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Chapter One
Intuition and Judgment

Kant attributes to the understanding, the facultypmntaneity, two kinds of acts: judgment and
sensible synthesis. In the Introduction | argued thwould be a mistake to regard these as
identical. Rather, they are specifically distirsd, that an act of synthesis is not an act of
judgment, and vice versa. If these acts are distvever, we need to ask on what grounds
both of them are attributed to the understandirngs problem, which | call the Problem of the
Unity of the Understanding, or Unity Problem, isaeg&rbated by the fact that Kant seems to
define the understanding as a capacity for judgn&mthe problem is how a capacity that is
defined as a capacity for judgment can also beoresple for an act that is specifically distinct
from judgment.

In developing a solution to this problem | wanbegin by considering Kant’'s conception
of judgment. This is the topic of the present chaps well as the next one. Specifically, 1 will
focus on the relation judgment bears to intuitibhis relation is of particular relevance to the
Unity Problem for the following reason. The acsehsible synthesis concerns sensible
manifolds. This means that it concerns intuitioanKs view is that a sensible manifold amounts
to an intuition only on the condition that it exigba certain kind of synthetic unity. This is the

unity for which the act of sensible synthesis spansible. If we want to investigate the relation



between the capacity to judge and the capacitgdosible synthesis, we therefore need to
determine what the relation is between the resgegtioducts of these acts; that is, between
judgments, on the one hand, and intuitions, orother.

Beginning with the relation between judgment artdition is recommended by another
consideration, as well. As | shall argue in therselof this chapter, the role intuition plays in
Kant's theory of cognition is frequently misundexsd. Failure to understand the relation
between judgment and intuition, however, in tuldketo a distorted view of the relation
between the underlying capacities; in particuldeads to a distorted view of the relation
between judgment and synthesis. To get the UnitplBm properly into focus, therefore, | shall
give a rather detailed discussion, in this chapier the next, of Kant’s theory of judgment, with
the focus being on the place of intuition in it.

The task of Chapter One is largely negative: llgliatuss in some detail a family of
views of how judgment relates to intuition, andusrghat they are mistaken. As part of the
discussion, however, significant insights will egeeabout how Kant’s theory of judgment needs
to be understood. Building on these insights, lell®y my own positive interpretation of this
theory, and the role of intuition in it, in Chapiwo.

Chapter One breaks down into four parts. In thet part | give a preliminary discussion
of Kant’'s fundamental division of cognitive faceli into understanding and sensibility, and,
building on this discussion, turn to the distinotimetween Pure General and Transcendental
Logic. | argue that for the purposes of this inigadton the focus must be on the theory of
judgment as it is developed in Transcendental Ldggcause Transcendental Logic does,

whereas Pure General Logic does not, considerethgan of judgment to intuition.



In Part Two | introduce a view of the relation iilon bears to judgment which | call
proto-Fregeanism. Proto-Fregeanism is an instahadamily of views | call Component Views,
according to which intuition is, in a sense to kédnined, a component of judgment. The
discussion, and rejection, of Component Views afitron occupies the remainder of the
chapter. In Part Two | motivate proto-Fregeanisith iiise some objections for it. Part Three
continues the discussion of proto-Fregeanism bgldging an interpretation of the first section
of the chapter of th€ritique entitled “Clue to the Discovery of All Pure Concepf the
Understanding,” in which Kant sketches his thedrjudgment. On the basis of this
interpretation, | conclude that proto-Fegeanismtrbesejected. The chapter concludes, in Part
Four, with a discussion of a different kind of Cammpnt View, which is advocated by Henry
Allison. | argue that this view is equally inadetpjaand end by suggesting that Component
Views of any kind should be rejected. | thus lag ¢inound for developing what | take to be the

correct view of the relation of judgment to intaitiin Chapter Two.

1. Judgment in Transcendental Logic

1.1 Judgment and Cognition

A theory of judgment has its proper place in lopecause logic, in Kant’'s view, treats of
the rules of the understanding in genérhese are the rules that govern the characteristic
exercises of this faculty, and judging is centrabag these. But since Kant distinguishes
different kinds of logic, it is not immediately elewhich kind, or kinds, contain those aspects of

the theory of judgment that matter for the purpasfeaeCritique.? In particular, the distinction

! Cf. A52/B76.

2 In the Introduction to the Transcendental Logi distinguishes between pure general and applieergklogic,
as well as various particular logics (cf. A52f/BY.6f is not necessary for our purposes to distiusse distinctions
in any detail. We can simply note that while gehbgic is concerned with thought about any subjeetter



between Pure General Logic (PGL) and Transcendeatat (TL) is important here. Judgment
is treated in both, and a complete, general acanfijntlgment has to accommodate this fact.
However, as | argue in what follows, for our purp®enly TL is relevant. The gist of the
argument is that TL does, while PGL does not, tigdgment as a species of cognition. Since we
are interested in the relation between judgmenti@tuition, and this relation comes into view
only if one considers judgment as a species ofitiognthis is the aspect of judgment that
matters’

As Kant uses the term, it is essential to a cogmithat it has objective purport, but it
need not amount to knowledgy#Vith regard to judgment this means that insofdt &sa species
of cognition, a judgment purports to be true osdabf objects. This feature is constitutive of

judgment qua cognition. If a judgment fails to heetor false of objects, it is therefore deficient.

whatsoever, a particular logic deals with thoudiuw a specific subject-matter, such as the objEgi$ysics or
the objects of biology. Applied logic, by contrasta kind of cognitive psychology. Unlike gendiic, which is
pure, applied logic is an empirical discipline.
3 A general account of judgment does not, howeweedrio take into consideration the various pasiciggics,
which deal only with judgments about objects ofatipular kind.
* One might object that there are kinds of judgmevitich bear a relation to intuition, yet do not ambto
cognition. TheProlegomena’sludgments of Perception are perhaps a case in(pbiRrol., 818, Ak. 1V, 297f.).
Arguably, then, it is not necessary to focus orgjudnt as a species of cognition if one wants togdoirto view the
relation between judgment and intuition. My respotgsthis objection is that | am interested inrlation between
judgment and intuition in the first place, becatisetopic of my inquiry is the role of the understang in
cognition. The argument | am about to give is ideghto show that for the purposes of this inquigy account of
judgment contained in Pure General Logic can beed@éded because this account is so abstract tygplies to all
kinds of judgments whatsoever, regardless of whettey purport to be cognitions. If Judgments afception do
not purport to be cognitions, the nature of thatieh between judgment and intuition in such judgteean
likewise be disregarded, as far as the topic afitiguiry is concerned.

| should add that it is by no means clear how ik8rattion between Judgments of Perception and
Judgments of Experience that is sketched irPtiséegomenaelates to the account of judgment given in the
Critique. Taking a stand on this issue would take me toafietd from my present concerns. For discussiothisf
topic, as well as references to further literatsess AllisonKant's Transcendental Idealisrh78-185, and
Longuenesse&Kant and the Capacity to Judge;7-197; see also the extended discussion in atscheinung bei
Kant, who makes the Judgment of Perception doctrinenttadeslement in his interpretation of tBeitique.
® In theJasche-Logikant glosses ‘cognition’ as ‘conscious represémnathat is related to an object’; there is a
similar gloss in the so-callegtufenleiteqpassage at A320/B376f. Note that, as both passagks clear, Kant
regards not just judgments, but also intuitions emrcepts as cognitions. For a passage in whidpéaks of false
cognitions see A59/B83: “[...] denn eine Erkenntsisfalsch, wenn sie mit dem Gegenstande, woralfetegen
wird, nicht Ubereinstimmt [...]" (For a cognitios false, if it does not correspond to the objectyhich it is
related).



Kant calls this defect emptine$sie also says of empty judgments that they do awélsense

"’ A judgment counts as a cognition, then, only i§ ihot empty.

or meaning

This point follows from a general thesis of Karttancerning cognition, which | call the
Heterogeneity Thesis. This is the thesis that taesdwo distinct sources of cognition, each
having its own distinctive forfiThe Heterogeneity Thesis implies that there aredistinct,
and logically independent, sets of conditions ognition, one for each of the two sources. Since
Kant calls these sources, respectively, the faaflgensibility and the faculty of the
understanding, | will talk about sensible conditi@nd intellectual conditions. For a
representation to be a cognition it has to sabshh sets of conditions. Only then do we have the
kind of cooperation between the two faculties re@ifor cognition.

The cooperation requirement can be spelled outlksys. Because each faculty is the
source of a distinct kind of representation, coapen requires that the representations of one
faculty meet the conditions deriving from the otfeaulty. Thus, for cognition to occur, the
representations of sensibility, intuitions, mustethe intellectual conditions, while the
representations of the understanding, conceptgualggnents, must meet the sensible conditions.
It follows that there are two ways in which a regamtation can satisfy one set of conditions, but
not the other. Kant has names for the resultingasf Failure of an intellectual representation to
satisfy the sensible conditions results in the émeps of a judgmeritThe corresponding failure

of a sensible representation to satisfy the intali@ conditions results in the blindness of an

intuition. | take it that this is the point of tf@mous dictum that thoughts without content are

® Cf. e.g. A62/B87, A155/B194.

’ Sinn oder Bedeutun@\155/B194f.; see also A240/B299).

8 Cf. Introduction, p.***

° Note that the same holds for concepts. A concéitiwfails to meet the sensible conditions on ctgniis
likewise called empty. However, since conceptsaray be used in judgments, we need to focus onmuedd.



empty, while intuitions without concepts are blffEmpty thoughts, then, are judgments which
fail to satisfy the sensible conditions on cogmittd

Part of my point in talking about sensible andlietdual conditions on cognition is to
resist too simplistic a model of what the needeapeoation of sensibility and understanding
consists in. On the simplistic model every actagration requires the joint occurrence — the
simultaneous tokening, we might say — of an imtaitand a judgment. But the simplistic model
is not Kant's. On Kant’s view, a judgment satisfibe sensible conditions on cognition by being
related, in the right way, to possible intuitiomfese intuitions need not be actual, that is, they
need not ever occur. All that is required is that ¢conditions governing tipossibilityof these
intuitions are satisfied. Correlatively, an intartican satisfy the intellectual conditions on
cognition by being related, in the right way, tepible judgments. The judgments need not be
actual, that is, they need not ever be made. Tht pan be summed up by saying that cognition
requires that the object of a judgment be iahl# and that intuitions be thiabkle | will say
more about what these conditions amount to in ¢lgeial.

One thing needs to be clarified right away, howeWhnat | have said may make it seem
as if intuitions and judgments are on a par, insimese that they are equally kinds of cognition.

But this is mistaken. Properly speaking, only juégis count as cognitions. To be sure, in the

10«Gedanken ohne Inhalt sind leer, Anschauungen &weugiffe sind blind* (Thoughts without content ampty,
intuitions without concepts are blind) (A51/B75)Kant does not use the term ‘thought’ in the Fregeznse of a
judgeable content. Rather, for Kant ‘thought’ apdigment’ are equivalent. Consider, e.g., the foifegy passage
from 822 of theProlegomena,Denken [...] ist Vorstellungen in einem Bewultsgareinigen. [...] Die
Vereinigung der Vorstellungen in einem Bewul3tssirdas Urteil. Also ist Denken so viel, als Urtrife.]* (To
think [...] is to unite representations in one adossness. [...] The unification of representationsne
consciousness is judgment. Therefore, thinking artsoto judging [...]) (Ak. IV, 304).

™ Notice that an empty judgment is not nothings laijudgment, in that it is an act of the undexditagy which has
both the logical form of a judgment, as well as#ain kind of content. The judgments of traditibmetaphysics,
which Kant discusses in the Transcendental Dialesérve to show this. They are paradigm casasdghjents that
fail to satisfy the sensible conditions on cogmiti&xactly how the kind of content an empty judgtrieas is to be
characterized we are not in a position to saylyame back to this issue in Chapter Two, §3.2 J*or now, all
we can say is that an empty judgment is an adtefihderstanding, which purports to, but failsepdcognition,
where this means that the judgment purports tofdistto be, true or false of objects.



famousStufenleiterpassage referred to above (see p. 4, fn. 5), $f@edks of intuitions and
concepts as, respectively, species of cognitiom] Bunk this remark can be read in a way that
makes it compatible with the claim that, strictheaking, only judgments count as cognition.
The latter claim depends on the definition of ctignias a representation that can be true or
false of objects. Clearly, only judgments are ctigns in this sense. Neither concepts nor
intuitions, taken individually, are truth-evaluabfeBy contrast, in th&tufenleiteikant defines
cognition as ‘conscious representation relatingrt@bject’ On this definition, both concepts
and intuitions do count as cognitions, becausejilabecome clear in what follows, both
concepts and intuitions are conscious representatilating to an object.

The charitable reading, it seems, would be to saywe have two different uses of the
term ‘cognition’ in play; call them cognition inehwide sense and cognition in the narrow sense,
respectively. As long as we are clear on whichaénat issue, this should not pose a serious
problem. For the wide sense, on which intuitiond eoncepts taken individually count as
cognitions, is parasitic on the narrow sense, oitlwvbnly judgments can be cognitions. This is
easy to see in the case of concepts. For Kant lioéds concept relates to an object just in case
it can enter into judgments which are true or fallsmay be harder to see that a similar point
holds with regard to intuitions. However, as witherge from my discussion in this chapter and
the next, an intuition relates to an object justase it is the possible content of a judgment,

which is truth-evaluabl&?

2t is clear that Kant would agree with this claiy. way of evidence, consider the following two gmges: At
A68/B93 he says that concepts can only be usaddgnpent (I discuss this claim below, in §83.2). Atd
A293/B350 he says that the senses do not err be¢autb and error are only in judgment. Clearlyg implication
is that intuitions cannot be true or false. Onlggments can.

13 Cf. A320/B376f.

14 Calling intuition a content of judgment is a kiafishorthand-talk, which | adopt for the sake afienience. To
avoid misunderstanding, the proper thing to sdlgas an intuition is objective just in case it isensible
representation which gives to the mind the objéet possible judgment, where, again, the judgmergtroe
capable of being true or false. | discuss theaeess Chapter Two.



If this is right, it becomes clear why saying thtiitions may fail to satisfy the
conditions on cognition does not put intuitionseopar with judgments. A crucial asymmetry
obtains between the understanding and sensibilitypat both intellectual and sensible
conditions on cognition ultimately derive from teguirement that, for cognition to be possible,
judgments must be truth-evaluable. While sensyhititposes a set of conditions on cognition,
which are independent of the intellectual condgianthe sense that what these conditions are
cannot be determined by consideration of the utaedsng alone, the fact that there are sensible
conditions at all can be so determined. It derfves the fact that human understanding is

finite.®

1.2 Pure General Logic vs. Transcendental Logic

A judgment, then, amounts to cognition only ifatisfies the sensible conditions on
cognition. | now want to argue that since Pure @arsogic does not take these conditions into
account, the notion of judgment at issue in Purneg@d Logic is not judgment considered as a
species of cognition. Since Transcendental Logesditend to the sensible conditions, itis TL
that matters for our discussion of judgment, rathan PGL.

Consider how Kant describes the defining charatterof Pure General Logic:

Die allgemeine Logik abstrahieret [...] von allemalt der Erkenntnis, d. i. von aller

Beziehung derselben auf das Objekt, und betranbtedie logische Form im
Verhéltnisse der Erkenntnisse auf einander, deiFdrm des Denkens tberhaupt.

General logic abstracts [...] from all content ofnition, i.e. from all relation of it to the
object, and considers only the logical form in tékation of cognitions to one another,
i.e. the form of thought in general. (A55/B79)

15 For the time being, this point must remain a nassertion. | will support it when | discuss Kant@nception of
human understanding as discursive, rather thaitiirgpin Chapters Two (82.4) and Three (§8***), bel. For an
excellent account of the asymmetry between intoitind judgment | am gesturing at here, see Stephgstrom,
“Understanding and Sensibility.”



So Pure General Logic is characterized by thethaattit abstracts from all content of
cognition. We need to understand what this mearnmodsible gloss is to say that PGL is topic-
neutral, where this means that it does not considgiparticular subject-matter of thought;
rather, it considers what is constitutive of thoLhout any topic at alf But, as John
McFarlane has argued, this characterization isffiegent for capturing what Kant means by
abstracting from all content of cognitidhAs Kant's gloss on what it is to do this — “thsit i
[PGL abstracts] from all relation of cognition te bbject” — indicates, PGL abstracts not only
from every particular subject-matter of thoughtt &lso from the way in which thought relates to
its objects. While Kant apparently takes this ptinbe a mere gloss on the generality of PGL, it
is in fact a substantive point, which goes beyoadegality, if we interpret generality along the
lines of topic-neutrality. So we have to ask whedatly this point is.

Kant calls a judgment empty just in case it fallsatisfy the sensible conditions of
cognition. And as the famous dictum about thoughtisout content makes clear, to say that a
judgment is empty is equivalent to saying thatai$ ho content. It follows that, in this sense of
‘content,” a judgment has content accordingly ako#s, or does not, satisfy the sensible
conditions of cognition. Above | said that this semf ‘content’ is also called, by Kant, ‘content
of cognition,” where cognition is defined as a eg@ntation that purports to be true or false of

objects'® Thus, if PGL abstracts from all content of cognitiit thereby abstracts from the fact

16 See also A52/B76: “[Die allgemeine Logik] enthdile schlechthin notwendigen Regeln des Denkense ohn
welche gar kein Gebrauch des Verstandes stattfinddtgeht also auf diesen, unangesehen der Vedsaitieit der
Gegenstande, auf welche er gerichtet sein magen§@&l logic] contains the absolutely necessamsraf thinking,
without which no use of the understanding takesgland it therefore concerns these rules withegand to the
difference of the objects to which it may be diesb)t

7 See John MacFarlané/hat does it mean to say that logic is form&R,D. dissertation, Univ. of Pittsburgh 2000,
81-94.

18 We can leave open, for now, exactly how the natiban object needs to be understood here; wheftrer,
instance, a state of affairs, the referent of &thause, qualifies as an object in this sensenbyr the referents of
singular terms do. What we need is a sense ofctibjghich allows us to say that a judgment is toudalse of
objects. But we can be non-committal about what thquires.
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that judgment-qua-cognition purports to be truéatse of objects? We can now see why Kant
takes the claim that PGL abstracts from the refadiocognition to its object to be a gloss on the
idea that PGL abstracts from the content of cogmitif the content of cognition is constituted
by the objects it purports to be true or falsettoén to abstract from this content is to abstract
from what it takes for cognition to be related teazts in this way; that is, to abstract from what
it takes for cognition to stand in the relatioruérof’ (or ‘false of’) to objects? It follows that
PGL does not consider judgment as a species oftcmgrMore precisely, what PGL says about
judgment is not sufficient for deciding whethemat a given judgment is in fact a cognition.

The suggestion that to abstract from the way irctvitihought relates to its object is to
abstract from the sensible conditions of cognifitmwell with Kant's characterization of the
function that each of the two sources of cogniterves. And it will be helpful to make this
connection explicit. Kant characterizes these fionstby saying that through sensibility objects
are given to the mind, and through the understanttiay are thougHt: If we take the idea of
giving objects to the mind to be about our cogeitccess to objects, it becomes clear that,
taken in isolation, the understanding does not la@eess to objects. It follows that, in the
relevant sense of ‘object’ — viz. object of whiclk wan have cognition — there are no objects of
thought our access to which is not through seriibil

In speaking of our cognitive access to objects whate in mind is that sensibility

enables us to determine how things are with theatbjpwe judge about. Sensibility thus enables

9 There is a potential ambiguity in this use of tahst.” The claim that PGL abstracts from the coht# cognition
can be taken to mean that PGL is about contentfigents, but considers these judgments withoemdittg to
their content. Or it can be taken to mean that EG&s not consider whether or not a judgment iserdful. Kant
intends the latter. The rules laid out in PGL gowvalt thought, including empty thought.

20 Some remarks from thkische-Logilcorroborate this interpretation of the terminolol§gnt there equates the
content of cognition with the matter of thought (86te 1). Thought is cognition through concept,(8nd the
matter of concepts is the object (§2). Presumabbn, by the matter of thought Kant means the ebjécs about.
2L cf. A19/B33 and A50/B74; see also Introductior*p.
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us to determine whether or not a given judgmetruis® Since the idea of an object of
cognition, which is in principle unknowable, doed make sense for Kant, he holds that the
capacity to be given in sensibility is constitutivieobjects of cognitio® Thus, only sensible
objects are objects of cognition. We can now seg atistracting from the sensible conditions of
cognition amounts to abstracting from the contémognition, where that means abstracting
from whether or not a cognition has content. Foognition to have content is for it to be true or
false of sensible objects. Therefore, a judgmenthvpurports to be about objects, but violates
the sensible conditions on cognition, does not tatrath-valué? In Kant's terminology, it
lacks objective validity. And to say that it laaisjective validity is to say that it lacks conteltt.
is empty®

In light of these considerations, | want to intetghe claim that PGL abstracts from the
relation of cognition to its objects as saying tA&L does not consider whether, and under what
circumstances, intellectual representations satisfysensible conditions on cognition. As a
result, the principles of PGL apply to empty and+gonpty thoughts alike. A different way of

expressing this point is to say that the princigleBGL by themselves are not sufficient for

2 This is a point about the basic cognitive functidsensibility. It does not imply that we are ajwable to reach
a verdict on the truth-value of a given judgment Wvay not succeed in determining it. But this dustsdetract
from the fact that the basic function of sensipjlib giving objects to the mind, is to enable aisletermine whether
our judgments are true.

% See Posy, “Immediacy and the Birth of Referendéant: The Case for Space,” for an interestingutision of
this point.

4 Two points should be noted. First, the qualificatiwhich purports to be about objects’ is adde@sto make
room for analytic judgments. Since the truth ofaalytic judgment depends only on the principleaftradiction,
such a judgment need not conform to the sensibiiditons on cognition to have a truth-value. By slaene token,
we should not regard analytic judgments as punpgto be about objects, precisely because thetr tsu
independent of whether they have objective purporiKant’s view, they express containment-relatianmsong
concepts. The second point pertains to the judgsr@fmhathematics. Since, famously, Kant takes nmadtieal
judgments to be synthetic a priori, my claim implthat mathematical judgments must be about sensijects if
they have a truth-value. And this is indeed Kawi&sv, as he makes clear in the Axioms of Intuit{&i162/B202-
A166/B207). Mathematical judgments, for Kant, abew the sensible form of objects, which is coogtitl by the
pure forms of intuition, and this means that ther@ sense in which they are, ultimately, abousixe objects. For
helpful discussion see Daniel Sutherland, “The PafitiKant’s Axioms of Intuition,”Pacific Philosophical
Quarterly 86 (2005), 135-159.

% See e.g. A62/B87: “[...] ohne Anschauung fehlt ésralnserer Erkenntnis an Objekten, und sie bigiilenn
vollig leer” ([...] without intuition all of our cogition would lack objects, and remain completely éyhp
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determining whether a purported cognition is indeedgnition, or whether it is defective;
whether or not, in other words, it is has a trugiue. It is worth emphasizing, once again, that
this kind of abstraction goes beyond topic-neuraRGL leaves out of consideration not only
which kind of object a given thought is about.|#caleaves out the conditions that determine
whether or not a thought is about any objectslat al

Transcendental Logic, by contrast, does not alish@m the conditions of sensibility.
According to the initial characterization Kant givef TL, its subject-matter is pure thought
about object$® For it to be about pure thought, it has to be iptesswithin TL, to draw the —
exhaustive — distinction between pure and empitfgalight. But this distinction is drawn in
terms of the content of thought, and this meansitiimdrawn in terms of thought's relation to
sensibility. As we have seen, sensibility provitescontent for thought in the sense that
through it the objects that thought is about avewgito the mind. In the Transcendental
Aesthetic, Kant argues that sensible intuitions eamtwo kinds, empirical and pure. On this
distinction is based a corresponding distinctiotwieen two kinds of thought. Accordingly as the
intuitions to which a thought relates are pureropeical, the thought has pure or empirical
content. This difference in content gives rise thstinction between two species of thought,
pure thought and empirical thoudfitt follows that if TL is the logic of pure thoughtmust
take into account the conditions of sensibilityeatst to the extent required for the relation of

thought to pure intuition to come into view.

6 Cf. A55/B79f. — In what follows, | shall use ‘putieought’ as shorthand for ‘pure thought about cisje The
qualification is meant to indicate that we are @ned with synthetic, as opposed to analytic, jueigis

27 “\Weil es nun aber so wohl reine, als empirischedkrmuungen gibt, (wie die transzendentale Astlugtitut,) so
kénnte auch wohl ein Unterschied zwischen reinetchempirischem Denken der Gegenstande angetroffesewt
(But since there are pure as well as empiricaitiofs (as the transcendental aesthetic showeti$tiaction
between pure and empirical thinking of objects dalko well be found) (A55/B79f).
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We have to ask what this entails. A representasignure, Kant stipulates, just in case it
does not contain any sensatih§ensations are produced in the mind as a resaffextion by
objects. A pure intuition, then, would be a seresifglpresentation, which is not dependent on
affection by an object. | discuss the notion ofepuntuition in detail in Chapter Five (***). For
now | want to focus on the claim, which Kant setksstablish in the Aesthetic, that pure
intuition constitutes the form of empirical intwiti. Again, the precise sense of form at work
here will be determined later (***). It is clearpWwever, that Kant is committed to the thesis that
the pure form of intuition isolates at least sorhthe essential properties of empirical intuition.
It follows that there are no empirical intuitiondieh do not exhibit the properties that the pure
form of intuition isolates. Because Kant recognizes pure forms of intuition, space and time,
the thesis becomes slightly more complex. Butdiea ishould be clear: To say that the form of
intuitions of inner sense is time is to say thatr¢hare no empirical intuitions which do not have
temporal properties. To say that the form of ogtrse is space is to say that there are no
empirical intuitions of outer sense which do notéapatial properties.| will also sometimes
express the general point by saying that there@aempirical intuitions which do not exhibit the
formal properties of intuition.

Since objects are given to the mind through emgdirictuition, considerations

concerning the form of intuition can support cosams about the conditions that have to be

2 41ch nenne alle Vorstellungemin [...], in denen nichts, was zur Empfindung gehémgetroffen wird” (I term all
representationgure]...], in which nothing is to be encountered thabbgs to sensation) (A20/B34). — There is
more to say about exactly what Kant means by ‘purgarticular about how purity differs from aprity. But for
present purposes we don’t need to go into thesgtiqns. A book-length treatment of the topic isyided by
Konrad CramerNicht-reine synthetische Urteile a priori: Ein Pren der Transzendentalphilosophie Immanuel
Kants,Heidelberg: Winter 1985.

29 As the case of space makes clear, talk of innstioere should be taken as being, not about theseptations,
but about their contents, or intentional objectse Thtuition of a house represents its object ainlyea certain
shape and size. The intuition qua act of represgmtoes not have spatial properties. In the catiemef of course,
matters are different, in that it is not just thegext of the representation, but the act of reprsg itself, that is in
time.
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satisfied for objects to be given to the mind.His tsense, attention to the form of intuition ygeld
information about the sensible conditions on cagnitThis implies that, because pure thought is
thought whose matter is constituted by pure irgaitpure thought is, among other things,
thought about the conditions under which objectsklmgiven to the mind. Or, to put it
differently, pure thought concerns the conditidmet igovern our access to objects. Pure thought,
therefore, is thought about all possible objeatsas Kant likes to put it, about an object in
general. In virtue of having pure intuition asntatter, then, pure thought concerns not a
particular kind of sensible object, but all possibénsible objects without distinction.

At the same time, Transcendental Logic is stithgid, not an aestheti€.It is primarily
concerned with conditions of thought. While it taketo account the sensible conditions on
cognition, these conditions are not an object eégtigation in their own right within TL. A brief
look at the Transcendental Aesthetic serves tafgldre point. The task of a transcendental
doctrine of sensibility is to identify the sensilslenditions on cognition. Accordingly, the
Transcendental Aesthetic provides arguments fothibgis that space and time constitute these
conditions. By contrast, the Transcendental Loglkes$ this thesis for granted. It treats of
sensibility only to the extent that it takes theulés of the Aesthetic into consideration. As a
logic, its primary concern is with the intellectwanditions on cognition. But because it is a
logic of pure thought, hence thought that doesabstract from all content, TL considers these
intellectual conditions under two side-constraififsthere is also an independent set of sensible
conditions on cognition; and (ii) the sensible dtiods are the ones identified in the

Transcendental Aesthetic, that is, the pure forfirepace and timeThe guiding question of TL,

30 Cf. the regimentation of the terminology at thewing of the Transcendental Logic: “Daher unteritgrewir
die Wissenschaft der Regeln der Sinnlichkeit tibgphad. i. Asthetik, von der Wissenschaft der Vamsiesregeln
Uberhaupt, d. i. der Logik* (Hence we distinguikk science of the rules of sensibility in gendral, aesthetic,
from the science of the rules of understandingeinegal, i.e., logic) (A52/B76).
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then, can be put like this: What are the intellattonditions on cognition, and what does it take
to satisfy themgiven that there is an independent set of sensiimelitions, which must also be
satisfied?

To be concerned with the intellectual conditionsagnition is to investigate what it is to
think objects®™ But because it takes into account that thereensilsle conditions, as well, TL
also attends to the question of how the thouglanadbject relates to the conditions of the
object’s being given. TL thus considers the relattb understanding to sensibility. Another way
of putting this point is by saying that TL consisl&ow thought relates to its object. This brings
us back to Kant'’s official characterization of Tih,terms of its contrast with PGL. Unlike PGL,
TL does not “abstract from all relation [of cogaiti to its object” (A55/B79). Because it takes
into account the sensible conditions on cognitipognsiders the way in which thought relates to
its object. And this means that it considers thedttwons under which thought is objectively
valid. Unlike PGL, therefore, it considers thougita species of cognition, that is, as something
that can be true or false of objects. In a nutshi®din, Transcendental Logic is concerned with
the conditions that have to be satisfied for obgircted thought to be truth-evaluabfe.

Thought, for Kant, takes the form of judgmeft3.L thus is concerned with judgment
considered as a species of cognition. Qua cogniéigudgment is truth-evaluable, and as we
have seen, this means that it satisfies, or at peaports to satisfy, the sensible conditions of

cognition. To satisfy these conditions, a judgnraost be related, in the right way, to intuition.

31 Cf. e.g. AB2/B8T: ,[Die Transzendentale Analytiktieélt] die Prinzipien, ohne welche iiberall keirg&estand
gedacht werden kann [...].“ ([The Transcendentalgtic contains] the principles, without which nbject can be
thought at all).

32 Again, the qualification ‘object-directed’ is meda indicate that the primary concern of TL istwitynthetic
judgments. Analytic judgments are of only secondatgrest. — For an account of TL along similaersee Prauss,
“Zum Wahrheitsproblem bei Kant.”

%1t is worth noting that this statement subsumésrénce, because Kant regards inference as a spEgiedgment;
see A307/B364 and A330/B386.
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Therefore, being related to intuition is constitatof judgment, in the sense of ‘judgment’ under

consideration in Transcendental Logic.

2. Proto-Fregeanism

In the preceding section | discussed Kant's disitimcbetween Pure General and
Transcendental Logic, and argued that the lattes deohile the former does not, treat judgment
as a species of cognition. | argued, further, toatsideration of Kant's conception of
Transcendental Logic shows that for judgment ta Bpecies of cognition, judgment must bear a
relation to intuition. | expressed this point byisg that bearing a relation to intuition is
constitutive of judgment as considered in Transeata Logic. For the remainder of this
chapter, the task is to investigate the naturdisfrelation. | shall discuss in some detail two
versions of a widely held view of this relationgamrgue that it fails. Seeing why it fails will be
instructive, because it allows us to gain a deepderstanding of Kant’s conception of
judgment. Once this conception of judgment is acpl we will be in a position to get the
relation judgment bears to intuition properly iniew. Developing what | take to be the correct
view of this relation, however, will be the task@hapter Two.

To say that judgment is constitutively relatedrttuition is not yet to specify what the
nature of this relation is. | want to approach tjugstion by discussing a family of views,
according to which intuition is a component of jodgnt. Intuition is a component of judgment,
in the sense | am interested in, just in caseds#&entially a subject of predicati&rirhe

rationale for regimenting the terminology in thiayis as follows. A natural way to divide a

3 | include the qualification ‘essentially’ so asrtmke room for the fact that any intuition can bedethe subject
of a predication in a judgment of inner sense. THushave an intuition of a house, | could, byrting my mental
gaze inward, make judgments about this intuitioichsas, for instance, the judgment that the irtnitasted a
certain time, or that it had a certain feel tarhat an intuition can figure as subjects of pretilbcain judgments of
this kind is accidental to it, as far as my theissander discussion in this chapter is concerned.
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judgment into its components is to distinguish lestwthe predicate, and that which the
predicate is predicated 8t Accordingly, if intuition is a component of judgmteit functions
either as a predicate or as a subject of preditaBmce the former is clearly ruled out — for one
thing, a predicate must be a general representatial) as we shall see, intuition is singular — to
conceive of intuition as a component of judgmenbisonceive of it as a subject of predication.

Call any view that construes intuition as a compomé judgment in this sense a
Component View of intuition. Among Component Viewsyill be useful to distinguish what |
want to call Simple and Complex Component Viewspegtively. On a Simple Component
View, a judgment is to be analyzed, in the basgecas having as its subject of predication an
intuition, and nothing else. By contrast, on a CemComponent View intuition is a subject of
predication in a less direct manner. One way toasttarize a view of this kind is by saying that
the predicate of the judgment is ascribed, nontmauition, but to an intuition-concept-
compound. How one might work this out in detailch@et concern us for now.

| shall discuss the Complex Component View in &oWw. In 882 and 3 my focus will
be on the Simple Component View. Simple Componeei¥ regard intuitions as playing a role
analogous to that of singular terms. This treatno@irtuitions takes as its natural complement a
conception of concepts as analogous to open sesgeAwiew that conceives of intuitions and
concepts along these lines makes Kant somethiagaerunner to Frege, because this
conception is clearly informed by Frege’s treatn@toncepts as functions. For this reason, |
will call advocates of the Simple Component ViewtprFregeans, and refer to a view of this

kind as ‘proto-Fregeanism.’

% Talk of a judgment’s predicate is to be takereisénse in which the term is used in traditionastatelian logic;
see the discussion below, in §2.2.
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2.1 Motivation

Perhaps the clearest expression of the proto-Fnegew of intuitions is given by Robert
Howell who explicitly says that “intuitions are dogues of singular term$>But he is by no
means the only adherent of this view. | single bimjust because he expresses it so
unequivocally. The view is also held by such pragnincommentators as Beck, Hintikka,
Prauss, Sellars, and Strawsth.

Before | consider the motivation for ascribing gireto-Fregean view of intuitions to
Kant, let me add one clarificatory remark. If irtkom is a singular representation, then a
judgment in which an intuition figures as a companeill be a singular judgment. But clearly
not all judgments are singular judgments. It magnsetherefore, that proto-Fregeanism cannot
be a view of the relation that judgment bears toiiion generally, but rather only a view about a
special class of judgments, viz. singular judgmeltg to say this is to misconstrue the nature of
the view. Adherents of proto-Fregeanism typicadliget singular judgment to be the fundamental
case, and then account for judgments of differemantjty in terms of operations on the
fundamental case. The view is thus intended torgodgment in general, and this is how I shall
treat it. A proto-Fregean view of the relation beén judgment and intuition, then, is partly
characterized by the fact that it takes singuldgjuent as the fundamental case of judgment, in
terms of which all other cases are to be understood

There are at least three considerations that nighihought to recommend a proto-
Fregean view. The first derives from what Kant saythe first section of theeitfaden der

Entdeckung aller reinen Verstandesbegrffte short,Leitfaden ). He there characterizes

36 Robert Howell, “Intuition, Synthesis, and Indivition in the CPR,Nous7 (1973), 207-232, at 216.

37 See Beck, “Did the Sage of Kénigsberg Have No Bxs&aHintikka, “Kant on the Mathematical Method”dn
“On Kant's Notion of Intuition (Anschauung)”; Praj&rscheinung bei Kan#1-45 and 48-53; Sellars, “The Role
of the Imagination in Kant's Theory of Experieneaid “Sensibility and Understanding”; Straws®hge Bounds of
Sensey4-85. See also Rainer Stuhlmann-Ladi&mts Logik,77-81.



19

intuitions and concepts in terms of the way in vaheéach kind of representation relates to
objects. Concepts, he says, relate to objects medgliavhile intuitions relate to objects
immediately®® If ‘mediate relation to objects’ means that a @ptaelates directly, not to an
object, but to another representation of the opjeltch in turn relates to the object directly,
then a concept must be immediately related to tition. The thesis, which is also stated in
Leitfaden ] that concepts are predicates of possible judgnemy be taken to provide a natural
specification of this relation: In a judgment, east in the basic case, a concept is predicated of
an intuition. Thus, concepts relate to objects ewetly, because they relate to objects in virtue of
being predicated of intuitions.

Here is a brief account of how this reading migéer to fit the text. Kant says:

Denken ist das Erkenntnis durch Begriffe. Begrifier beziehen sich, als Pradikate

maoglicher Urteile, auf irgend eine Vorstellung veinem noch unbestimmten

Gegenstande. So bedeutet der Begriff des Korpemsetz. B. Metall, was durch jenen

Begriff erkannt werden kann. Er ist also nur datBegriff, daf’ unter ihm andere
Vorstellungen enthalten sind, vermittelst derenieln auf Gegenstande beziehen kann.

Thought is cognition through concepts. Conceptadver, as predicates of possible

judgments, relate to some representation of artsndetermined object. Thus the

concept of body signifies something, for instamoetal, which can be cognized by

means of that concept. It is therefore a concdptysbecause other representations are

contained under it by means of which it can beteel&o objects. (A69/B94)

The characterization ‘some representation of ayeagndetermined object,’ in the
second sentence, seems to fit intuition. In attleas of its uses, the term ‘determination’ is used
by Kant to refer to the act of making explicit wipabperties a given object has, and this is done

by bringing the object under concepts in judgmeémt this conception of determination, an

3 «Da keine Vorstellung unmittelbar auf den Gegendtgeht, als bloR die Anschauung, so wird ein Begiemals
auf einen Gegenstand unmittelbar, sondern auf drg@éme andre Vorstellung von demselben (sie sechasung
oder selbst schon Begriff) bezogen” (Since no regm&ation relates to the object immediately exggpttion, a
concept is never immediately related to an objadtjs always related to some other representatidn(whether it
be an intuition or itself already a concept)) (ABS3).
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intuition, taken by itself, represents its objestadetermined’ We should note, however, that
saying this is meant to be neutral with respethéoquestion whether intuitions ever represent
objects outside the context of judgment, that isetler it is possible to have occurrent episodes
describable as mere intuitions, intuitions withany conceptual determination. For all we know,
Kant may be drawing a “distinction of reason” heret a “real distinction.”

If we interpret Kant’s example in the quoted passag saying that the expression ‘(this
piece of) metal’ refers to the object that is giweimtuition, to which the predicate ‘x is a body’
is then ascribed, the judgment subsumes the repegsm of the piece of metal under the
concept ‘body.” When Kant says, in the next sergetitat ‘body’ is a concept only in virtue of
having “other representations” contained undératis presumably referring to intuitions of
bodies, of which the intuition of this piece of et an instance. That the concept’s relation to
its objects is mediated by these other representatt they are that “by means of which it [i.e.
the concept] can be related to objects” — fits \ilig characterization of intuition as immediate
representation, by way of relating to which medrataresentations, i.e. concepts, relate to
objects.

The second reason why intuitions may be thougbgttanalogues of singular terms rests
on Kant’'s characterization of intuition as the silag representation of an object. In tlésche-
Logikthis characterization is expressed as follows:

Alle Erkenntnisse, das heif3t: alle mit Bewul3tseihedan Objekt bezogene Vorstellungen

sind entwedeAnschauungenderBegriffe — Die Anschauung ist eirenzelne

Vorstellung (repraesentat. singularis), der Begpiffieallgemeine(repraesentat. per notas
communes) odaeflektierteVorstellung (repraesentat. discursiva).

All cognitions, that is, all representations whatle consciously related to an object are
eitherintuitions or concepts— An intuition is asingularrepresentation (repraesentatio

% The following passage from A20/B34 may be takesupport this claim: “The undetermined object of an
empirical intuition is calleédppearance(Der unbestimmte Gegenstand einer empirischercasung, heifdt
Erscheinung
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singularis), a concept isgeneral(repraesentatio per notas communesgtiected
representation (repraesentatio discursiva). (Al 9X*°

Intuition is introduced here as a species of cagmiton the same footing with concepts.
Both intuitions and concepts are cognitions insafaboth purport to be of objeétsNow, as
Kant makes clear iheitfaden | concepts can only be used in judgniént.follows that
concepts relate to objects only insofar as thegranto judgments. But, as we just saw, a
concept does not relate to objects immediatelybpwray, ultimately, of intuitions. In light of
the fact that intuitions are singular it seems ratto see judgment as the place where intuitions
and concepts make contact: A concept relates &rtsbpy way of intuition, because a concept is
a general representation, which is predicatedsiigular representation, which in turn is
immediately related to an object. And predicat®glearly tied to judgment. In sum, since
intuitions are singular and immediate, they ar®tanade to play a role in judgment analogous
to that of a singular term.

The third consideration advocates of proto-Fregearian appeal to concerns the fact
that Kant does not recognize the existence ohfima specieslf we think of concepts as
arranged in a Porphyrian tree of genus-speciesaethips, the tree terminates, at one end, in
one or more concepts of the highest possible degrgenerality (thsummum genjisAt the
other end, it would bottom out infimae specieghat is, in concepts of the lowest possible

degree of generality. The idea ofiafima speciess the idea of a concept such that only

“0 The Stufenleitemakes essentially the same point; see A320/B3 26 quoting from théogik instead merely
for stylistic reasons.

*1 Cf. the discussion above, in §1.1.

“2«yon diesen Begriffen kann nun der Verstand keiaedern Gebrauch machen, als daR er dadurch U¢héitiv,
of these concepts the understanding can make eo atle than to judge by means of them) (A68/B9Brom a
post-Fregean perspective, this may seem to bésatr8ut the tradition leading up to Kant held ttiare is a self-
standing species of concept-use — cadlpdrehensio simplexy the conceiving of an idea (concept) — in whocle
represents an object (or objects) by having theepinbefore one’s mind, independently of connedtimgth other
concepts in judgment. A classic source of this i@wrnauld/Nicole Logic or the Art of Thinkingthe so-called
Port-Royal Logig.
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individuals fall under it. It cannot be dividedanfiurther species. But Kant holds that there is no
such thing as amfima speciesFor every candidate concept, it is always posséd least in
principle, to identify further differentiating chasteristics, such that there is specific, as oppose
to merely numerical, difference among the itemknfglunder the conceft.While we may not
manage, or even feel the need, to come up with gifieiientiating characteristics in practice,
and thugle factotreat certain concepts agimae speciest is always possible in principle to do
so*

The concept of aimfima speciesvould be such that, in Kant’'s terminology, no ffnt
conceptual determination could be added to it.tBigtmeans that it would be completely
determinate. However, Kant holds that only indiauare completely determinate. The idea of
a completely determinate concept is thus the id@acomplete individual concept, along
Leibnizian lines* Since Kant denies the possibility of such concdmsholds that it is
impossible for us to have purely discursive, tsatonceptual, representations of individuals.

But since we do represent individuals, there mastrimother, non-discursive mode of

representing them. Intuition is the obvious canuida

3 My talk of numerical difference is here is not me® rule out the possibility of qualitative difesxces among the
individuals belonging to aimfima speciesWhat matters is that there can bespecificdifference among them, that
is, no difference which would warrant the attriloatiof differentessentiaproperties to these individuals. But
sameness of essential properties is clearly cobiipatiith difference in accidental properties.

4 Cf. A655f/B683f; alsd_ogik, §11.

“5 For Leibniz’s notion of a complete individual cemt see e.dDiscourse on Metaphysic§8. A succinct
presentation of the connection between Kant’s defitoe existence dhfimae specied,eibnizian complete
concepts, and Kantian intuition is given by Cars2dImmediacy and the Birth of Reference in Kartte Case for
Space.”

% Cf. Logik, note to §15: “Da nur einzelne Dinge oder Individukirchgéngig bestimmt sind: so kann es auch nur
durchgéngig bestimmte ErkenntnisseAaischauungemicht aber al8egriffe,geben; in Ansehung der letzteren
kann die logische Bestimmung nie als vollendet aagen werden® (Since only particular things, oivittlials, are
thoroughly determined, there can be thoroughlyrddteed cognitions only astuitions, but not aconcpetswith
regard to the latter, their logical determinati@m eever be considered complete) (Ak. IX, 99)atfo Kant's
rejection of the traditional division of concepts$d singular, particular, and universal conceptisdgik, 81, which |
discuss below, in §2.2.
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These three considerations appear to support éve thiat concepts relate to intuitions by
being predicated of them in judgment. On this vidw, logical form of an atomic judgment for
Kant is Fa,’ where‘F’ stands for a concept, afal for an intuition. Intuition thus appears to

have a role analogous to that of a singular term.

2.2 Objections

There are several objections to the proto-Fregeam, beginning with some direct
textual evidence. In a number of places Kant speakglgment as a relation between concepts,
and this is clearly incompatible with the proto-g@an account. Thus, consider two of the
comments Kant appends to the Table of Judgmerttsiifaden II.The first comment pertains to
the forms of quantity and Kant’'s claim that undes theading one must distinguish the three
forms of universal, particular, and singular judginéle says:

Die Logiker sagen mit Recht, daf? man beim GebradeclUrteile in Vernunftschlissen
die einzelnen Urteile gleich den allgemeinen bekankdnne. Denn eben darum, weil
sie gar keinen Umfang haben, kann das Pradika¢ltbers nicht blof3 auf einiges dessen,
was untedem Begriff des Subjela@gathalten ist, gezogen, von einigem aber
ausgenommen werden. Es gilt alem jenem Begriffehne Ausnahme, gleich als wenn
derselbe ein gemeingultiger Begriff wéare, der eibemfang hétte, von dessen ganzer
Bedeutung das Pradikat gelte.

Logicians are justified in saying that, in the eayphent of judgments in inferences of
reason, singular judgments can be treated likeens&l ones. For, since they have no
extension at all, their predicate cannot relaty tmlsome of what is contained undiee
subject-concepfind be excluded from the rest. The predicateus Walid ofthat concept
without exception, just as if it was a general @ptdaving an extension, to the whole of
which the predicate applied. (A71/B96, my emphases)

What is notable here is that Kant is talking spealfy about singular judgment, and
saying of it that it contains a concept in the sabposition. For the proto-Fregean view singular

judgment is the basic case, in terms of which oftvens of judgment must be understood.
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Evidence suggesting that the proto-Fregean analg&is not apply specifically to this case is
thus patrticularly salient.

The second comment regards the forms of relati@nttird class on Kant’s table, which
comprises the forms of categorical, hypotheticadi disjunctive judgment. Kant’s
characterization of the categorical form as coniogrthe relation of the predicate to the subject
makes it clear that he thinks of both of these comepts as concepts:

Alle Verhaltnisse des Denkens in Urteilen sinda)ieles Pradikats zum Subjekts, b) des

Grundes zur Folge, c) der eingeteilten Erkenntns der gesammleten Glieder der
Einteilung untereinander. In der ersteren Art deelle sind nuzwei Begriffd...].

All relations of thought in judgments are thosda)fpredicate to subject, (b) ground to

consequence, and (c) the divided cognition andrtbers of the division, taken

jointly, to one another. In the first kind of judgmt there are onlwvo concepts...].

(A73/B98, my emphasis)

Again, the passage indicates that Kant thinksa#tagorical judgment as containing two
terms, the subject and the predicate, and thatdfdtiese are concepts. There is no suggestion
that he is open to the proto-Fregean idea th#&taat in the basic case, the subject is an
intuition.*’

Given the historical context in which Kant is wmigj, this should not come as a surprise.

The logic Kant inherits is essentially the tradiablogic of terms, which ultimately goes back to

4" Compare also the following passages: “In jedeneilérsind [...]zwei Pradikatedie wir mit einander
vergleichen. Davon das eine, welches die gegebet@nitnis des Gegenstandes ausmacht, das logistieks
das zweite, welches damit verglichen wird, dasdcige Pradikat heil3t.“ (In every judgment there[arptwo
predicates which we compare with one another. Of thesepties which constitutes the given cognition of the
object, is the logical subject; the second onectvis compared with the first, is called the logjmaedicate)
(R4634, ca. 1772-76, Ak. XVII, 616, my emphasis)siclear that by a ‘predicate’ Kant here meaggeral
representation, that is, a concept.

“Im allgemeinen Urteile wird die Sphare eines B#gmjanz innerhalb der Sphéare eines andern besgnpsn
partikularen wird ein Teil des erstern unter dié&e des andern; und im einzelnen Urteile endlict @in Begriff
der gar keine Sphére hat, mit hin blof3 als Teieudte Sphére eines andern beschossen” (In a saljadgment
the sphere of one concept is wholly included indpleere of another; in a particular judgment a pftthe former is
included in the sphere of the latter; and, findltya singular judgmerg conceptwhich has no sphere at all, is
included as a mere part in the sphere of anothegik, §21, my emphasis). In the note attached thisseof the
Jasche-Logikthe judgment ‘Caius is mortal’ is given as anregke of a singular judgment. In light of the preioed
comment this suggests that Kant regards the progree as expressinganceptwithout a “sphere.”
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Aristotle. The conception of judgment on which tlugic is based is fundamentally at odds with
the Fregean analysis of judgment in terms of flumcéind argument, which proto-Fregeans think
is anticipated by Kant's distinction between corisgmd intuition® Let me elaborat&

The traditional conception of judgment, call it thwo Term Model, has its home in a
theory of syllogistic inference, and can be chaaotd by three tenets, each of which serves to
mark the gulf that separates it from a Fregeaneatian of judgment’ It might be helpful to
begin with an example. Consider the syllogism kn are mortal,” ‘Socrates is a man,’
‘Therefore, Socrates is mortal.” According to thedl Term Model, the inference is valid
because the conclusion makes explicit a connebibween the two terms it comprises, which is
already implicit in the premises. But in the preesishis connection is mediated by what is
called the middle term. Using the letters ‘M’ fbbetmiddle term, ‘S’ for the subject of the
conclusion, and ‘P’ for the predicate of the costua, we can give the following schematic
rendering of the inference: ‘All M are P, ‘S is 8y ‘Therefore, S is P.” The schematic
rendering makes visible the fact that, if the infeze is interpreted as depending on the relation
each of S and P bear to M, M must occur in theexutijosition of one premise, and in the
predicate-position of the other premise. In a modeiom, the validity of the syllogism depends
on the principle that there is an asymmetrical madsitive two-place relatioR such that S

bearsRto P because S bed®to M, and M bearfRto P.

“8 In speaking of Frege’s analysis of judgment, Irohusing the term ‘judgment’ in Frege’s technisahse, in
which it refers to the taking-as-true, or assertofga thought-content. Frege’s distinction betwéene and
content, which is reflected in his terminologicatiohction between a thoughBédankgand its affirmation in
judgment Urteil), has no bearing on the point | am concerned teemdy use of ‘judgment,’ therefore, is intended
to be indifferent to it. See Frege, “Der GedanKer"the distinction.

9 A clear and concise account of the issue, to whiglpresentation is indebted, can be found in F@gsrch,
“History of the Corruptions of Logic,” in hisogic MattersBerkeley: University of California Press 1972, @4-
For helpful discussion see also Ernst Cass8abstanzbegriff und Funktionsbegriff: Untersuctemgber die
Grundfragen der ErkenntniskritiDarmstadt: WBG 1994 (originally published in 1918-34.

*0 For ease of exposition, | will ignore, in the falling, the difference between a judgment and ritguistic
expression. | will thus speak of a term as if iswlae component of a judgments, rather than iglstic
expression. But nothing depends on this.
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This principle, in fact, holds for all valid syll@yns, no matter which of the traditional A-
, E-, 1, or O-forms their component judgments ekhibOn this conception of syllogistic
inference, therefore, it is essential that the semmaking up the component judgments are
indifferent to their positions in a judgment. Omaldahe same term must be able to occupy the
subject position in one judgment, and the predipasition in anothe?” This is the first of the
three characteristics of the Two Term Model.

It directly implies the second characteristic, whis that no term of a judgment is
essentially predicative. A term may function asghedicate of a judgment, but this is not
constitutive of it as the term it is. If this is,sben no term of a judgment is essentially suel th
its only function is to be predicated of somethatge. No term of a judgment, therefore, can be
conceived as being essentially what Frege woulducakturated.

This leads us to the third characteristic. On tihv® Term Model predication is
understood as the attachment, by means of the @opiubne term to another, both of which
belong to the same logical category. There is g space here for a function-argument
analysis along Fregean lines, according to whiehctipula has no logically significant role to
play. On the contrary, because the Two Term Modebdot permit essentially predicative
terms, it must appeal to some third element, wihmgieal function is precisely to connect one

term to the other, and thus to generate the umigyjodgment. This is the copula.

*1 Compare Kant's formulation of the principle goviemwhat is traditionally considered to be sylldigisnference,
and is called ‘categorical syllogism’ by Kant,Latgik, 863: “What pertains to the mark of a thing alsdgias to
the thing itself; what contradicts the mark of en¢halso contradicts the thing itseffdta notae est nota rei ipsius;
repugnans notae, repugnat rei igsfAk. IX, 123). If we translate this into the tamology used above, what Kant
here calls the “mark of a thing” is therminus mediughe “thing” in question is the subject of the clus@on, and
the ‘nota notaéis the predicate of the conclusion. Again, thire idea is that S h&sto P, because S higo M,
and M haRto P. IfRis asymmetrical, it follows that M must fill thedt argument-place d®in one premise, and
the second argument-place in the other premise.

2 Geach calls this “Aristotle’s thesis of intercheagility” (“History of the Corruptions of Logic,”?).
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With regard to these three characteristics, con&r&egean conception of judgment and
inference. First, on such a conception, the validitsyllogistic inference depends on truth-
functions and first-order quantification theoryidinot seen as in any way dependent on the
position of the terms in the linguistic expressodithe judgment. Second, every atomic judgment
is composed of one element which is essentiallglipa¢ive — what Frege calls a concept — and at
least one element which is essentially non-preieat what Frege calls an object and whose
linguistic expression is a name. This, of course manifestation of Frege’s construal of
concepts in terms of the mathematical notion afrecfion and its argument3 Third,
predication does not require some third item, sagcthe copula, whose function is to connect the
predicate with what it is predicated of. Rathee tomponents of a judgment are conceived as
being logically heterogeneous, with one componeirigpessentially unsaturated, the other being
essentially saturated. The details of this conoepdre well-known, and there is no need to spell
them out further her&.

The comparison of the Fregean conception of judgnvéh the Two Term Model shows
that if Kant does in fact hold a version of the Th&rm Model, it is not at all surprising that the

proto-Fregean view of intuitions is false. The mrass that the proto-Fregean view of intuitions

%3 Cf. Frege, “Function and Concept.” — For the pegsoof this discussion, we can abstract from theptioations
that arise from the fact that Frege also recogrseesnd-level concepts, that is, functions whogaraents are, not
objects, but first-level concepts. What matterthésbasic idea of a function-argument analysis.

> We should, however, note the following point,esst in passing. Because Frege construes consefotsciions,
he has at his disposal a criterion for what ibisen expression to be used predicatively, whidghdependent of
what the Two Term Model regards as the subject-qmadicate-positions, respectively, of a judgmant which,
by Frege’s lights, reflect a merely grammaticatidigion. For the Two Term Model, talk of the logisubject and
the logical predicate of a judgment is irreducitiéd to the position of the relevant terms in ateroe, hence to
what Frege would regard as merely grammaticalr@it@ecause Frege has a different account of wieatication
consists in, he can find predication in places whbere is, grammatically speaking, no predicateerample will
help to make the point clear. Consider the judgr&htvhales are mammals’. On the Two Term Modaélstis an
instance of the form ‘All S are P’. Accordinglygtherm ‘whale’ is not used predicatively; only ‘mianal’ is.
Contrast a Fregean analysis, on which the judgisert instance of the fornilx(®xWx)'. On such a construal,
both ‘x is a whale’ and ‘x is a mammal’ are coneeppressions, which occur in the judgment. Sinaeept-
expressions are by nature predicative, both arg pisglicatively in the judgment, although only @i¢hem
functions as the grammatical predicate.
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is premised on the Fregean conception of judgnsembe version of which the proto-Fregean is
committed to ascribing to Kant. But the Fregeanception of judgment is incompatible with the
Two Term Model. Thus, if Kant is committed to thed Term Model of judgment, proto-
Fregeanism about intuitions cannot possibly be true

At this point the proto-Fregean is likely to pratdsat there are strong indications in Kant
that he does not hold the Two Term Model, but nasioene, admittedly not fully worked out,
version of the Fregean conception. For instancet Kanously speaks of concepts as predicates
of possible judgments (cf. A69/B94), and this setmrsuggest that for him, like Frege, concepts
are essentially predicative. My response to thjeailon is that this reading of the passage is not
at all compulsory. But | will not be in a posititm show this until | present a detailed reading of
Leitfaden l,where the passage occurs, in 83, below. For ndwat Wwould like to do is to
marshal one additional bit of evidence to show Kuaatt is committed to the Two Term Model.

In the Early Modern period, the Two Term Model wasially spelled out by saying that
a judgment is, or involves, a “comparison” of “idea” The subject- and predicate-term of a
proposition each stand for an idea. To judge otapare these ideas with regard to their
“identity” or “difference,” as well as their “agreeent” or “opposition.” Comparison along these
dimensions then accounts for the four forms ofsitpeare of oppositions; that is, precisely those
logical forms that figure in the traditional integpation of syllogistic inference. If the two ideas
are “identical,” where this means that the predieaincept is true of everything the subject-

concept refers to, the judgment is universal; éfythre “different”, the judgment is particular.

%5 A classic statement of this version of the Mogebiund in the so-called Port-Royal Logic, thé'tentury logic
textbook written by Antoine Arnauld and Pierre NedSee Arnauld/Nicold,ogic or the Art of Thinkingtransl.
and ed. by Jill Vance Buroker, Cambridge/New Y &kmbridge UP 1996, 82: “After conceiving thingsduy
ideas, we compare these ideas and, finding tha¢ $imtong together and others do not, we unite parsge them.
This is calledaffirming or denying and in genergudging’’
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With regard to quality, the “agreement” of two ideaelds an affirmative judgment, while their
“opposition” results in a negative judgment.

The terms | am using here to label the dimensitorsgavhich ideas are compared —
‘identity vs. difference’ and ‘agreement vs. oppiosi' — are Kant's owri° In the chapter on the
Amphiboly of the Concepts of Reflection he explaimat the act of judging involves a
comparison of concepts along these litfess his interests in this chapter lie elsewhere, th
point is not worked out in any detail. But it idfszient to show Kant's allegiance to the Two
Term Model of judgment, as contrasted with the Eeegmodel. To begin with, Kant explicitly
says that what is compared are two conc&pEis point alone already goes to show that he
does not conceive of the fundamental structur@adment as one of function and argument.
Furthermore, the claim that judging essentiallyoines a comparison of representations is
completely traditional. And while the tradition &gpis the possibility of comparing a singular
representation with a general representationjshosly a special case. It is not essential to the
conception itself, and thus does not constitutduhdamental case of judgment. Finally, the
particular “concepts of comparison” (A262/B318) K&sts are geared towards the four forms of
the square of oppositions. Again, this shows tmajudar judgment cannot be the basic case.

After all, as far as the square of oppositionsoisoerned, singular judgment is treated as

%8 They are not, however, original with Kant. See BatNuchelmansjudgment and Proposition: From Descartes
to Kant,Amsterdam: North-Holland 1983, for an overviewkafrly Modern conceptions of judgment and the
comparison of ideas. What is original with Kantcofirse, is his grouping of the concepts of reifbecin
accordance with the four classes of the Table dfithents. For discussion see Longuendsant and the Capacity
to Judge 131-166.

" “vor allen objektiven Urteilen vergleichen wite Begriffe um auf die Einerleiheit [...] zum Behuf der
allgemeinen Urteile, oder die Verschiedenheit dbese zur Erzeugung besonderer, auf die Einstimmdacaus
bejahende, und den Widerstreit, daraus verneingnigée werden kénnen, usw., zu kommen” (Priorlto a
objective judgments we compdiee conceptswith regard to identity [...] for the sake of unisal judgments, or
their difference, for the generation of particutaes, with regard to agreement, for affirmativegjuents, or
opposition, for negative ones etc.) (A262/B317f, enyphasis). — For an interesting disagreementtbeer
significance of the ‘etc.’ see Klaus Rei®ig Vollstandigkeit der Kantischen Urteilstafél® ed., Hamburg: Meiner
1986, 80-83 and Beatrice Longuenes&mt and the Capacity to Judgerinceton: Princeton UP, 131-163.

%8 See preceding footnote.
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equivalent to universal judgmetitlt follows that, since intuition is defined asiagular
representation, it cannot be an essential elenfdfarmt’s conception of judgment that intuition
is a component of judgment.

Once we are clear about the difference betweetrdadéional Aristotelian conception of
judgment and the Fregean one, we can begin td #aek, that the reasons | gave above, in
§2.1, in support of the proto-Fregean view of itiuis seem compelling only if one is
antecedently committed to reading a Fregean viejndgiment into Kant. But once we are open
to the possibility that Kant may hold a versiortleg Two Terms Model, it emerges that the
considerations apparently supporting proto-Fregea@ire equally compatible with the
traditional view, and, as a consequence, withectmn of proto-Fregeanism about intuitions. In
the remainder of this section, | want to demonsttiaat this is so by briefly going over two of
the three points | made in support of proto-Freganl shall postpone discussion of the
remaining point, the first in the order of my expios in 82.1, until later (83.3), because this
point turns on fairly complex exegetical questipestaining to the first chapter of theitfaden,
which we are not yet in a position to address.

Both points were based on Kant’s characterizatfantaition as the singular, immediate
representation of an object, and his related cheriaation of concepts as general and mediate.
First, since intuitions are singular representajdnseems natural, according to the proto-
Fregean, to think of them as playing a role analsgo singular terms. Second, if there are no
singular concepts for Kant, but if, at the sameetilne recognizes the existence of singular
judgments, there must be some other kind of simgaf@esentation. Again, intuition would

seem to be the obvious candidate.

%9 See the passage from A71/B96 quoted at the begjruiithis section.
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But these considerations are not conclusive. Tanb&th, by itself the characterization
of intuition as singular does not, evidently, decitle issue. Intuitions may be singular
representations without playing the role of singtéams in judgment. Kant may think of them,
for instance, as pre-judgmental perceptions, wisoséent can be articulated in judgments, but
which are not themselves components of judgmenteSperceptions are of individual objects it
would still be apt to characterize this kind ofnegentation as singul&t Absent a more detailed
account of the role of intuition in Kant’s epistelogy, therefore, the thesis that intuition is
singular does not favor proto-Fregeanism overatapetitors.

Next, when Kant denies the existence of singulacepts in thé.ogik, he is careful to
point out that while there are no singular concepiesre is such a thing as the singuiseof a
concepf By their nature, concepts are general. But theybeaused with different quantitative
determinations. In accordance with the three gtetnte forms of judgment, Kant speaks of the
universal, particular, and singular use of concepitss implies that the fact that there are no
individual concepts for Kant does not force usdoaunt for the singularity of a judgment by
thinking of its subject-term as a non-conceptuptesentation. Whatever it is that accounts for
the quantity in the use of a concept, it seemsithativersal and particular judgments have a
concept in the subject-position, then we shoulceekpingular judgments to follow the same

pattern. The point of Kant’'s remark is that diffeces in quantity among judgments are not

% Taking ‘object’ in a wide sense, in which it mdgarefer to states of affairs. For the purposeisfdiscussion
we do not need to decide whether this is Kant'$gpred sense of ‘object;’ cf. footnote 18, above.

®1«Es ist eine bloRe Tautologie, von allgemeinenrageneinsamen Begriffen zu reden —E&hler, der sich auf
eine unrichtige Einteilung der Begriffe allgemeinebesondreundeinzelnegriindet. Nicht die Begriffe selbst — nur
ihr Gebrauchkann so eingeteilt werden” (It is a mere tautoltmyalk about universal [general], or common
concepts — a mistake, which rests on the incodigion of concepts intaniversal, particularandsingularones.
Not the concepts themselves — otiilgir usecan be divided up in this waydgik, 81, note 2).
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accounted for by the generality, or lack therebthe representations that compose them, that is,
the subject- and predicate-terffs.

As a result, the second and third of the threeiderations | offered in favor of the
proto-Fregean reading prove not to be conclusiegthidr does the first, which I discuss in the
next section. Each is compatible with what | takéé Kant’'s version of the Two Term Model of
judgment, viz. the view that judgment is a relatii@mtween two concepts. Since concepts, for
Kant, are by their nature general, it has not ksewn that intuitions must be conceived as
components of judgmenA fortiori, it has not been shown that intuitions are analsgtie

singular terms.

3. Kant’'s Theory of Judgment in theitfaden

What | call the Unity Problem is the problem of home and the same faculty, the
understanding, can be responsible for two distyps of act, judgment and sensible synthesis.
This problem is pressing because Kant appearsfitteddhe understanding as a capacity for
judgment. And it is hard to see how such a capaeityalso be a capacity for sensible synthesis,
which, as | argued in the Introduction, is distifioim judgment. | proposed to address this
problem by arguing that Kant provides a differemgd more fundamental, characterization of
the understanding, which makes it possible to cefmgand its unity because it allows us to

understand judgment and sensible synthesis asatiffepecies of the same genus. An argument

%2 This point is supported by the best account ajuiar judgment in Kant | know of, which is the agigen by
Tobias RosefeldDas logische Ich: Kant iber den Gehalt des Begriffen sich selbsBerlin/Wien: Philo 2000,
108-119. In a nutshell, Rosefeldt suggests thai&mmt there are two ways in which a concept magiteen a
singular use. First, a concept may be treated hyarttion as if it were a singular representatiot taus uniquely
picked out an individual object, even though dyispeaking it is not. Second, a concept may beeocied to an
current intuition, that is, to a perceptual contéxtte thinker refers to an individual object byntking of it as ‘the F
that | am currently intuiting,” where ‘F’ standsrfilhe concept that is being given a singular use aRother useful
discussion of the issue, equally supportive of iy see Manley Thompson, “Singular Terms anditiots in
Kant's Epistemology,Review of Metaphysi&6 (1972), 314-343.
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of this shape requires an account, first, of judgimgecond, of sensible synthesis; and third, of
their relation. Because sensible synthesis condgetuision, an account of the relation between
judgment and sensible synthesis calls for discassighe relation between judgment and
intuition. The task of the present chapter is totke ground for an account of judgment, which
takes into consideration its relation to intuitiamd thus addresses both the first and the third of
the three tasks just mentioned.

| set forth the account in Chapter Two. In the préshapter | lay the ground for it by
identifying reasons for rejecting a family of viewakthe relation between judgment and
intuition, which at the opening of 82 | identifiad Component Views of intuition. Proto-
Fregeanism is a prominent instance of a Compon&w.\More specifically, proto-Fregeanism
constitutes what I call the Simple Component Viewbe distinguished from the Complex
Component View, which will be discussed in 84 below

In the preceding section we saw that two of thedlgonsiderations advanced in support
of proto-Fregeanism are inconclusive. | also gaasons for thinking that Kant’s conception of
judgment is informed by the traditional logic ofrtes and is therefore fundamentally at odds
with the Fregean conception of judgment that i$ pad parcel of the proto-Fregean view.
Specifically, we saw that Kant thinks of judgmeatadigmatically as a relation among two
concepts; and that this is incompatible with a Eeggfunction-argument conception.

In the following | shall provide further supportrfthis contention by giving a close
reading ofLeitfaden Iwhich contains, in very condensed form, a staterobEKant’s theory of
judgment® This puts me in a position to address head-ometimaining consideration apparently

favoring proto-Fregeanism, which appealed to sohteeopassages frofreitfaden Ito be

83 A complete account of Kant’s theory of judgmenttbhave to address §19 of the B-Deduction, wheratK
explains what makes judgment objectively valid. Bus issue is not directly relevant to our presantcerns. |
discuss 8§19 in Chapter Four.
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discussed nowW? By showing that, in fact, these passages do rfighe any support to proto-
Fregeanism | conclude my discussion of this view.

Besides supporting my case against proto-Fregeagising a detailed interpretation of
Leitfaden Iserves two additional purposes. First, the Judgfieesis, that is, the seeming
definition of the understanding as a capacity tgg is stated, and argued for, in this part of the
text. Since Kant’'s apparent commitment to thisithespart of what makes the Unity Problem
urgent, taking a close look at it will also contrie to my solution of the Unity Problem. Second,
getting a grip on the rather dense statement dhleisry of judgment, which Kant gives in
Leitfaden ] will prepare the ground for developing a positaeount of the relation between
judgment and intuition, which is the task of Chafteo.

The discussion dfeitfaden Ibreaks down into three parts. In §3.1 | situagesdction in
the context of théeitfadenas a whole. This will provide the needed backgdoiam a close look
at the text, which takes up the following two sews. In 83.2 | explore the relation between, on
the one hand, the claim that concepts relate tectdbmediately, and, on the other, the claim that
concepts can only be used in judgment. In 83.3dudis the Judgment Thesis, the thesis that the

understanding is a capacity to judge.

3.1 The Task of theeitfaden

| want to begin by situatingeitfaden lin the overall context of the Transcendental
Analytic. Kant’s goal is to explain the possibiliy synthetic a priori judgments. The Analytic as
a whole is divided into two parts, the Analytic@bncepts and the Analytic of Principles. In the
former Kant aims to show that there are pure caisoshich apply a priori to objects of sensible

intuition. In the latter he relates these concéptbe sensible conditions on cognition, which

% See pp.18-20 in §2.1, above.
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were identified in the Transcendental Aestheticl derives a number of synthetic a priori
judgments, the Pure Principles of the Understanding

The Analytic of Concepts in turn is divided intoayarts, the Clue to the Discovery of
All Pure Concepts of the Understandingiffaden der Entdeckung aller reinen
Verstandesbegrifjeor Leitfaden for short, and the Transcendental Deduction. déigadenis
also frequently referred to as the Metaphysicalua&dn of the pure concepts, in accordance
with a remark of Kant’s at B159. The task of ttetfadenis to show that there are pure concepts
of the understanding, and to identify these. Bytiast, the task of the Transcendental Deduction
is to demonstrate that these concepts have olgectiNdity; that is, that they apply to sensible
objects. What this distinction, between showind thare are pure concepts, on the one hand,
and showing that they are objectively valid, ondki®er, amounts to need not concern us for
now® It is sufficient for us to know that the task béLeitfadenis to identify the pure concepts
of the understanding, or categories.

The strategy Kant adopts in pursuit of this goas whleady discussed in the Introduction.
Let me briefly rehearse the central features. kséarts with the idea that there are two distinct
kinds of exercise of the understanding, what his @l logical use and its real u¥eThe real use
of the understanding involves the pure conceptgeNdoecisely, it involves them in such a way
that to identify the forms of the understandingalrusés to identify the pure concepts. Now,

the central feature of the strategy Kant pursugieheitfadenis the idea that the forms of the

8| discuss this distinction in §3.2 of Chapter Two.

% Kant does not characterize the distinction in ¢ttesms in thé.eitfaden While he uses the term ‘logical use’ in
the title of the first chapter of tHeeitfaden(“On the Logical Use of the Understanding in GetigiA67/B92]), he
does not use the term ‘real use.’ But it is cléat this is what he has in mind, as is confirmea Ipassage from the
parallel section at the opening of the Transceradd@itlectic: “Es gibt von ihr [scil. der Vernunft,L.], wie von
dem Verstandeeinen blof3 formalen, dlogischen Gebrauchda die Vernunft von allem Inhalte der Erkenntnis
abstrahiert, aber auch einezalen da sie selbst den Ursprung gewisser Begriffe@ndhdséatze enthalt [...]."Just
as in the case of the understanditttere is a purely formal, that isgical useof reason, in which it abstracts from
all content of cognition, but alsoreal onein which reason itself contains the origin oftaér concepts and
principles.) (A299/B355, my emphasis); cf. my dission of this passage in the Introduction, §5.
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understanding’s logical use allow one to identifg forms of its real use. The former thus serve
as a “guiding thread” — which is what the Germamdvbeitfaden’ means — to the latter. Hence
the title of the sectiof}!

Executing this strategy imposes a two-fold taskhmieitfaden First, Kant has to
identify the forms of the understanding’s logicatuSecond, he must derive from these the
forms of the understanding’s real use, and thergdytify the pure concepts of the
understanding. The first task is carried out infttet two chapters of theeitfaden while the
second is undertaken in its final chaptegitfaden IlI.

The forms of the logical use of the understandirgtiae logical forms of judgment, as
catalogued in the Table of Judgments at A70/B9fhérfirst chapter of theeitfaden Kant
seeks to entitle himself to this claim by arguihgtta judgment is a “function of unity” among
representations (A69/B94); that the understandisgegards its logical use, is a capacity for
judgment; and that, therefore, an inventory oflags in which judgment unifies
representations is an inventory of the forms ofutthderstanding in its logical use.

My discussion of_eitfaden Iproceeds in two steps, one for each of the twmses of
the argument just sketched. First, in 83.2, | statisider Kant's justification of the premise that
judgments are functions of unity among represeosratiThis will involve discussion of the
claim that concepts are mediate representationbjetts, which can only be used in judgment.

Second, in 83.3, | shall discuss Kant’s attemptindicate the Judgment Thesis. This will

®"1n the first part of the Transcendental Diale&tant gives a concise summary of theitfadenstrategy: “Die
transzendentale Analytik gab uns ein Beispiel, digebloRe logische Form unserer Erkenntnis dentdngpvon
reinen Begriffen a priori enthalten kénne, welcle aller Erfahrung Gegenstande vorstellen, oddmeéhr die
synthetische Einheit anzeigen, welche allein empigsche Erkenntnis von Gegenstanden maéglich ma&ikt
Form der Urteile (in einen Begriff von der Syntiseder Anschauungen verwandelt) brachte Kategoeevoh,
welche allen Verstandesgebrauch in der Erfahruitgnlé (The transcendental analytic gave us an gkamf how
the mere logical form of our cognition can contaipriori the origin of pure concepts, which prioratl experience
represent objects, or rather indicate the synthutity, which alone makes possible empirical cagnibf objects.
The form of judgments (transformed into a concdphe synthesis of intuitions) gave rise to catégmrwhich
guide all use of the understanding in experien@8p1/B377f.).
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involve close consideration of the thesis, appetddaly proto-Fregeans, that concepts are
predicates of possible judgments.

Before | turn to the text, however, one more pafatemark is in order. My debate with
proto-Fregeanism concerns Kant’'s view of what tagidstructure of judgment is; whether, in
the basic case, a judgment is composed of anionwaind a concept, or rather of two concepts.
Although | have argued that the latter alternaisviihe correct one, and have suggested that for
Kant even singular judgments exhibit this structlislo not want to rule out the possibility that
Kant recognizes judgments of the kind the protagBam takes as fundamental. For all | know,
that is, he may accept that there are judgments&hobject-term is, or expresses, an intuition. |
claim only, first, that we have not encountered ewglence of this in the texts so far considered;
and second, that such judgments do not bear odriltg Problem. But this is not, obviously, the
same as to rule out the very possibility of suagjuents.

The reason | bring up this issue is that | will @@ccasion to speak of judgments of this
kind in the discussion dfeitfaden I,if only by way of contrast with what | take to Kant's
actual view. And this makes it convenient to adfgrminological convention, which the
following consideration will serve to introduce. & Analytic of Concepts — that is, that part of
the Transcendental Logic which comprisesltbgfadenand the Transcendental Deduction — is
intended to provide an analysis of the faculty mderstanding® In accordance with Kant's
method of isolating faculties, the understandinigege considered by itself, and it is asked what
is constitutive of it as the capacity it®sNow, as Michael Wolff has argued, the theory of

judgment that is sketched in the course of thigstigation should be seen as bearing only on

% Kant memorably speaks of “the hitherto scarcelgrapted dissection of the capacity of understanitef”
(A65/B90).
%9 Cf. the methodological remarks at A21f/B35f andLAB75f.



38

those judgments, for which the faculty of underdtag is solely responsibf@.This leaves open
the possibility that there may be judgments, forolwtihe understanding is not solely
responsible, and which accordingly do not fall witthe scope of the theory of judgment
advanced in the Analytic of Concepts. Following Wdlwill sometimes speak of judgments
that do fall within the scope of this theory agguments of the understanding’ audicia
logica.’"* This will allow me to distinguish between the kinof judgments to which the
Leitfaden’stheory applies and those to which it may not apygtirout being committed to
denying the possibility of the latter.

| hasten to add that when | speak of the understgisdbeing solely responsible | do not
mean to rule out any kind of dependence on seitgibiVhat | mean is, rather, that the
judgmental acts in question do not require concuregercises of sensibility. This is
compatible with recognizing that there are sengibladitions, which bear on the objective
validity of these acts. The important point is teansibility plays no part in the formation of

judgments of the understanding.

0 See Michael WolffDie Vollstandigkeit der kantischen Urteilstafel: t\inem Essay iiber Freges Begriffsschrift,
Frankfurt a.M.: Klostermann 1995, 85-87. Reinhardrigit makes the same pointlie Urteilstafel: Kritik der
reinen Vernunft A67-76; B92-10Hamburg: Meiner 1991, 64f.

" As Wolff points out, the Latin term is traditiorahd is, for instance, used in MeieRaszug aus der
Vernunftlehrgsee 8252, Ak. XVI, 624fithe logic textbook from which Kant lectured. Judgrts of the
understanding are “logical judgments” in the sensghich an investigation of the capacity to thiekin Kant's
terminology, a logic — as contrasted with an ad#tlfef. above, §1.2, fn. 30). There is no implioathere that there
could be something like an illogical judgment. Wisaimplied is the possibility of something like aasthetic
judgment, in the sense of a judgment that essbnitslolves perception. Demonstrative judgmentshmige of this
kind. In this connection, we should note that ia@mitique of JudgmeniKant frequently speaks of logical
judgments, in order to contrast them with aesthjatigments. Logical judgments purport to be cognii of
objects. In a logical judgment, representationselaed to an object, in order to determine thedlas being
such-and-such. By contrast, an aesthetic judgmemesses the relation of a representation of tlecobo the
subject, and its feelings of pleasure and pain.eSg&U, 881, 6.

2 Cf. the distinction between act-dependence andaigpdependence in §1 of the Introduction. In ®ohthis
distinction, to say that the understanding is galesponsible for certain judgments is to say thatformation of
these judgments is at most capacity-dependentrwitsigy, but certainly not act-dependent.
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3.2 Judgment as the Non-Immediate Representatian Qfbject

Let us turn, then, to the text béitfaden 1.Kant begins by asserting that the
understanding is a capacity for non-sensible cagmit From this claim he derives, in a first
step, the proposition that the understanding &pacity for cognition through concepts. The
argument proceeds by elimination from the prentfis¢ there are only two kinds of cognition,
cognition through intuitions, and cognition througgncepts. Since only sensibility furnishes
intuitions, and the understanding is a distinctacady from sensibility, the understanding must
be a capacity for cognition through concepts. Myufoin this section and the next will be on
how Kant moves from here to the Judgment Thesgsthésis that the understanding is
fundamentally a capacity to judge. Following areintediate step, in which Kant seeks to
establish that concepts require spontarféitiie argument continues as follows:

[1] Von diesen Begriffen kann nun der Verstand &aiandern Gebrauch machen, als

daR3 er dadurch urteilt. [2] Da keine Vorstellungruttelbar auf den Gegenstand geht, als

blof3 die Anschauung, so wird ein Begriff niemal@onen Gegenstand unmittelbar

bezogen, sondern auf irgend eine andre Vorstellongdemselben (sie sei Anschauung

oder selbst schon Begriff) bezogen. [3] Das Uisiklso die mittelbare Erkenntnis eines
Gegenstandes, mithin die Vorstellung einer Vorgitejldesselben.

[1] Now the only use which the understanding cahkenat these concepts is to judge by
means of them. [2] Since no representation, sawnuthis an intuition, is in immediate
relation to an object, no concept is ever relategin object immediately, but to some
other representation of it, be that other repregemt an intuition, or itself a concept. [3]

3“Der Verstand wurde oben bloR negativ erklartctivein nichtsinnliches Erkenntnisvermogen” (Abdve t
understanding was defined only negatively: as agasible faculty for cognition) (A67/B92). As some
commentators have noted, it is not clear whichggsd¥ant is referring to, since the text of @ritique up to this
point does not contain a characterization of thdeustanding as a non-sensible faculty of cognigga® the remarks
by Benno Erdmann, who edited t8etique for the Academy edition, at Ak. Ill, 587; cf. aldee comments in
Wolff, Die Vollstandigkeit der kantischen Urteilstaf&8-55). The two places at which he gives general
characterizations of sensibility and understandihg,opening of the Transcendental Aesthetic aadpening of
the Transcendental Logic, both provide more sulistagharacterizations. These do, however, cestamply that
the understanding is a non-sensible capacity fgnition.

" Roughly, Kant's argument is that because the edeaconcept is tied to the notion of “ordering el
representations under a common one” (A68/B93), itiognthrough concepts is spontaneous, as oppased t
receptive. It requires the exercise of the mind%va powers, rather than the actualization o€#pacity to be
affected by the presence of objects. This claimrdea Kant’s view that the understanding comprifasctions of
unity” (ibid.). But it does not contribute to thegament that is my main concern, i.e. the move ffohe
understanding is a capacity for cognition throughaepts’ to ‘The understanding is a capacity tg@d
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Judgment is therefore the mediate cognition oflgaay, that is, the representation of a
representation of it. (A68/B93)

| take it that Kant does two things here. Firstghees a reason for the claim that the only
use of concepts is in judgment. Second, he proaddsracterization of judgment in terms of
the contrast between the mediate and immediateaelaf a representation to its object. | want
to discuss these points in turn.

Intuition relates to its object immediately. It dog because it is object-dependent,
which means that the having of an intuition regaiitee presence of its object, because intuitions
exist only as a result of objects affecting thedniBy contrast, a concept does not relate to its
object immediately. Concepts are not object-depetidethis sense. Among other things, this
means that a concept relates to its object nottijrdut via another representation, which is
what Kant says in the second sentefice.

To relate a concept to another representatiort Isaat in the present context, to form a
judgment’® Although Kant does not explicitly say so at thism, it is clear that he is committed
to this claim’’ If we add it to the passage, it supplies the miggiremise for an argument that
would justify the thesis that concepts can onlybed in judgment. Note that, although this
argument may appear to be circular, it is in fautt €learly, the claim that relating a concept to

another representation amounts to making a judgowe® not presuppose that this isahéy

use to which concepts can be put. The structutieeopassage, then, is this: Sentence [2]

> This makes it hard to give a sense to the phrat&té to an object’ which is wide enough to apptwocally

both to the immediate object-relating of intuitipasd to the mediate object-relating of conceptsaiMve should
say, | think, is that, generically, for a represgioin to relate to objects is for it to satisfy ttenditions on cognition,
in the sense discussed in §1.2, above. With regacdncepts this entails that a concept relatestobject if and
only if it can figure in judgments that are truefalse of objects.

® This is so if the goal is cognition. Kant recogrsassociative connections between concepts, wbiciot take
the form of judgment. But neither do they amouritcgnition through concepts.” Cf. B139f.

" See e.gReflexion3045 (Ak. XVI, 630): “Ein Begrif hat vermdge seim@emeingiiltigkeit die function eines
Urtheils. Er bezieht sich auf andere Begrjfetentialiter. Die Wirkliche Beziehung eines Begrifs auf andalseein
Mittel ihrer Erkentnis ist das Urtheil.” (In virtuef its general validity a concept has the functiba judgment. It
relates to other conceptstentialiter. The actual relation of a concept to others, agans of cognizing them, is the
judgment).
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supplies an enthymematic argument for the thesiswamced in [1], and sentence [3] derives a
further conclusion from [2].

Kant tells us, in sentence [2], that a conceptesléo its object mediately by relating to
the object either (a) by way of an intuition or fly)way of another concept. The first alternative
is not a viable option for the purposel&itfaden | Since intuition is object-dependent, a type of
mediate cognition in which a concept is relatedriantuition and thereby to an object, would be
object-dependent as well. For the relating of acephto an intuition obviously requires the
actuality of the intuition, hence the presence®bbject. In effect, this would not amount to a
kind of cognition that deserves the title ‘non-skies. Therefore, if option (b) is not dependent
on affection in this way, it should serve as theagaggm for non-sensible cognition, that is, for
judgments of the understanding. Consider, theripob).”®

Option (b) accommodates the mediacy of conceptglaying a conce not to an
intuition, but to some other concept Of course, on this alternative, too, some kindetdition
to intuition has to be part of the picture, formbately relation to an object always depends on
intuition.”® But here the relation to intuition comes, as itayéurther down the line. The point of
this option is that what the concept is directhated to is another concept, as opposed to an
intuition. More precisely, the concept is not dilgcelated to aractualintuition. However, in
virtue of being related to another concept, ieiated tgpossibleintuitions, since every concept

can go proxy for the intuitions that fall under it.

8 1t might be objected that relation possibleintuition is sufficient. But this objection miséis. In the absence of
any other representation, there would be no wagesftifying which possible intuitions the concept is supposed to
relate to. If the relation is to intuition alonayly actual intuition will do. This point will becoenclearer shortly.

"9 «Alles Denken aber muR sich, es sei geradezudgifeoder im Umschweife (indirecte), zuletzt auf
Anschauungen, mithin, bei uns, auf Sinnlichkeitiblean, weil uns auf andere Weise kein Gegenstagebgsn
werden kann” (But all thought, whether straightadiyecte or through a detouir(directe, must ultimately be
related to intuitions, thus, in our case, to sdlisibsince there is no other way in which object be given to us)
(A19/B33).
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Let me try to make this clearer. Take the judgm&htG areF'. Here, a concept is
being related to objects by being related to aratbeceptG. But G, in virtue of being a
concept, hence a general representation, subsurdes itiintuitions ofGs. Thus, the concept
may be regarded as going proxy for the intuitidva fall under it. Therefore, the predicate-
conceptF can be said to relate to objects by way ofpbssibleintuitions represented by the
subject-concept. If this is right, relation of tt@nceptF to an object is still secured, ultimately,
by way of its relation to intuitions. But on thikeanative, its relation to intuition is, as we rhig
put it, itself mediated by another concept. And thmiakes the cognition independent actual
intuition, and thus of any immediate perceptualtertn The cognition becomes situation-
independent.

The point of option (b), then, is that cognitionahgh judgments is non-sensible, and
thus situation-independent, because in judgmenblfext is cognized, not through actual
intuitions, but through the conceptual representatif possible intuitions. | take it that this is
what Kant means when he concludes, in sentencthi]judgment is “the representation of a
representation” of the objet.

The example Kant goes on to give supports thisyaisalHere is the text:

[4] In jedem Urteil ist ein Begriff, der fur vielgilt, und unter diesem Vielen auch eine

gegebene Vorstellung begreift, welche letztere darirden Gegenstand unmittelbar

bezogen wird. [5] So bezieht sich z. B. in dem Uktealle Korper sind teilbar, der

Begriff des Teilbaren auf verschiedene andere Begrinter diesen aber wird er hier

besonders auf den Begriff des Korpers bezogenedaser auf gewisse uns

vorkommende Erscheinungen. [6] Also werden diesge@stéande durch den Begriff der

Teilbarkeit mittelbar vorgestellt. [7] Alle Urteilend demnackunktionen der Einheit
unter unseren Vorstellungen, da namlich statt ainerittelbaren Vorstellung eine

8 Heidegger nicely captures this point in his 1987&ttures on th€ritique published a®henomenological
Interpretation of Kant's Critique of Pure ReasdAls mittelbare Vorstellungen sind die Begriffecht direkt auf
das Seiende bezogen, sondern auf dieses, sofech@s durch die unmittelbaren Vorstellungen, durch
Anschauungen gegeben ist. Das begriffliche Voestealt demnach ein auf Vorstellungen bezogenest&itas —
dasVorstellen einer VorstellurigMartin HeideggerPhanomenologische Interpretation von Kant's Krii
reinen Vernunfted. Ingtraud Gorland,3ed., Frankfurt/M.: Klostermann 1995, 171).
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hohere, die diese und mehrere unter sich begreiftzrkenntnis des Gegenstandes
gebraucht, und viel mégliche Erkenntnisse dadunatiner zusammengezogen werden.

[4] In every judgment there is a concept which Badfl many representations, and among
them of a given representation that is immediatelgted to an object. [5] Thus in the
judgment, ‘all bodies are divisible,” the conceptle divisible applies to various other
concepts, but is here applied in particular todtvecept of body, and this concept again
to certain appearances that present themselves [6]urhese objects, therefore, are
mediately represented through the concept of divNitsi. [7] Accordingly, all judgments
are functions of unity among our representatiomsteiad of an immediate representation,
a higher representation, which comprises the imatedepresentation and various
others, is used in cognizing the object, and theneiny possible cognitions are

collected in a single one. (A68f/B93f)

Sentence [4] describes a general schema for judgroéthe understanding. As the
following sentence makes clear, Kant is talkinguttibe predicate-concept in a judgment. The
predicate, he says, “holds of many,” and amonggetiaéso of a given representation, which is
immediately related to the object. Kant’s talk mihnediate object-relatedness must mean that the
reference here is to intuitidh The example that follows in sentence [5] confithis, and at the
same time makes clear that the predicate-concigpeseo the “given representation” by way of
another representation, viz. the subject-concephea following analysis makes clear.

Kant begins his discussion of the example ‘All esdare divisible’ by pointing out, in
sentence [5], that the predicate-concept holdsasfynsubordinate concepts. This is simply a
point about the nature of conceptgegraesentationes generaleggyen Kant's intensional

conception of logic, according to which the extensof a concept comprises lower concepts as

8 Some commentators disagree and argue that, réleerepresentation which relates to the objectédiately,
just like the “immediate representation” referredr [7], is a concept; see Longuenes&nt and the Capacity to
Judge,88n15; H. J. Patoikant’'s Metaphysic of Experineceondon: Allen and Unwin 1936, vol. |, 253; Wolff,
Die Vollstandigkeit der kantischen UrteilstaféB-82. These commentators then introduce a sdrisensediate’
which pertains specifically to concepts, and idéstia distinct relation from the immediate relaten intuition
bears to its object. It seems to me that suchwa résts on a misunderstanding of the fact thathayacterizing
intuition as immediate Kant is talking about itgesit-dependence. Concepts in Kant's sense arebjetto
dependent, and as | shall argue, this different@d®n intuitions and concepts is all-important. Bttis is right,
there is no logical space, by Kant’s lights, fddrd of immediacy which pertains specifically toncepts.
Moreover, as my analysis will show, the text cetadoes not force us to introduce such a notion.
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well as object§? Next, he says that to make the judgment ‘All bediee divisible,’ is to relate
one concept to another, viz. the predicate ‘dilsito the subject ‘body.’ The final clause of [5]
then contains the point that the subject-conceqdléded to “certain intuitions,” — namely, all
those intuitions that are contained under the qoinbedy’.®®

In the next sentence, [6], a conclusion is drawinese objects, therefore, are mediately
represented through the concept of divisibilityheTexample thus shows us what it means to say
that the concept ‘divisibility’ stands in a mediagtation to objects. The significance of this
point, however, is not limited to the example, méant to be perfectly general. This is evident
from sentence [7], which draws a further conclusiad presents it as applying to all judgments.
| suggest that we consider [6] and [7] jointly. {6lls us that in the judgment at hand the
predicate-concept ‘divisibility’ serves to represammultiplicity of objects: it represents “these
objects” — viz. the objects that can be given trthind through intuitions which fall under the
subject-concept ‘body.” Sentence [7], with its tafkunity and multiplicity, makes clear that the
plural of the phrase ‘these objects’ in [6] is imamt. That is, it matters that [6] speaks of a
multiplicity of objects, hence a multiplicity oftiaitions, as opposed to a single object. It matters
because Kant goes on, in sentence [7], to drawdhelusion that the mediate representation of
objects in judgment serves to generate unity anoomgepresentations. In particular, unity is
generated by (i) using a “higher representationjlace of an immediate one, and thereby (ii)
“[drawing] together many possible cognitions intsiagle [actual] one.”

| think we can interpret the first point in two fdifent ways, depending on what we take

the phrase ‘higher representation’ to refer to ti@nfirst alternative (i.a), the phrase is taken to

8 See SchulthesRelation und Funktionl12-117, for discussion.

8 take it that in a context like this, where thaure of intuition is not explicitly discussed, fsgmrance’ and
‘intuition’ are often used equivalently. In any ea&ant's own copy of the A-edition replaces ‘Emictungen’ with
‘Anschauungen’. SekrV, ed. Timmermann, p.14€PR ed. Guyer/Wood, p.205.
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refer to the predicate concept, i.e. ‘divisibilit@®n this alternative, the contrast Kant draws is
between sensible cognition, on the one hand, aswidiive cognition, on the other; between
cognition through intuitions and cognition througgmcepts. Thus, the claim is that instead of
cognizing the object through intuition, we cognitzéarrough concepts, and cognition through
concepts takes the form of judgment. In terms efékample, we cognize the object through the
concept ‘divisibility’, and to do so is to makewagment in which this concept functions as the
predicate.

On the second alternative (i.b), the referent ajhr representation’ is not the predicate-
concept, but the subject-concept, i.e. ‘body’. Thatrast drawn is not between intuition and
judgment, but between two kinds of judgment. Os tkading, the claim picks up on the
alternative between two ways of relating a contepinother representation offered in sentence
[2], i.e. the alternative of relating it to an ifttan and relating it to another concept. So os thi
reading the claim made in [7] is that only thosggiments are functions of unity among our
representations, in which a concept is relatechaheer concept, as opposed to an intuition.

| think that, for all intents and purposes, botietdatives come to the same. In both
cases, the contrast that matters is between situdgpendent cognition, on the one hand, and
cognition that is not situation-dependent, on ttieen The difference lies in what situation-
dependent cognition is construed as. On the fitstrative, it is intuitiorsimpliciter, on the
second it is intuition-involving judgment. But imth cases the contrast is with judgments
consisting of general representations, that iscepts; what above | called judgments of the
understanding. What is more, in both cases thet pbiout such judgments is the same. It is that

they serve to “draw together many possible cognétioto a single oneé®*

8 Alternative (i.a) seems to me to fit the text betfor it allows us to read the talk of ‘alle Uleeas being indeed
about all judgments, since this alternative is catifgbe with the view that all judgments are neceiseoncept-
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How do they do that? Recall my discussion abovéh@fifference between relating a
concept to an object via an intuition, and relafirtg an object via another concept. In the
second case, | said, we can think of the subjentet of the resulting judgment as going proxy
for a multiplicity of possible intuitions, viz. tise intuitions which instantiate the subject-
concept. So it is plausible to describe the judgrasridrawing together” these possible
intuitions. Now, to classify an actual intuition iastantiating the concept ‘body’ is to make a
judgment of the form ‘This is a bod§>’Such a judgment could serve as the minor premise i
syllogism whose major premise is the original juégtn(‘All bodies are divisible’). We can then
think of the “many possible cognitions” that arawn into a single one as the conclusions of all
these syllogisms, thus: ‘This is divisible,” ‘THatdivisible,” and ‘That other thing is divisibl&®.

Kant’'s discussion of the example thus bears ouattatysis | gave of sentences [1]-[3],
above, the result of which was that a concepteslai objects mediately because it relates to
them by way of possible intuitions. And this meéret it relates to objects by being predicated
of another concept in a judgment. We may concludéthe salient reason why judgments of the
understanding can be described as “functions df @mong our representations” is that they
have a general representation in the subject-pasiiecause of this such judgments can, in
some cases, function as the major premise of gaatal syllogisnf’ And it is through this that

“many possible cognitions are drawn together insingle [actual] one.” Note that judgments

concept combinations. On alternative (i.b), we wicwdve to read ‘alle Urteile’ with a qualifier, e:glle
Verstandegrteile’; the only advantage of this alternativetiat it allows for a nice connection with sentef@jeand
what seems like a natural reading of that sentence.

8 As before, | am construing ‘intuition’ here as mies ‘intuited object’. If instead one wanted tacktto the act-
sense of ‘intuition’, one would have to say tha ttemonstrative judgment refers to the object gtheough the
intuition.

8 Of course, particular or universal judgments wagdve just as well as minor premises. Thus, ‘Sanimals are
bodies’, or ‘All animals are bodies’. The pointle same. After all, for Kant the extension of aapt comprises
subordinate concepts just as much as objectsdahatfder it. Therefore, we can equally think of Subject-
concept of our judgment as going proxy for the emts contained under it — as Kant himself doesvdifees
further down, when he continues his discussiomefexample (see the discussion of the passage3dnt&3ow).
8" They can function as the major premise of a categjosyllogism only in some cases, because thempagmise
must be universal in quantity. So only universadigments will be able to play this role.
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whose subject-term is an intuition would fail orsthcore. They would unify our representations
only in a derivative way, viz. by interacting witldgments of the understanding. Absent
judgments of the understanding, such judgmentsdvoot unify our representations at all; or
would unify them only in a very weak sense: All eaild ever say is ‘this I8, ‘that is F, ‘this
other thing is. But we wouldnot be able to say ‘These three things are all of tRerRor that
would require a concept as the subject-term; itldioequire a judgment of the form *All-of-
these/some/albs areF’.®

If the discussion so far is on target, it shows tha proto-Fregean construal of Kant’s
theory of judgment, at least to the extent it igedeped inLeitfaden ] is false. But this means
that we already have reason to believe that thgfegean interpretation of Kant's thesis that
concepts are predicates of possible judgments,hakiadvanced towards the end_eitfaden |
and which seemed to support the proto-Fregean isasqually false. | discuss this thesis in the
following section, where | consider the remaindekL@tfaden [.The focus of this portion of the
text and, accordingly, of my discussion lies onibdgment Thesis, the thesis that the

understanding is a capacity to judge.

3.3 The Judgment Thesis

Having stated that judgments are functions of uarong our representations Kant goes
on to say:

[8] Wir kbnnen aber alle Handlungen des VerstaradgdJrteile zurtickfihren, so dal3 der

Verstandiiberhaupt als eiermégen zu urteilemorgestellt werden kann. [9] Denn er ist
nach dem obigen ein Vermdgen zu denken. [10] Deidtatas Erkenntnis durch

8 Therefore, an interpretation like Allison’s must fejected. On Allison’s view, the judgment ‘All dies are
divisible’ unifies cognitions because it classiflemlies as belonging to the same class as othisitdiésthings (e.g.
lines); cf. Allison,Kant’'s Transcendental Idealisp85: “The collection or unification effected khyig particular
judgment is of the’s thought through the concept ‘body’ with othés that may be thought through the concept
‘divisibility’.” At best, this interpretation is s@usly incomplete.
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Begriffe. [11] Begriffe aber beziehen sich, alsd#ate moglicher Urteile, auf irgendeine
Vorstellung von einem noch unbestimmten GegenstdtdeSo bedeutet der Begriff
des Korpers etwas, z. B. Metall, was durch jenegriBeerkannt werden kann. [13] Er ist
also nur dadurch Begriff, dal3 unter ihm andere ¥titsrgen enthalten sind, vermittelst
deren er sich auf Gegenstéande beziehen kann. [14] &so das Préadikat zu einem
moglichen Urteile, z. B. ein jedes Metall ist eidrider.

[8] Now, we can reduce all acts of the understagptiinudgments, and thenderstanding
may therefore be represented daaulty of judgmen{9] For, as stated above, the
understanding is a faculty of thought. [10] Thouightognition by means of concepts.
[11] But concepts, as predicates of possible juddmeelate to some representation of
an as yet undetermined object. [12] Thus the cdnaigpody means something, for
instance, metal, which can be cognized by meatisabiconcept. [13] It is therefore a
concept solely in virtue of its comprehending otfemresentations, by means of which it
can relate to objects. [14] It is therefore thedjrate of a possible judgment, for instance,
‘every metal is a body.” (A68f/B93f)
Sentence [8] states the Judgment Thesis, and sestf9]-[14] contain an argument, as
well as an example, intended to justify the Theassis indicated by the fact that Kant starts [9]
with ‘Denn’. The argument seems to be this: Wet$tam the premise that the understanding is
a capacity for thought, which is, | take it, equérd to the claim that the understanding is a
capacity for non-sensible cognitiBhThought, according to [10], is cognition througimcepts.
And cognition through concepts is, as [11] implicieminds us, cognition through predicates of
judgments. But this means that the kind of cognitimat the understanding affords takes the
form of judgments. Therefore, all “acts of the ursi@ending” — in other words, all actualizations

of the capacity for cognition through concepts r ba “traced back to” judgments. Kant is

simply repeating here what has already been eskeguliin the first half of the sectidh.

8 Kant says that “according to the above” the urtdeding is a capacity for thought. It is interegtto note,
however, that, although the understanding was cheriaed as a capacity for thought at the openiribe
Transcendental Logic (cf. A50/B74), this charaaation does not occur Leitfaden |.Rather, in thé_eitfaden
Kant starts from the characterization of it as jpaciy for non-sensible cognition. He then arginres hon-sensible
cognition is cognition is through concepts, and timncepts “rest on the spontaneity of thought”§/8®3). It
seems, then that, if ‘the above’ is meant to refehe preceding parts tkitfaden I,the characterization of the
understanding as a capacity for thought is contkinéthe above” only insofar as the reader infefsom what
Kant actually says.

% Several commentators take Kant to be using time tenderstanding’ in its wide sense here, in whitch
encompasses the understanding in the narrow sesgower of judgment (Urteilskraft) and reason (cf
A130f/B169 andAnthropology 840, Ak. VII, 196f). In line with this, they takbée phrase ‘all acts of the
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In [12]-[14], he goes on to make explicit anotheimp that was already implicit in the
discussion of the example ‘All bodies are divisiblée points out that for the subject-term
‘body’ to be considered a concept, it, too, mustéeable of being the predicate of a judgment,
as for instance in the judgment ‘Every metal iodyb.”* To say this is simply to point out what
it means to say that a representation is a conceps general representation. As we saw in the
preceding section, the subject-concept servesitp cognitions because it contains under it a
manifold of other representations (both intuitiamsl concepts). But if it contains other
representations under it, it can be predicatechoh @f these representations in a judgment. The
upshot is that cognition through concepts takeddira of combining concepts in judgment.
Bringing up the example a second time serves t@dhis point home, because it makes explicit
that the subject-term in ‘All bodies are divisibis’a concept, hence the predicate of a possible
judgment, just as much as the predicate-term.

In sum, the argument for the Judgment Thesis $s Y start out with the idea of
cognition through concepts, which is the only kafchon-sensible cognition available to a
discursive mind. Cognition through concepts takesform of judgment. As Kant puts it, in a

judgment an object is cognized through a concdpt doncept, i.e. the concept “through which”

understanding’ to refer to the threperationes mentigistinguished in traditional logic textbooks (&mndt,Die
Urteilstafel, 53-55 for references). These are the appreheosioleas épprehensio simplg@xjudgment, and
inference. That these are what Kant has in mindwgag's that all acts of the understanding candwedrback to
judgment is advocated, e.g., by Brandt, ibid.; Logrgessea<ant and the Capacity to Judg@?f.; and Wolff,Die
Vollstandigkeit der kantischen Urteilstaf@7-110. Since, as we have already seen, Kans tioé&d concepts can
only be used in judgment, and that inference isd &f judgment, it is clear that there is a sansghich
something along these lines must be right. Howetex hard to reconcile this view with the textolff gives an
ingenious reconstruction. But it seems to me tledshieading something into the text, which is justthere.
However, since the issue is not important for mgppsges in this chapter, | will not pursue it anstfier. Rather, |
shall concentrate on what can be gleaned fromabkegge about Kant's conception of judgment ancbitsponents.
11t is worth noting that, as Michael Wolff has pigd out, the discussion the example in [12]-[14¢reback to the
example given in [5] and [6]. In particular, therabe ‘durch jenen Begriff’ in [12] must be takerréder to the
concept ‘divisibility’ in [6] because, in contrast ‘dieses’, a pronominal phrase of the form ‘jen€'salways
refers to the penultimate instanceFofSee Wolff,Die Vollstandigkeit der kantischen Urteilstaf@l. So what Kant
is saying in [12] is that, for instance, metal tencognized through the concept of divisibilityz vin a judgment
like ‘Every metal is divisible.’
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the object is cognized, is the predicate-conceme. rble of the subject-concept is to indicate
which objects are being cognized through the preditateause the subject-concept indicates
throughwhichintuitions the predicate relates to objects. tilesar that it cannot relate to objects
immediately. No concept can do that. So it haglate to objects via intuitions. But to be able to
determine whether a cognition is true or false, g to know its content, we need to know
which intuitions the predicate relates to. We himvknow, in other words, through which
intuitions the object to which the concept relatesild be given to the mind. Since intuitions are
object-dependent, it is not possible, outside dqteeceptual contexts, to indicate the relevant
intuitions through ostension. We need a non-sibmatiependent way of specifying what the
relevant intuitions are. Having a concept in thiejsct-position of a judgment makes this
possible. Cognition through concepts, thereforepgnition through judgments of the
understanding, that is, judgments composed of gétesms.

Notice that this reading is compatible with thewidat there may be judgments, in
which no subject-concept is needed, because tlikcpte relates directly to an intuition that is
actual; judgments whose linguistic expression wdalldw the schema ‘This i6’.%? The point
of my reading is that this cannot be the genersg cand so it cannot serve as the model for
judgments of the understanding. Again, the poitha otherwise all judgments would be
situation-dependent. Arguably, on such a scenbhdweéry idea of conceptual thought
collapses”

Sentence [11] — “But concepts, as predicates diplesjudgments, relate to some

representation of an as yet undetermined objentight be taken to encapsulate this very point.

92 And, if one follows Sellars, even judgments obtkind will employ a concept in the subject-positialbeit in a
special way, viz. in connection with a demonstigtiSellars indicates this through the hyphenat@dession in his
schema for such judgments, ‘Ttsis F'; see the first chapter &cience and Metaphysic¢§ensibility and
Understanding”.

9 Cf. Rodl,Kategorien des Zeitlicheif***).
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| want to return to it briefly, because in 82.1p®é, this sentence was appealed to in support of
proto-Fregeanism. The proto-Fregean takes the @lmggresentation of an as yet undetermined
object’ to refer to intuition, and concludes that sentence expresses the claim that what it is for
a concept to function as a predicate is for itégbedicated of an intuition. | do not think thiat i
is obligatory to read the phrase as referring toition. The mistaken impression that it is
obligatory is rooted, | think, in a misunderstarglof Kant’s talk of indeterminacy in this
passage. Kant says that, qua predicatepaisaibleudgment, a concept relatessmme
representation of aas yet undeterminasbject. | take his point to be the following: While
concepts do not relate to objects except throutlition, in the absence of a subject-concept (or,
perhaps, an actual intuition) it is not determimgdchintuitions a concept is being related to,
and consequenthyhichobjects it is being related to. This is why h&i&ing aboufpossible
judgments. For there to be an actual judgmentdttbde determinate what the predicate-concept
is being predicated of. Consequently, the sentewoced read quite differently if we transposed
it into the modality of actuality: “Qua predicateam actual judgment, a concept relates to a
representation that determines which object, cedbj it is being predicated of.” This
representation may, in some cases, be an intulBonin the kind of case Kant is concerned with
in theLeitfaden the case that fits the description ‘non-sensibignition,’ it must be another
concept.

By way of concluding this section, let me indichtav the Judgment Thesis fits into
Kant's overall argument in tHeeitfaden Kant has already argued, in the passages distiusse
83.2, that judgments are functions of unity amouagrepresentations. He now shows that the
understanding is a capacity to judge. This hadeen shown before, because the understanding

had been defined only as a capacity for cognitiwactgh concepts. And while it was argued that
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concepts can only hesedin judgment, this does not yet show that a capdoitcognition

through concepts is identical to a capacity to gidgaving argued for this identity-claim,
however, Kant can now draw the conclusion thafuhetions of the understanding can be found
if the functions of unity in judgment can be exkgli. And this is the thesis he needs in order to

execute the strategy of deriving the categories fiive logical forms of judgment.

4. The Complex Component View of Intuition

The interpretation ofeitfaden Ideveloped in 83 concludes my discussion of proto-
Fregeanism, the view that Kantian intuitions aralagues of singular terms. It has emerged that,
as an interpretation of Kant’'s conception of intnt this view does not stand up to scrutiny. As
a consequence, the relation of intuition to judgmmeuast be conceived differently. At the outset
of the discussion of proto-Fregeanism, | suggettatithis view is an member of a family of
views | called Component Views of intuition. Thentral characteristic of a Component View is
that it regards intuition as a component of judgmBy way of explicating this notion |
suggested that intuition functions as a compongjudgment if it is essentially a subject of
predication. The idea was that we should distirfgas components of a judgment the predicate,
and that which the predicate is predicated&ince an intuition cannot be a predicate, to
conceive of intuition as a component of judgmenbisonceive of it as a subject of predication.

Proto-Fregeanism is a clear instance of such a.Weésvcan characterize it more
accurately by saying that proto-Fregeansim undedstaredication along Fregean lines and
assigns to intuition the role of an analogue ahgwar term, an analogue of what Frege would

call a name. Although it may seem that this isahly possible way of conceiving of intuition as

% We can then interpret the logical forms of judgtiéant distinguishes as modes of relating thesepmorants to
each other
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a subject of predication, there is, in fact, anothay. We should therefore distinguish between
two species of Component Views. One is proto-Freigea the other is what | want to call the
Complex Component View (CCVY. This view forms the topic of the present section.

On the CCV, intuition does not enter judgment dlyge@s a subject of predication in its
own right. Rather, it enters judgment as part odtwe might call an intuition-concept
compound. The chief advocate of this view is Hehllison, and it is on his elaboration of it that
| shall focus.

But before | characterize the CCV more fully, | wémpoint out that the reason why this
view is relevant to my concerns in this chaptehé it might be thought to escape the objections
| have raised for proto-Fregeanism, and yet trgaition as a component of judgment. Since my
goal in this chapter is to argue that intuitionddanot be conceived as a component of judgment
at all, hence that no kind of Component View isegtable, | need to discuss the CCV and show
that it, too, fails as an interpretation of Kantisw. Since it is hard to see how there could be
any other species of Component View besides proggdanism and the CCV, we can safely
assume, | think, that the Component approach neduks abandoned if it can be shown that, just
like proto-Fregeanism, the CCV is false.

Let me now try to characterize the CCV, as devealdpeAllison, in greater detail. To
begin with, Allison recognizes that Kant’'s basicdabof judgment is a version of the Two Term
Model. To this extent, he shares my misgivings &lpooto-Fregeanism. On Allison’s view,
then, Kant thinks of judgment as composed, in timel&dmental case, of two concepts, the subject
and the predicate. As a consequence, intuition doesnter into judgment directly, where this

means that there is no identifiable componentjatlgment that is an intuition all by itself.

% In contrast to which we might call proto-Fregeanthe Simple Component View. The rationale for éhiebels
will emerge shortly.



54

Besides acknowledging that Kant's basic model dgjuent is a version of the Two
Term Model, however, Allison has another reasordfarying that intuition enters into judgment
in the way the proto-Fregean envisages. Allisoerprets Kant’s slogan that intuitions without
concepts are blind as giving expression to whatatls Kant’s “Discursivity Thesis”. The
Discursivity Thesis implies that an intuition isetiingular representation of an object only i§it i
“conceptualized.” | will say more about exactly wiiais means in a moment. For now we can
note that a proto-Fregean intuition is preciselycomceptualized. For the proto-Fregean, an
intuition is, as such, the singular representadiban object, which is thus in a position to play
the role of a singular term in judgment. By Allisetights, however, this constitutes a violation
of the Discursivity Thesis.

To conform to the demands of the Discursivity Thgailison holds, one needs to draw a
distinction between different kinds of intuition kant, each of which plays a different role in
Kant's theory. Here is how Allison characterizes tWo roles, on which the distinction is based:

“[...] according to [the Discursivity Thesis], senkbntuition provides the mind only

with the raw data for conceptualization, not theedminate cognition of objects. As

discursive, such cognition requires not merely thatdata be given in intuition but also

that they be taken under some general descriptie@gnized in a concept.” Only then
can we speak of the ‘representation of an obj&ct.’

Because cognition is discursive, the passage aaysjuition that consists merely of
“raw data” does not amount to cognition, and thesans that it does not amount to the singular
representation of an object. For an intuition tdhEesingular representation of an object, it needs
to involve a discursive element. This means thatust be “recognized in a concept,” where this
consists in the intuition’s being, as Allison usyaluts it, “conceptualized.” Accordingly,

Allison goes on to suggest, we must distinguishvbeh raw-data intuitions, on the one hand,

% Henry Allison,Kant's Transcendental Idealism: An InterpretatiameDefense2™, revised and enlarged ed.,
New Haven: Yale UP 2004, 81.



55

and intuitions qua singular representations of @bjeon the other. Each constitutes a distinct
kind of intuition. He calls the first indeterminate unconceptualized intuition, and the second
determinate or conceptualized intuitin.

What matters for our purposes is not this distorctn its own right, but rather how
Allison conceives of the “conceptualization” of treav-data intuitions, and how his acceptance
of the Discursivity Thesis leads him to construenatheory of judgment. Since, according to
Allison, all acts of conceptualization are actguafgment, the conceptualizing, or determining,
of raw-data intuitions, which results in an intaitithat is the singular representation of an
object, is an act of judgment. However, this agblaes only the subject-concept of a judgment,
not its predicate-concept. Predicating the predicaincept of the subject-concept is a further
step. On Allison’s view, a judgment thus involvestacts of subsumption, or conceptual
determination: first, a raw-data intuition is browginder the subject-concept and thereby turned
into the representation of an object; second,itttiistion-under-a-concept is then further
determined by being subsumed under the predicateepd. Using the letter ‘X’ to stand for the
object given through the intuition, Allison givespeession to this view in the following passage:

In a judgment of the categorical form, this deteration [of the raw-data intuition, T.L.]

occurs through the subsumption of the intuitiotha$ x under a subject-concept, which,

in turn makes possible further subsumption or stibation under additional concepts in
the judgment®

On Allison’s view, then, a Kantian judgment invadvisvo acts of subsumption, hence

two acts of predication. First, an intuition of thigject is subsumed under the subject-concept

7 Cf. ibid., 82: “[...] it is necessary to distinguibletween a determinate or conceptualized and atdndinate
intuition, only the former of which constitutesepraesentatio singularis| should add that Allison is not alone in
stipulating a such a distinction. A distinction mdpvery similar lines is defended by L.W. Beck; seg Beck, “Did
the Sage of Konigsberg Have No Dreams”.

% Henry Allison,Kant's Theory of Taste: A Reading of tBetique of Aesthetic Judgment, Cambridge/New York:
Cambridge UP 2001, 18f; cf. also the discussiokait's example fronkeitfaden I,'All bodies are divisible,’ in
Kant's Transcendental Idealisr@4f., where Allison explicitly says that “the preate ‘divisibility’ [constitutes] a
seconddetermination or conceptualization of the objditid., 85, my emphasis).
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and thereby rendered into a singular representafian object; second the subject-concept, and
thus the intuition contained under it, is subsumeder the predicate-concept.

As this characterization makes clear, Allison dsesito Kant a Component View of
intuition. If intuition enters judgment by way oéimg subsumed under a concept, intuition is a
subject of predication. And for intuition to bewbgect of predication is for it to be a component
of judgment, in the sense | introduced above. Atdame time, Allison’s view is unusual in that
he combines a component conception of intuitiomthe recognition that Kant conceives of
judgment fundamentally as a relation among two eptg Allison manages to combine these
two elements because he thinks that a judgmentiesdwo acts of predication; in particular,
that the relation of the subject-concept to thaitidn, or intuitions, contained under it must be
conceived as involving an act of predication.

In what follows, | shall argue that this view ofvinantuition relates to judgment is false.
My argument will be partly based on the reading@ffaden Ipresented above, in 83. Since
Allison explicitly presents his own view as an npeetation of_eitfaden ] an argument showing
that Allison misinterprets the text will be suffeit to undermine this view. The argument
concerns, in particular, Kant’s claim that conceptate to objects mediately, where this means,
at least in part, that they relate to objects tghountuitions; as well as the related claim that
concepts are predicates of possible judgments3 Inaggued that these claims need to be
understood against the background of the idegubdgiment is the form cognition through
concepts takes, which is introduced by Kant apa tf non-sensible cognition. For a cognition
to be non-sensible is, among other things, fooitta be situation-dependent. An act of non-

sensible cognition is thus an act whose occurrdones not depend on affection by the object.
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The point that in the Analytic of Concepts Kant@cerned, in particular, with judgments of the
understandingifdicia logica was meant to underscore this claim.

Now, Allison endorses the point that the theoryuoigment laid out in theeitfaden
concerns judgments of the understandihnd this means that his position faces a dilemma.
The intuition that, according to Allison, is subseohrunder the subject-concept in a judgment
must be either an actual or a possible intuitibit.i$ actual, and if this is part of the basicadeb
of judgment, judgment becomes object-dependentif Boe actual occurrence of some intuition
is essential to it, then the judgmental act is ddpat on a concurrent affection of sensibility. As
| argued in 83.2, if judgment follows this modeldoes not merit the label ‘non-sensible;’” nor
would it be apt to call judgments of this kind ‘grdents of the understanding.’

This leaves the second horn of he dilemma, on wihiehntuition in Allison’s model is
merely a possible intuition. But if the intuitios imerely possible, there is no conceptual space
for the special act of predication Allison stipelaitviz. the act he characterizes as the
“conceptualization” or “determination” of an intimh and which consists in its being subsumed
under the subject-concept of a judgment. To seectimsider what it takes to identify an
intuition.

Because intuition is object-dependent, intuitioas be identified in only one of two
ways. Either the identification is demonstrativethis case, it depends on the presence of the
object, and thus on the intuition’s being actualtl@@ identification concerns merely possible
intuitions. Clearly, in this case demonstrativenidfecation is not available. But this means that
the relevant intuitions must be identified in sootleer way. And the only alternative is what we
might call discursive, or conceptual, identificati®n this alternative, possible intuitions are

identified by specifying discursivelwhichintuitions are at issue. They are identified byirgy

% see AllisonKant's Transcendental Idealisrh36.
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a description these intuitions satisfy. But thigust to give a concept under which they fall.
Identification of possible intuitions, thereforeppeeds by means of concepts.

It follows from this that the only way to predicaeoncept of possible intuitions is to
predicate this concepf another concepf® But if this is right, there can be no such thisga
Allisonian “conceptualization” of possible intuitis, in which possible intuitions are subsumed
under the subject-concept of a judgment. For tlusld/require that these intuitions be identified
non-discursively. And | have just argued that thisnpossible. The second horn of our
dilemma, then, forces Allison to occupy a positibat is inconsistent. | conclude that, if the
dilemma is genuine, Allison’s interpretation, arehbe the Complex Component View | take it
to exemplify, must be rejected.

Allison might try to object that the dilemma jusitbned depends on the mistaken
assumption that there is such a thing as an iotigifalling under a concept independently of an
actual act of conceptualization. To make this agtiom, Allison might say, is to disregard the
Discursivity Thesis and thus to fall afoul of Kastlaim that intuitions without concepts are
blind.

Far from pre-empting the dilemma, however, thisirgler brings out that Allison’s
approach to Kant’s theory of judgment is guidecalgommitment that is itself problematic. For
Allison’s ascription to Kant of the Discursivity €his shows that he is committed to a view
about sensible synthesis which in the Introductiaibeled Propositionalism. This is the view
that the synthesis required for a sensible mantiloe the representation of an object — to be
what Allison would call a determinate intuitionakes the form of judgment. In holding that an
intuition presents an object to the mind only wkabsumed under a concept, or

“conceptualized,” Allison evinces a commitment topositionalism. And this means that his

100 Again, compare the discussion in §3.2, above.
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attempt to escape the dilemma depends on the ityadifilPropositionalism as a view about
Kant's theory of sensible synthesis.

| argued in the Introduction, however, that Profosalism is problematic; that there are
good reasons not to ascribe this view to Kant. &dtian rehearsing this argument here, | want
simply to note the dependence of Allison’s intetatien of Kant’s theory of judgment on this
position. If Propositionalism is problematic, ahihk it is, there is no good reason to think that
Allison’s interpretation escapes the dilemma | hgketched. | take it, then, that the Complex

Component View of the role of intuition should legected.

5. Conclusion

Above | characterized as a Component View of irdaoiny view on which the role of
intuition in Kant’s theory of cognition is that afsubject of predication. | suggested that we
should distinguish two versions of such a view. Titet is proto-Fregeanism, the view that
intuition has a role analogous to that of a singtdam. The second is what | called the Complex
Component View, whose chief advocate is AllisohaVve argued that both kinds of Component
View fail. Proto-Fregeanism fails because it reiatls Kant, anachronistically, a Fregean theory
of judgment and tries to fit his conception of itin into the mold of this theory. The CCV fails
because it does not take into account the imptinatof, on the one hand, Kant’'s conception of
intuition as object-dependent, and on the othercbnstrual of judgments of the understanding
as a type of non-sensible, and thus non-objectrutkp¥, cognition.

The motivation for considering Component Viewsrdfiition in the first place was that
tackling the Unity Problem requires us to give aocaint of the relation between intuition and

judgment. A Component View is a natural candidatestich an account, and is seemingly
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supported by the text. The result we have now mchthat Component Views of any stripe
must be rejected. Accordingly, intuition must inway be conceived as a component of
judgment. This means that the relation betweeritiotuand judgment must be of a
fundamentally different sort. Giving a positive aaat of this relation is the task of the next

chapter.



