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THE COPERNICAN TURN IN THE 1st, 2nd, and 3rd CRITIQUEs

underdetermination and judgement

the principle of judgement

The Copernican turn in the First Critique:

· turning away from the idea that we can attain the God’s eye point of view on the world 

· we cannot see the world as a whole, as unconditioned

· we cannot make it fully present to ourselves (per Heidegger) – critique of presence

· we are finite knowers

· we cannot know the world as a thing in itself

· shift from a closed world to an infinite universe, from knowing the infinite to infinite knowing (since we are finite)

For Kant there is not one human perspective on things.  Our engagements with the world are perspectival.

2 necessary perspectives:

1. being an agent (first person point of view, standpoint of subjectivity)

2. being a spectator (third person point of view, standpoint of objectivity)

irreducible to one another – cannot capture agency with an epistemic point of view

The objective standpoint is a point of view – it is determined by the necessity of the way in which we must think about the world in order to have objective knowledge.

For that, we must have a certain number of presuppositions (spatial continuity, substance, etc.) – i.e. the categories that determine the conception of an object in general (and equally our concept of the world / of nature).

Again, this is only a stance – albeit a necessary one.

Kant does 2 things:

· grounds the categories necessary for Newtonian science

· limits those categories to the objective standpoint (not the world in itself)

the limits of knowledge are at once the conditions of its possibility

finitude is not a privation or restriction or loss; it articulates or reveals our having a world at all

both rationalism and empiricism are a version of realism, i.e. positing that there is a thing in itself

· rationalism: we can know it

· empiricism: we cannot

in ethics, this gets translated into a 

· Hobbesian moral empiricism (what is good is what I desire)

· moral rationalism (one does the objectively impersonal good)

The Copernican turn in the 2nd Critique:

set up by this question: assume there is a good – whatever that is (the greatest happiness, the 10 commandments, etc.)

what is the relationship between my desire and the good?

there are only two possibilities:

(a) I am contingently related to the good, or

(b) I am necessarily related to the good

(a) means that there are no obligations

(b) means that I have no freedom

both alternatives make morality impossible

Kant’s solution: we must demonstrate that we are both 

· obligated to do the good

· free

His strategy is to relocate the formerly metaphysical object (the good) into the structure of the mind – as a law of reason.
the Categorical Imperative: act only on that maxim through which you can at the same time will that it be a universal law

analogous to the law of non-contradiction with respect to statements

stipulates the minimal conditions for consistency in action

if that is right, then there is a requirement for all rational beings – even God, though he is not obligated by it because unlike us he does not have

2 competing sources of action:

1. our desires

2. reason (according to Kant, reason must be independently motivating)

The CI is an obligation because we are sometimes tempted to act against it.

How do we know morality is real?

Imagine you are offered a house in which all of your desires will be satisfied, but in order to get access, you have to tell a lie to a friend.  The very fact that you would hesitate in the face of that situation indicates that there is a source of motivation other than one’s desires.

For Kant, the only things that are innate are the categories and the moral law; the latter we discover.

The CI is merely formal – no content of its own.  How can it be the source of morality?

[see handout, likely from John Rawls]

morality is not a spectator sport

maxims can be understood as broad intentions

to really intend an action, we must have an idea of the necessary and sufficient means for doing it

in fact, we cannot intend the end without intending the means – this is an analytic truth (otherwise we’d be talking about a wish or hope – not an intention)

applying the CI:

identify my maxim

universalize it

examine the new situation, in which my maxim has become a law of nature

the problem arises when there is a contradiction in the will

the CI reveals 

· that universality is part of the grammar of human action, and 

· why ethics prohibits making an exception of oneself

· why others must always be treated as ends and not mere means

this Copernican turn gives us an irreducible standpoint

the CI is equally the law of freedom, i.e. self-determination – only by acting in accordance with the CI is it possible to have my actions be self-determined

We cannot know that we are free.  It’s only available from the 1st person point of view.  It’s not an object.  But freedom is assumed as soon as one takes on the first person point of view.

So, the basis of the moral law constitutes the first person point of view in general – it is what it is to adopt the position of an agent (and not something that is just heteronymously determined).

But this sets up a radical dualism:

p. 176 (2nd intro, §2)

there is no connection between nature and the supersensible, the freedom and the real, yet in the former we intend things to be realized in the world
for morality to be possible, it has to be actualizable in the world – but this requires that the laws of nature do not make the realization of morality impossible

So there must be a basis uniting the sensible and the supersensible, even though it never reaches either theoretical or practical cognition.

Kant has problems to solve:

1. How do we harmonize these two domains?

2. If the possibilities for thinking about the world are exhausted by the two perspectives of the “is” and the “ought”, where is the room for art?

The Copernican Turn in the Third Critique:
Is beauty purely subjective, or it is determinate?

Kant thinks that aesthetic judgements are either right or wrong – i.e. objective – and thus agrees with the rationalist tradition, but also that there are no rules for determining this, so there is an ineliminable moment of subjectivity.

It matters that Kant calls this the Critique of Judgement – unlike previous aesthetic theories, he is shifting focus from the object to the judgement about certain kinds of objects (the ones we find beautiful).

The Copernican turn here is to not look at the thing itself (beauty), but our capacity for judging beauty.  And with that, we necessarily have to take into account both the qualities  of the subject (the features of our judging), and the qualities of the object that are the intentional correlates of that form of mental activity.  

The object is brought in, but only as part of a united subject-object structure.

The relationship between the judging subject and the object judged is what Kant’s going to mean by a judgement of taste.

The judgement of taste involves a judging subject (there is no beauty in the absence of judgers), and a beholding, and our understanding of that beholding.

What makes this aesthetics and not psychology (as per Guyer) is that there are new a priori justifying grounds for the judgements of taste.

These grounds are the principle of subjective purposiveness and the harmony or free play of the mental faculties.

Kant’s motivation with the 3rd Kr is not overwhelming the duality.

THE THIRD CRITIQUE 

FIRST AND SECOND INTRODUCTIONS

judgement in general is the power or faculty for thinking the particular as contained under the universal

2 ways of subsuming the particular under the universal:

1. determining judgement: the universal (rule / law / concept / principle) is given, and judgement seeks to subsume the particular under it (this is the only notion of judgement that appears in the 1st Kr)
2. reflecting judgement: only the particular is given, for which the universal must be found 
see first introduction, p. 211, §5

Judgement can be regarded either as merely the ability to reflect in terms of a certain principle on a given presentation so as to make a concept possible, or as an ability to determine an underlying concept by means of a given empirical presentation.  In the first case, it is the reflecting, in the second care, the determinative power of judgment.  To reflect is to hold given presentations up to, and compare them with, either other presentations, or one’s cognitive power itself in reference to a concept that this makes possible.

see also second intro, p. 179 

According to Kant, there are 5 forms of reflecting judgement:

1. searching for a system of scientific laws

2. aesthetic judgements: judgements of beauty

3. aesthetic judgements: judgements of the sublime

4. teleological judgements: of particular organisms

5. teleological judgements: of nature as a whole

How do these 5 forms come together?

John Zammito, On the Genesis of Kant’s Critique of Judgement
1787 The 3rd Critique was originally a critique of taste, addressing feelings of pleasure, i.e. a critique of the beautiful – what became sections 1-27, 31-40.

1789 Kant has composed the 1st Introduction.  He is now interested in a critique of teleological judgement, and for the first time develops the idea of the faculty of judgement power as a whole (he had not previously considered this as something separate about which he could write a critique).  This probably comes from the intellectual interest in the beauty of nature – treating nature as a work of art, i.e. as somehow intended.

Further, at this moment, Kant gets the idea that if judgement (specifically, reflecting judgement) can be used teleologically, it can be used for the purposes of cognition – generating a philosophy of science.

This also coheres with the notion of ideas of reason that have a regulative use.

Later that year, all of this takes an ethical turn, perhaps due to Kant’s struggles with pantheism, and this gave the book a more metaphysical appearance, above all by positing the idea of a supersensible ground of both subjective freedom and natural order, and this also probably underlies his interest in the notion of the sublime.

So, the ethical turn was very late.

What is the space possible for talking about judgement at all?

First hint of a problem of judgement occurs at 1st Kr A132

How is judging possible?

“mother wit”

judgement can be practiced only and not taught – the application of rules cannot itself be rule-bound (else an infinite regress)

judgement is an art and not a series of laws or algorithms

this is most obvious in

1. applying a concept

2. learning a new concept

3. extending the application of a concept

In other words, in some way, we must be encountering an object independent of a concept.  But this is 1st Kr heresy, where he says that the full meaning of an object is given by the concepts that subsume it!

but as the three things listed above indicate, something about our powers of cognition seems necessarily to operate without full conceptualiza-tion occurring 

The problem that Kant came to recognize, between the 1st and 3rd Critiques, is the underdetermination of empirical knowledge by transcendental theories.

That is, the 1st Kr provided the necessary conditions for the possibility of experience, but nothing about how actual empirical judgements (i.e. real experience) are possible.

see Susan Nieman, The Unity of Reason
Three levels of underdetermination

1. Thinking about intuitions as concrete individuals (the problem of the individual as individual)

Making a judgement (the synthesis of intuition in a concept, e.g. “this is a cup”) does not yield full, concrete individuality (this cup itself).  By bringing intuitions under concepts, I say what they are not in themselves, to use Adorno’s phrase.  I subsume the this-ness under my conceptual apparatus.  It would seem that I am going to lose my own sensory awareness of the thing.

p. 220, 1st Introduction

“Every empirical concept requires three acts of spontaneous cognitive power: apprehension of the manifold in intuition…” – no concept is mentioned here.  

What is apprehension?

In 1st Critique, this is passed over – it is a moment sublated in a second moment.  Here, Kant is worried about it, as independent of the other two moments of comprehension and exhibition.

We never get the notion of a contingent this in the 1st Kr.

2. Reflecting on objects in order to make concepts possible

footnote p. 211 & p. 213

How can we hope that comparing perceptions would allow us to arrive at empirical concepts of what different natural forms have in common if nature, because of the great variety of its empirical laws, had made these forms, as is surely conceivable, exceedingly heterogeneous – so heterogeneous that comparing them so as to discover among them an accordance and a hierarchy of species and genera would be completely, or almost completely futile.

In order to think about the world, we must be able to bring intuitions under empirical concepts, but in order to do that, we must be able to compare intuitions, to determine how like or how different they are, and we need to do this in order to form new concepts.

The only innate concepts are the categories.  Empirical concepts are learned from experience.  How is it possible to learn from experience?  What are the conditions that make the generation of concepts even in principle possible?

If the world were heterogeneous enough that we could never reuse a concept, then we wouldn’t have empirical concepts, only proper names.

In order for us to have empirical concepts at all, natural phenomena must not be so heterogeneous that we can’t see objects to possess shared empirical properties.

So: even to begin the business of knowing the world, we are going to have to make some presuppositions.

This is the issue as to whether there is a sufficient minimal order in nature – a clustering of natural objects into natural kinds, in terms of objects and properties, to make ordinary empirical concepts possible, and hence empirical cognition possible.

Kant is here assuming that nominalism is just silly, because it doesn’t explain how we think anything.  We can’t just say two things are alike because we say so.  I can’t carve nature up as I merely want to.  Names must actually latch onto something.

Concepts, of course, are by their very nature universal – that is, reapplicable to different objects.  Furthermore, empirical concepts, because they are universal, are either themselves highly condensed laws of nature, or are derivable from laws of nature (something is red if and only if it appears red under certain conditions).  Ordinary concepts embed counterfactual conditions.  Another reason why our concepts have to be latching onto things.

Note: Kant is not Leibniz.  Leibniz tried to show that the world is the way it must be.  Kant didn’t think we could do this.

3. Reflecting on existing knowledge in order to make science possible (the problem of a system of laws)

It may be that we have empirical concepts, but cannot unify our knowledge into one systematic whole.  But this would enter into direct conflict with the assumption of nature as a unity.  How could every object be in causal relation with every other object at the same time, and causally continuous through time, and yet there not be a system of laws that applied to all of these objects?  What we think of as natural science would be impossible.

So the prospect of systematizing our knowledge, of having a coherent body of knowledge, makes a bundle of other assumptions.

These (1 through 3) are all problems of the underdetermination of phenomena by the transcendental laws of experience of the 1st Kr.  These problems open up a new domain of thought or inquiry: the problem of judgement.

If intuitions are nothing without concepts, that eliminates the sensible apprehension, or in other words, us.

THESIS of this course:

Every determining judgement has a moment of reflecting judgement in it.

Reflecting judgement – the kind of judgement that is our non-conceptual but nonetheless cognitive encounter with intuitions – is the necessary condition for conceptual experience generally, and therefore the translation of conceptual experience into science is actually a betrayal of empirical knowledge.

This is why the 3rd Kr is a critique of Kant – because Kant was the philosopher who most thought that all knowledge had to be translatable into science, because he thought that intuitions without concepts are blind.  It just turns out that as he began thinking about the actual mechanics of it, he was rigorously honest, and as he worked out the details of the whole process, he ended up generating conclusions that go beyond the original theory they were meant to defend.

Following the rigour of thinking took him places he did not want to go.

On the basis of underdetermination, Kant is going to have to think up a new a priori principle that is in itself, in its own way, a necessary condition for knowledge: the principle of the purposiveness of nature, or the technic of nature.

Underdetermination, then, carves out a space for reflecting judgement.

Judgement needs a principle at the basis of it.

p. 209 1st intro, §9

We presuppose unification, because we presuppose the unity of space and time.  

Therefore, it is subjectively necessary for us to make the transcendental presupposition that nature, as experience possible for us, does not have this disturbing, boundless heterogeneity of empirical laws and heterogeneity of natural forms, but that rather, through the affinity of its particular laws under more general ones, it takes on the quality of experience as an empirical system.  This presupposition is the transcen-dental principle of judgement.
Kant is claiming that something is both necessary and subjective.  

The presupposition that nature is not chaotic is necessary for the possibility of inquiry.  And if we cannot undertake scientific inquiry without presupposing the intelligibility of nature as a system, if this idea is necessary for the minimal idea of knowledge-getting, then it’s transcendental, but it’s transcendental in a way that nothing in the first critiques is transcendental in that it is also subjective – it provides no basis for the theoretical cognition of nature.  On the basis of it I cannot know, nor even believe, that nature is orderly.  So what does it meant to say that I must presuppose it?  The presupposition relates not to nature itself, but governs my activity.  

I must act towards nature as if it were orderly for the sake of doing science.  That does not guarantee that it will be successful, and does not allow me to believe, let alone know, that nature is orderly (that would be absolute speculation on my part).  Rather, this is only a principle for judging and investigating nature.

So it is a principle that sounds like it is about the world – “nature is orderly” – but in fact it is about my stance or attitude towards the world internal to the activity of acquiring knowledge of nature.

Allison: Think of this as the problem of induction (of which it is a version), i.e. the movement from some to all.

Kant’s solution is not to say that we have an a priori guarantee that nature will behave in an orderly way commensurate with our logical powers, nor do we have a metaphysical solution, nor even a doxic solution (what we must believe) – rather, it is a normative solution.  Normative because the claim is that we are rationally constrained to approach nature as if it were so ordered, but the constraint is a constraint upon our rational activity.  The “as if so ordered” – the principle of purposiveness – defines the space of judgement, just as the categories give us the space of reason, since it provides the rational and thus normative framework in which alone rational reflection on nature is possible in general.  

It’s the Copernican turn, even more radical: to take what was a metaphysical problem about the world, and turn it into a normative problem about how we must think about the world for the sake of reflection upon nature.

Thinking of the solution as normative explains what Kant means by “subjective” – this does not mean private.  It’s about the agent and its powers.  Hence why he makes up a new word: the “heautonomy” of judgement.

The principle of the purposiveness of nature does not touch the object.  It determines my thinking about nature, not nature itself.

The principles of the first two critiques have an object (the world and freedom, respectively).  The principle of purposiveness does not have an object.  It legislates no domain, only our activities in seeking knowledge.

The principles of purposive judgement do not give us a priori knowledge of the world at all.  They really are subjective – they do not determine the object.  They do not tell us that nature is orderly.
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