmony	of	the	Faculties	Revisited,”	in	Kukla	(ed.)	2006,	162–193;	also	in	Guyer	(2005a).
8),	Walker	(1990),	Brittan	(1992).	Kant's	recognition	of	judgment	as	a	faculty	in	its	own	right,	and	hence	of	the	need	for	a	Critique	not	just	for	theoretical	and	practical	reason	but	also	for	judgment,	appears	to	be	connected	with	his	ascription	to	judgment	of	a	reflecting,	in	addition	to	a	merely	determining,	role.	But	it	is	possible	on	the	face	of	it	to
make	sense	of	Kant's	analysis	of	judgments	of	beauty,	and	of	his	argument	for	their	legitimacy,	without	appeal	to	the	account	of	the	faculty	of	judgment	offered	in	the	Introductions	to	the	Critique	of	Judgment.	Ameriks	has	argued	(1982,	1983,	1998,	2000)	that	in	spite	of	Kant's	claim	that	judgments	of	beauty	are	“subjectively	grounded,”	they	are
nonetheless	objective	in	the	same	sense	that	judgments	of	colour	and	other	secondary	qualities	are	objective.	Paul	Guyer	and	Eric	Matthews,	Cambridge:	Cambridge	University	Press,	2000.	A	different	suggestion	regarding	the	relevance	of	Kant's	views	to	contemporary	biology	is	offered	by	Roth	(2014),	who	argues	that	Kant's	anti-reductionism
regarding	organisms	—	that	they	cannot	be	understood	as	composed	out	of	pre-existing	parts	—	offers	a	model	for	contemporary	molecular	biology.	“Kant's	Conception	of	Empirical	Law,”	Proceedings	of	the	Aristotelian	Society,	(Supplementary	Volume)	64:	220–242;	reprinted	in	Guyer	(2005).	However,	Kant's	discussion	of	the	principle	has	been
thought	to	pose	a	number	of	serious	interpretative	and	philosophical	difficulties,	including	the	following:	(1)	How	are	the	various	formulations	of	the	principle	related?	Kant's	Theory	of	Biology,	Berlin/New	York:	Walter	de	Gruyter.	Kant's	suggestion	that	representational	art	has	“adherent”	rather	than	“free”	beauty,	and	that	judgments	about	such	art
fail	to	be	pure,	might	also	invite	the	objection	that	Kant	takes	nonrepresentational	art	to	be	superior	to	representational	art,	so	that,	say,	wallpaper	designs	are	aesthetically	more	valuable	than	the	ceiling	of	the	Sistine	Chapel.	Makkreel,	R.,	1990.	Although	these	issues	are	central	to	understanding	the	core	of	Kant's	view,	readers	seeking	a	more
general	survey	of	Kant's	aesthetics	can	omit	this	section.	Nuzzo,	A.,	2009.	Kant	also	describes	the	feeling	of	the	sublime	as	a	“pleasure	which	is	possible	only	by	means	of	a	displeasure”	(§27,	260)	and	as	a	“negative	liking”	(General	Remark	following	§29,	269).	–––,	2003c.	–––,	2000.	Werner	Pluhar,	Indianapolis:	Hackett,	1987.	“Kant	On	Free	And
Dependent	Beauty,”	British	Journal	of	Aesthetics,	21:	351–362.	Schaper,	E.,	1979.	In	claiming	that	judgments	of	beauty	have	both	sets	of	features,	Kant	can	be	seen	as	reacting	equally	against	the	two	main	opposing	traditions	in	eighteenth-century	aesthetics:	the	“empiricist”	tradition	of	aesthetics	represented	by	Hume,	Hutcheson	and	Burke,	on
which	a	judgment	of	taste	is	an	expression	of	feeling	without	cognitive	content,	and	the	“rationalist”	tradition	of	aesthetics	represented	by	Baumgarten	and	Meier,	on	which	a	judgment	of	taste	consists	in	the	cognition	of	an	object	as	having	an	objective	property.	W.,	1969.	What	Functions	Explain:	Functional	Explanation	and	Self-Reproducing
Systems,	Cambridge:	Cambridge	University	Press.	Horstmann,	R.-P.,	1989.	Much	of	the	discussion	of	these	and	related	questions	was	stimulated	by	Buchdahl,	who	argues	(1969,	1969a)	that	the	principle	of	causality	in	the	Analytic	of	the	Critique	of	Pure	Reason	is	insufficient	to	account	for	nature's	subordination	to	particular	causal	laws	and	that,	in
addition,	a	principle	of	systematicity	is	required	to	account	for	nature's	empirical	lawlikeness.	“Annotated	Bibliography	to	Kant's	Teleology,”	Kant	Yearbook,	1:	249–266.	This	combination	of	features	seems	to	suggest	that	judgments	of	beauty	should	be	assimilated	to	judgments	of	the	agreeable.	2.3.4	The	Character	of	the	Claim	to	Agreement	What
kind	of	claim	to	agreement	is	made	by	a	judgment	of	taste?	But	Kant	also	allows	for	subjective	material	purposiveness,	which	is	the	kind	of	purposiveness	exhibited	by	an	agreeable	object,	i.e.,	one	which	pleases	our	senses	(FI	VIII,	224);	and	for	objective	formal	purposiveness,	which	is	exhibited	by	geometrical	figures	in	virtue	of	their	fruitfulness	for
solving	mathematical	problems	(§62).	“The	Harmony	of	the	Faculties	in	Recent	Books	on	the	Critique	of	the	Power	of	Judgment,”	Journal	of	Aesthetics	and	Art	Criticism,	61:	201–221.	Kant	can	thus	be	seen	as	addressing	a	problem	which	is	also	of	concern	to	present-day	philosophers	of	biology:	how	to	make	sense	of	the	idea	that	biological	entities	and
processes	can	have	purposes	or	functions	without	presupposing	the	existence	of	a	divine	designer.	(This	is	closely	related	to	the	point	that	their	universality	is	not	based	on	concepts).	Why	can't	we	pursue	our	attempts,	say,	to	arrive	at	a	systematic	hierarchy	of	natural	concepts	and	laws,	without	assuming	in	advance	that	nature	will	favour	our
efforts?	However,	they	nonetheless	involve	the	representation	of	what	Kant	calls	“purposiveness”	[Zweckmässigkeit].	3.5	Nature	as	a	System	of	Purposes	Kant	is	concerned	with	the	role	of	teleology	in	our	understanding	not	only	of	individual	organisms,	but	also	of	other	natural	things	and	processes,	and	of	nature	as	a	whole.	Relatedly,	it	has	been
objected	Kant	does	not	allow	room	for	reason-giving,	and	more	generally,	criticism	in	aesthetics;	that	objection	is	addressed	in	Crawford	(1970)	and	(on	lines	suggested	by	Crawford)	in	Wilson	(2007).	There	has	been	disagreement	among	commentators	about	whether	there	is	any	underlying	philosophical	unity	to	Kant's	notion	of	purposiveness,	and,	in
particular,	whether	the	notion	of	purposiveness	which	figures	in	the	aesthetic	context	is	the	same	as	that	which	figures	in	Kant's	account	of	organisms.	Antithetical	Arts,	Oxford:	Oxford	University	Press.	Zumbach,	C.,	1984.	Kant	also	claims	that	“if	the	cognition	of	natural	purposes	is	connected	with	that	of	the	moral	purpose”	then	“it	is	of	great
significance	for	assisting	the	practical	reality	of	the	idea	[of	God]”	(§88,	456).	82–89,	and	Zuckert	(2007),	pp.	An	artist	endowed	with	genius	has	a	natural	capacity	to	produce	objects	which	are	appropriately	judged	as	beautiful,	and	this	capacity	does	not	require	the	artist	him-	or	herself	to	consciously	follow	rules	for	the	production	of	such	objects;	in
fact	the	artist	himself	does	not	know,	and	so	cannot	explain,	how	he	or	she	was	able	to	bring	them	into	being.	According	to	Guyer,	the	answer	is	no	(see	especially	1979,	pp.	See	for	example	Weiskel	(1976)	and	Hertz	(1978),	both	of	whom	interpret	Kant's	account	of	the	sublime	in	psychoanalytic	terms,	as	well	as	the	discussions	of	the	Kantian	sublime
in	de	Man	(1990)	and	Lyotard	(1994).	“Genius”	here	means	something	different	from	brilliance	of	intellect.	These	are	described	here	in	Section	3.3	and	3.4,	respectively.	Kant's	Aesthetic	Theory,	Madison:	University	of	Wisconsin	Press.	Silverman	and	G.	Janaway,	C.,	1997.	It	might	be	supposed	from	this	that	Kant's	core	account	of	judgments	of	beauty
is	only	peripherally	applicable	to	art,	which	would	make	it	largely	irrelevant	to	the	concerns	of	contemporary	aesthetics.	Crowther,	P.,	1989.	(The	terms	“end”	and	“purpose”	in	translations	of	the	Critique	of	Judgment	both	correspond	to	the	German	term	Zweck;	the	cognate	German	term	Zweckmässigkeit	is	generally	translated	as	“purposiveness,”
although	the	term	“finality”	has	sometimes	also	been	used.	For	example,	at	§8	Kant	denies	that	the	judgment	that	roses	in	general	are	beautiful	is	a	judgment	of	beauty	or	judgment	of	taste	proper:	it	is	not	an	“aesthetic”	but	an	“aesthetically	grounded	logical	judgment.”	There	is	also	room	for	debate	about	whether	the	intuitive	notion	of	a	judgment	of
beauty,	for	Kant,	allows	for	negative	judgments	of	beauty	(see	2.3.6	below).	Secondary	Sources	There	is	a	large	and	ever-increasing	secondary	literature	on	Kant's	aesthetics	and	teleology.	Since	§9	is	specifically	addressed	to	the	issue	“whether	in	a	judgment	of	taste	the	feeling	of	pleasure	precedes	the	judging	of	the	object	or	the	judging	precedes	the
pleasure,”	a	problem	whose	answer	is	“the	key	to	the	critique	of	taste	and	hence	deserves	full	attention”	(216),	commentators	have	taken	very	seriously	the	task	of	reconciling	§9	with	Kant's	other	characterizations	of	the	judgment	of	taste.	We	have	to	assume	the	existence	of	a	being	with	these	attributes	if	we	ourselves	are	to	adopt	the	purpose
required	by	the	moral	law,	a	purpose	which	Kant	calls	the	“highest	good”	and	which	is	discussed	in	his	moral	writings.	5)	or	the	“form	of	unity	of	diversity	as	such”	(2007,	p.	–––,	1998.	“Objectivity	in	Kant's	Aesthetic	Judgment:	Eva	Schaper	on	Kant,”	British	Journal	of	Aesthetics,	21:	364–369.	A	related	question	concerns	the	relative	importance	for
Kant	of	natural	as	opposed	to	artistic	beauty.	But	one	might	still	raise	questions	about	the	character	of	the	demand,	either	because	there	are	in	turn	questions	to	be	raised	about	what	it	is	for	a	cognitive	judgment	to	claim	agreement,	or	because	it	is	not	clear	that	the	claim	can	in	fact	be	the	same,	given	that	in	the	aesthetic	case	one	is	claiming	that
others	share	one's	feeling,	as	opposed	to	demanding	that	they	apply	the	same	concept	to	the	object.	“Unity	of	Organism,	Unity	of	Thought,	and	the	Unity	of	the	Critique	of	Judgment,”	Southern	Journal	of	Philosophy,	30	(Supplement):	139–155.	2.3.3	The	Intentionality	of	the	Pleasure	Does	the	feeling	of	pleasure	in	a	judgment	of	taste	have	intentional
content?	Kant's	insistence	that	there	is	an	alternative	to	these	two	views,	one	on	which	judgments	of	beauty	are	both	based	on	feeling	and	make	a	claim	to	universal	validity,	is	probably	the	most	distinctive	aspect	of	his	aesthetic	theory.	Fricke,	C.,	1990.	The	Hackett	edition	is	more	readable,	and	contains	explanatory	notes	which	will	be	useful	to	the
less	specialized	reader.	“Kant's	Account	of	Biological	Causation,”	in	Goy	and	Watkins	(eds.)	2014.	Kant	thinks	that	this	is	the	case	in	particular	for	organisms,	which	are	“natural	purposes”	(see	Section	3.3	below).	Tonelli,	G.,	1954.	Kant	also	suggests	that	it	has	a	more	fundamental	role	to	play	in	making	cognition	possible,	in	particular	that	it	enables
us	to	regard	nature	as	empirically	lawlike	(see	especially	Introduction	V,	5:184),	and,	even	more	fundamentally,	that	it	is	responsible	for	the	formation	of	all	empirical	concepts	(see	especially	FI	V,	20:211–213).	It	is	also	prefigured	in	the	“Analytic	of	the	Beautiful,”	in	particular	at	§9	and	§22,	although	the	argument	of	§22,	which	appeals	to	the	notion
of	a	“common	sense”,	takes	a	somewhat	different	form	from	the	presentation	in	the	“Deduction	of	Taste”	proper.	We	cannot	assert	that	nature	is,	as	a	matter	of	objective	fact,	purposive	for	our	cognitive	faculties,	but	it	is	a	condition	of	the	exercise	of	reflecting	judgment	that	we	assume	nature's	purposiveness	for	our	cognitive	faculties.	Guyer's
understanding	of	the	claim	has	been	criticized	by	a	number	of	commentators,	including	Rogerson	(1982),	Ginsborg	(1990,	ch.	Hudson,	H.,	1991.	A	variety	of	still	more	recent	approaches	to	the	free	play	are	summarized	and	discussed	in	Guyer	(2009).	Critique	of	the	Power	of	Judgment	(The	Cambridge	Edition	of	the	Works	of	Immanuel	Kant),	ed.
Kant's	Aesthetic	Epistemology,	Edinburgh:	Edinburgh	University	Press.	But	organisms	are	unlike	artifacts	in	that	they	are	not	produced	or	maintained	by	an	external	cause,	but	instead	have	the	self-producing	and	self-maintaining	character	that	is	revealed	in	the	kinds	of	vital	properties	(reproduction	of	young,	capacity	to	nourish	themselves,
reciprocal	dependence	of	parts,	capacity	for	self-repair)	which	Kant	illustrates	with	the	example	of	the	tree.	Ginsborg,	H.,	1990.	The	views	touched	on	in	this	section	represent	only	a	sampling	of	the	various	accounts	of	the	free	play	which	have	been	offered.	References	to	the	First	Introduction	are	introduced	by	the	abbreviation	“FI.”	Quotations	follow
the	Cambridge	translation	(see	below),	with	occasional	divergences.	Thus	aesthetic	ideas	“seek	to	approximate	to	an	exhibition”	of	rational	ideas.	“The	Antinomy	of	Teleological	Judgment:	What	It	Is	and	How	It	Is	Solved?”	in	Goy	and	Watkins	(eds.)	2014.	More	recently,	the	connection	between	aesthetics	and	morality,	and	in	particular	the	role	of
aesthetics	in	supporting	the	human	moral	vocation,	has	been	emphasized	by	Guyer;	see	the	introduction	to	his	(1993),	and,	more	recently,	(2003c).	“Kant	on	the	Purity	of	the	Ugly,”	in	Guyer	2005,	141–162.	Fulda	and	J.	The	Kantian	Sublime,	Oxford:	Clarendon	Press.	Kant	also	offers	a	typology	of	the	various	fine	arts	(§51)	and	a	comparison	of	their
respective	aesthetic	value	(§53),	with	poetry	at	the	top	and	music	—	at	least	as	far	as	the	“cultivation	of	the	mind”	is	concerned	—	at	the	bottom.	“Kant's	Rationalist	Aesthetics,”	Kant-Studien,	98:	443-463.	Friedman,	M.,	1991.	Gracyk,	T.,	1986.	We	make	sense	of	an	organism	by	coming	to	understand	what	the	functions	of	its	various	parts	are	(e.g.,	by
coming	to	understand	that	the	function	of	the	heart	is	to	pump	blood	round	the	body,	or	that	the	heart	is	there	“in	order	to”	pump	blood	round	the	body)	just	as	we	make	sense	of	an	artifact	such	as	a	watch	by	coming	to	understand	the	functions	of	its	parts	(e.g.,	that	a	particular	wheel	is	there	in	order	to	turn	the	hour	hand).	He	has	very	little	to	say
about	the	judgment	that	an	object	is	not	beautiful,	or	about	the	displeasure	associated	with	judging	an	object	to	be	ugly.	Paul	Guyer,	trans.	Moran	(2012)	understands	the	demand	as	reflecting	a	sense	of	obligation	or	requirement,	distinct	from	moral	obligation,	but	stronger	than	that	present	in	the	case	of	empirical	cognitive	judgment.	5–7),	but
rejects	Ginsborg's	view	that	this	in	turn	amounts	to	normative	lawfulness	as	such	(2007,	84n28);	on	her	view,	the	lawfulness	of	the	contingent	is	to	be	understood	as	“the	unity	of	the	diverse”	(2007,	p.	Baz,	A.,	2005.	Kants	Ästhetik/Kant's	Aesthetics/L'esthétique	de	Kant,	Berlin/New	York:	Walter	de	Gruyter.	13).	(This	corresponds	to	the	third	of	the
features	to	which	Kant	drew	our	attention	in	the	example	of	the	tree	at	§64.)	This	condition	is	not	met	by	artifacts,	a	point	which	Kant	illustrates	by	appeal	to	the	example	of	a	watch,	whose	parts,	unlike	the	parts	of	a	plant	or	animal,	do	not	produce	one	another	or	maintain	one	another	in	existence.	and	Guyer,	P.,	1982.	This	article,	and	much	of	the
literature	referred	to,	approaches	Kant's	views	largely	from	the	perspective	of	the	analytic	tradition	in	philosophy.	“A	Case	for	Kantian	Artistic	Sublimity:	A	Response	to	Abaci,”	The	Journal	of	Aesthetics	and	Art	Criticism,	68(2):	167–170.	Experience	presents	us	with	many	cases	in	which	features	of	a	living	thing's	environment,	both	organic	and
inorganic,	are	beneficial	or	indeed	necessary	to	it:	for	example	rivers	are	helpful	to	the	growth	of	plants,	and	thus	indirectly	to	human	beings,	because	they	deposit	soil	and	thus	create	fertile	land	(§63,	367);	grass	is	necessary	for	cattle	and	other	herbivorous	animals,	which	in	turn	provide	food	for	carnivores	(§63,	368).	At	least	part	of	Kant's	solution
consists	in	the	claim	that	both	principles	are	merely	“regulative”	rather	than	“constitutive,”	that	is,	that	they	do	not	state	how	nature	really	is,	but	only	present	principles	which	we	must	follow	in	investigating	nature.	Floyd,	J.,	1998.	Kant's	formalism	was	particularly	influential,	via	the	influence	of	Hanslick,	in	musical	theory;	for	recent	discussion	see
Kivy	(2009),	ch.	The	Truth	in	Painting,	translated	by	G.	Guyer	(1990a)	follows	McFarland	(1970)	in	ascribing	less	cognitive	significance	to	the	principle	of	nature's	purposiveness	for	our	cognitive	faculties,	holding	that	it	is	required	only	to	provide	us	with	rational	motivation	for	attempts	at	systematizing	nature;	see	also	Guyer	(1990b),	(1979,	ch.
There	is	an	influential	discussion	of	beauty	as	the	symbol	of	morality	in	Cohen	(1982).	69–74).	But	this	approach,	which	is	perhaps	closest	to	the	letter	of	Kant's	text,	raises	a	question:	what	kind	of	normativity	is	this,	if	not	that	associated	with	morality	or,	more	generally,	practical	rationality?	In	the	case	of	the	dynamically	sublime,	the	feeling	of
reason's	superiority	to	nature	is	more	direct	than	in	the	mathematical	case.	288–290).	–––,	2003.	“Reason	and	Reflective	Judgment:	Kant	on	the	Significance	of	Systematicity,”	Noûs,	24:	17–43;	reprinted	in	Guyer	(2005).	“Beauty,	Freedom,	and	Morality:	Kant's	Lectures	on	Anthropology	and	the	Development	of	his	Aesthetic	Theory,”	in	Essays	on
Kant's	Anthropology,	Brian	Jacobs	and	Patrick	Kain	(eds.),	Cambridge:	Cambridge	University	Press,	2003,	pp.	It	might	seem	implausible,	then,	that	Kant's	views	could	have	any	relevance	to	contemporary	biological	thought.	English-language	treatments	of	Kant's	aesthetics	which	accommodate	more	of	a	“continental”	perspective	include	Makkreel
(1990),	Pillow	(2000),	and	Gasché	(2003).	“Kant	on	Recognizing	Beauty,”	European	Journal	of	Philosophy,	18(3)	385–413.	Accordingly	much	of	the	secondary	literature	on	Kant's	aesthetics	has	treated	it	in	isolation	from	the	more	general	account	of	judgment	in	which	it	is	embedded,	and	the	same	is	true,	perhaps	to	an	even	greater	extent,	in	the	case
of	Kant's	teleology.	As	noted	in	Section	2.3.4	above,	some	commentators	take	the	demand	for	universal	validity	made	by	a	judgment	of	beauty	to	amount	to	a	moral	demand,	so	that	Kant's	argument	for	the	universal	validity	of	such	judgments	depends	on	an	appeal	to	morality.
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