
CHAPTER VI 

~thetic Judg~~ And Its Crit~ia 

The two Introductions of the f~~e~Judg~ have 

presented a complex picture of the relations between pleasure 

'-' 

and reflection in the judgment of taste. Kant sough_t to establish 

a connection bet-r,-1een our ability to feel pleasure or _t.1ain and 

our faculty of judgment: and the argument claimed a general 

connection bet\veen pleasure and judgment. Then Kant introduces 

the notion of reflective judgment as an abilit.y to compare given 

representations with each other, and also with our own faculties. 

The theory of reflective judgment led to Kant's thesis that the 

pleasure we take in beautiful objects is a product of the con-

tingent harmony between imagination and understanding which 

results from 11 sirnple reflection" on such objects. 

Kant's view is that in making an aesthe~ic j~dgmen~, ih 

calling an object beautiful one is not merely reporting an 
' 

experience of pleasure. One is claiming that the pleasure one 

has felt is intersubjectively valid, or reasonably imputed to· 
0 

others. The analysis of the judgment of taste's claim to inter-

subjective validity remains to be defended in the Analytic of 

the Beautiful, the first major division of the text of the 
I 

.£ritiqu~_of Ju£gmen.-tr itself. 



0 

84 

The criteria of universal and necessary validity is' 

mentioned in the first Introduction. They state the content of 

the claim of aesthetic judgment, or are criteria by which this 

form of judgment may be distinguished from a mere report of one's 

response to any object. They do not justify the claim. Rather 

it is factors of disin·terestedness and the form of finali·ty 

whiCh play required role. That a given feeling of pleasure is 

disinterested, and that it has been occasioned by the perception 

of the purposiveness of a given object's fo.rm are facts abou-t(, 

i·t which may be used to assign it to the harmony of the faculties, 

and may be used to justify the claim of intersubjective validity 

for that pleasure. Universality and necessity, we might say, are 

defining criteria for the judgment of taste, and disinterested-

ness and the form of finality are justificatory criteria. 

Uni vers ali ty and necessity are Kant's second and fourth 

11 moments 11 of the judgmen·t: of taste. Dsinterestedness ·and ·the 

form of fin ali·ty are his first and third moments. The second 

and fourth moments are derived from an analysis of the form of 

a judgment of ta5te, while the first and third moments are 
. 

derived from the explanation of aesthetic response. It may be 

noted that Kant does not suggest that the four moments could be 
I 

divided into two grc-ups of differentl¥ functioning criteria. He 

simply offers a sequent~al discussion of four ;.,Kments of !the 

judgment of taste, each resulting in a 11 definition 11 or 11 explana

tion" (Erklarung) 1 of the beautiful. 'l'he discussion is organized 

0 

Q 
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on the basis of an analogy to the fourfold division of judgments 

employed in the _griti~2!_Pure Reason
2

• It seerr.s that whole 

Analytic constitutes a single argurrent, beginn'ing with cllsinteres-

tedness, to be followed by subsequent stages. 

There is a disanalogy between the analyses of cognitiV:e 
0 

judgments and aesthetic judgments. The term 11 moment 11 is not used 

in the first Critique, and does not seem to have a clear 

architectonic or methodological significance. The logical · 

functions of cognitive judgment and the moments of aesthetic 

judgment do not describe analogous properties of judgments. The 

logical functions of judgment characterize differences in the 

content of judgments, or differences that may obtain betv1een 

various judgments. The moments of aesthetic judgment, by contrast, 

do not describe differences in the possible contents of p~ti-

cular aesthetic judgments. The moments describe features of 

epistemological status common to all aesthetic judgments, the 
l.;.~ 

acceptability they claim to enjoy, the kinds of evidence on 

which they may be based, the positions from which they must be 

made
3

• Employing the categories of quantity, quality, relation 

and modality as logical functions of Judgment, we can fonnulate 

a large number of formally different judgment types. According 

to Kant's anaiysis, only the model categories have anything to 

do with the epistemological status of judgments. 'l'hey do not 

enlarge the concept to which they are attached as predicates, 

Q 



only express the relation of the concept to the faculty of 

4 
knowledge • 
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The situation is quite different in the case of aesthetic 

judgment. Kant insists that all aesthetic judgments have the 
. 

same logical form. 'rhey all have the same quality, relation, 

and modality. 11 In their logical quantity al.l judgments of taste 

are singular j udgments115 • Every aesthetic judgments makes the 

s~ne assertion about its object, every aesthetic judgment is an 

assertoric singular affirmative categorical judgment. The four 
. I . 

moments of aesthetic judgment do not characterize differen~es 

in the way in which the predicate "beautiful" rna'[ be attached 

to its subject. They characterize the epistemological status 

of such judgments. Only the moments of quantity and modality yan 
0 

be said to determine the content or rreaning of aesthetic judg-

ment•s claim: quality and relation concern the evidence for 

making such a claim. 

There is another paint. of notice. It appears that there 

is no intimate connection betvJeen Kant• s final conviction that 

aesthetic judgment is no form of cognitive judgment and the 

division of four moments. The division was, for Kant, a long 

standing habi"t1 of; thought, and he employed it inspite of the 

disanalogies bet\veen aesthetic judgment and cognitive judgment. 

Hence Kant• s exposition need not be taken· literally, and it may 

be misleading as well. For example, Kant begins his analysis of 
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aesthetic judgment with the feature of disinterestedness, and_ 

then proceeds to say that the second moment, i.e. the feature 

of universality can be deduced from the first. Now this is 

some\-that uneasy and invalid. From the fact that a delight is 

not caused by any in·t.erest or desire, it does not follow that 

it is valid for everyone. It might be accidental. Universality 

cannot be deduced from disinterestedness alone, nor does it 

follow that in requiring disinterestedness of a pleasure one is 

requiring that it be universal. One may be simply requiring a 

source other than interest, quite apart from any consideration 

of intersubjectivity validity at all. Disinterestedness provided 

evidence for a claim to universality in the actual practice of 

aesthetic judgment. 

we now propose to make brief statements about univer

sality, singularity and necessity ci aesthetic j~dgment, and 

postpone our remarks ribout disinterestendess for the Snke of a 

,fuller discussion in the following chapter. ., 

gniversalit~f aesthet!~~g~ent : For'Kant, aesthetic 

judgment is always a reflective judgment. In the first introduc-

tion Kan·t; defines an 
0
aesthetic judgment as one based on the 

I 
feeling of pleasure, and points out that wo diff~rent kinds of 

aesthetic judgments are possible : an aesthetic judgment of 

SEmse and an aesthetic judgment of reflection. The former is 

the mere report or expression of a feeling of pleasure produced 
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11 airectly by the empirical intuition 11 of an object, or by purely 

physiolofdical response to it. The aesthetic judgment of reflection 

is the judgment of taste, which 11 belongs to the higher faculty 

of cognition 11 and makes the 11 universal claim116
., In tho case of 

the 1 at ter, since .there can be 11 no def ini"te concept of its 

detennining gr• und, this ground can only be given by the feeling 

of pleasure so that aesthetic judgment is ahV"ays a reflective 

judgment 11 • That is, since two different kinds of judgment may 

be licensed by feelings of pleasure produced in different Hays, 

refle·ction is needed to decide, in the case of a given feeling of 

pleasure, v;hich form of judgment is actually in order. 

The second moment of the Analytic of the Beautiful .starts 

with the claim that 11 the beautiful is that whic;h, without concepts, 

must be represented as the object of a universal delight117 
•. It 

goes so far as to assert that to speak of taste without assuming 

the possibility universal agreernent 11 . would be to say as much 

as that there is no ~:L;ch thing 8 
as taste 11 

• The second moment 

also in trocuces the conceyt of the har·mony ·of the fc:tculties · 

into the body of the Analytic. 

From an ontological point of view the object of aesthetic 

jucJgment is sorhetnint; subjective. Yet why do we use the grommar 

of objectivity? we adopt a gran.rnatically objective mode of 

expres~ion because we are in fact willing to claim the status 

of intersubjective validity for some of our feelin·:..~s about 
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c 
objects. Taking the use of the predicate 11 beautifu:l 11 for g:tanted, 

Kant argues that, because there is a claim ·to intersubjective 

validity implicit in the predicate form itself, there must be 

a justifiable claim to intersubjectivity at the basis of judgfnents 

of taste. This is so even while beauty 11 is only aesthetic, and 

con-cains merely a relation of the representation of the object 

to the subj ect 11 • 

Kant supports the criterial role of the claim to univer-

sality on an appeal to linguistic usage • .There is,. he says, a 

difference in our linguistic expectations about the objects of 

such judgments, the agreeable and the beautiful. 

According to Kant's analysis, the term 11 agreeable11 

allows indexing the term to-particular users, or allows for 

expecting purely private validity. Correct usage of 11 agreeable 11 

involves no claim on the agreement of others, fo.r it permits 

.,the explicit denial of anysuch claim·'by the addition of the 
• I 

words "to me 11
• With the 'term 11beautiful 11

, however, our linguistic 

expectations are quite different. There can be n··· object which 

is beautiful for~. If it merely pleases me, I must not call 

it beautiful. When someone 11 proclaims something beautiful, he· 
I 

imputes, the same delight to others; he judges not merely for 

himself but for everyone, end then speaks. c.£ beauty as if it 

were a property of things119 • The claim to intersubjective validity 
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is a condition of the meaningful use of "beautiful". The univer

sality of an aesthetic judgment is concerned with the epistem;b-

·logical fact of universal acceptability. And we may recall that 

in the first Introduction Kant said that universality, a.long 

of course with necessity, for distinguishing between aesthetic 

judgments of sense and reflection. 

The claim to intersubjective valiQ,ity is a condition on 

the· meaningful use of 11beautifuli•. such a claim is what distin-

guishes the use of this term from a mere report of the occurrence 

of a feeling of pleasure in oneself. In calling an object 

agreeable, one merely reports the occurrence of such a feeling. 

In calling it beautiful, one goes beyond that to 11 impute 11. the 

pleasure to others as well, e.lthou(.h on the basis of its 

occurrence in oneself. The permissibility of adding the index 

11 to me 11 to 11 agreeable 1! shows that it fs essentially private. 
' I 

Publicity is inherent in' the meaning of "beautiful". It may also 

be noted that the distinction between private vu}idity and 

intersubjective validity of response is analogous to that betwe~n 

subjective and objective sequences of representations in the 

first Cr_!ti~. The latter is what judging of objects is all 

about, the former is what taste is all abou '::.. 

The terms with which Kant expresses the criterion of 

universal validity suggest demanding or reguiri~ something 

from someone, or imposing some kind of obliyation on another • 

.... 
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Aesthetic judgment involves ua demand for validity from every

one11, 11 a demand for subjective universality1110• It is also 

interesting to note that in passages outside of the second 

moment Kant uses apparently moral language to state the claim 

of taste. He raises the question of "hoy.~ the feeling in the 

judgment of taste is attributed to everyone as a sort of duty 11
, 

Q 

or 11 as if it were a duty1111 • Again, we find that in declaring 

an object beautiful one intends that 11 everyone ~.9!:!.:!:: to give 

12 the object concerned his approval" • Some corrmentators have 

argued that, for Kant, aesthetic judgment's demand for agreement 

is a moral claim, end requires a fuundation in a moral justi

fication13. Without disputing the argument that Kant has intro-

duced a moral element into his analysis of the second 11,oment, 

we may say that Kant may be asking moral language to convey the 

importance of finding a reason for making claims about the res-

ponses of others. 

What is really the case"? Does Kant describe the require-

ment of rationality or that of morality? Kant himself derives 

the second moment from the first. Does it mean that he means to 

support a moral demand on a requirement of di::..:interestedness? ., 

The disinterestedness of aesthetic judgment appears to separate 

it from morality. It should be unexceptionable to say that dis-

.interestedness is the. aesthetic analogue of the epistemological 

' 
notion of objectivity. If that be the case, then Kant's intentions 

should concern epistemological grounds for a tit i e of universality. 
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Again, Kant uses terms with cognitive rather than practical 

connotations in describing the claim of taste. For example, he 

' says that aesthetic judgment is similar to logical judgme~t iq 

that one can pre~~ its validity for everyone. The judgment 

is presupposed valid for others. This means that its ground for 

determination may be presupposed to obtain for others as well. 

In other words, aestht_~tic judgment "presupposes" the feeling of 

pleasure in others, or attributes it to others • 

. 
To say that the feeling of pleasure can be attributed 

to others means that it is assumed to be communicable. What sort 

of claim is it7 In sections 7 and 8 Kant makes it clear that the 

judgment of taste is a claim about the responses of others but 

not a ~rediction based on induction or deduction. It expects its 

confirmation from the accession of others, but is not defeated 

by evidence that others do not in fact agree. Kant introduces 

the metaphor of "universal voice 11 in the final paragraphs of 

section 8. 'l'he figure implies that one• s fee1:Lng pleasure Js "a 

condition of concurrence in another• s judgment of ·t.aste. 

There is also the notion of 11postula·t.e 11 that Ke:mt uses. 

He says that in judgment of taste 11 a universal voice in respect 

of delight without mediation by concepts 1114 is postulated. What 

is thus postulated is a possibility of an aesthetic judgment? 

One usage of 11 postulate 11 is to describe the principles of 
16 

modality15• ~nother sense of the term is drawn from mathematics • 
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A third sense is employed in the second Criti~ in Kant's 

discussion of the idea of God, freedom and imrnortality17 • A 
• Q ' 

judgment of taste is not a postulate in neither of the three 

senses of the term. An imputation of pleasure or agreement in 

~)leasure is an 11 idea1118 , i.e •• a concept of objective but 

indeterminate ~alidity. Its validity is indeterminate because 

it rests on two conditions the fulfilment of which is uncertain : 

(a) one• s knov1ledge of both oneself and others, and (b) the 

indeterminate concept of the harmony of the faculties as the. 

ground of aesthetic response. A person may say that an object x 

' ].s beautiful only if he takes pleasure in x an~ believes ;that. 

his pleasure in x is due to the harmony to which the perception 

of x disposes his imagination and understanding. '•rhe ascription 

of one• s own pleasure in the harmony of the faculties can ground 

an imputation of it tc.; others, or function as evidence for the 

assertion of a judgment of taste. 

Kant begins the Analytic with the definition of aesthetic 

judgment as 11 one whose determining ground ~.!2.£!:: be other t~ 

subje,c,~._~u 19 , or one which is made on the basis of the experience 

of pleasure itself. Further we are told, both in section 1 and 

the Introductions, that pleasure denotes nothing in the object, 

but is ·a feeling which the subject has of ·itself, a.s it is 

affected by the object1120 • If this is so, then none of the 

ordinary concepts predicated of an object can express the fact 
i 
I 
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of its pleasurableness. And so 11 from concepts there can be no 

t • t , t th f 1 , f 1 ' II 
21 , t th ransl lOn o e ee lng o p e asure or pa.J.n • · Bu en 

aesthetic judgment cannot be based on the subsumption of an 

object under a determinate concept. A fortiori, its claim to 

universal validity cannot depend on such a subsumption. 

In section 8 of the Analytic Kant has contrasted the 

universality of aesthetic judgment and ordinary logical univer-

sality. Aesthetic judgment is said to be independent of concepts : 

11 a universality which does not rest on concepts of objects ••• is 

aesthetic1122 • Logical universality is simply the formal prc·perty 
0 

of universal quantification. Objective unive-~rsal v~·lidity is the 

quantity manifested in the propositional form 11 All Fs are G11
, 

and characterizes the content of a given proposition a part from 

its truth or acceptability. The universality of an aesthetic ~~ 

judgment, by contrast, is not an internal or formal feature of 

its content, but is its epistemological status, its imputability 

to or acceptability for all judges of subjects. This is why Kant 

calls it 11 subjective universal validity 11
• 

A logically universal judgment con:p.ects a p.r:edicate-

concept to a subject-concept in such a way that the former is 

valid of any ob1ject falling in the extension of the latter. The 

extension of a subjectively universal judgmen~, by contrast, is 

not a class of objects, but the class of possible human judges. 



Aesthetic universality does not connect a predicate with the 

concept of an objec!t, 'rather it 11 extends .{""the predicate of 
23 

beauty_7 over the whole sphere of the judging Csubjects_/ 

Aesthetic universality is not icentical with logical 
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• 

universality because the judgment of an object's pleasurability 

is made independently of its subsumption under any concept, and 

cannot be implied by its subsumption under a concept. If the 

judgme~t that a given rose is beautiful cannot be inferred from 

the object's being a rose, then it is obviously not derived 

from a proposition of the fonn 11 All roses are beautiful". Nor 

need it be taken to offer support. for such a proposition. Kant 
~::.."· 

expresses this by saying that 11 wi th respect to logical quantity 

all judgments of taste are singular judgments". They are always 

of the form "This rose is beautiful 11
• The referring expression 

11 th is rose 11 may serve to pick out the object of attention, but 

does not provide t.he basis for calling it beautiful. 

The universality claimed by aesthetic judgment is the 

imputability of delight, and thus the validity of the judgment, 

for all subjects. Because aesthetic response is independent of 

the synthesis of manifolds under concepts, this validity cannot 

be inferred frbm the classification of an object under a concept. 

An aesthetic judgment is thus lot. ically singular but subjectively. 

universally valid. It asserts of a ~iven object, and that object 
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only, that it may be expected to occasion pleasure in every 

subject responding to it. 

Feelings of pleasure are not produced by the subsumption 

of objects under concepts,_ except in _;the special· case of moral 
' . 

feeling. This is not to, say that the ~!~nt of aesthetic judgment 

does not involve any concepts. The concept of ot.her persons will 

be already there. Again, the concept of beauty itself is employed 

in the expression of the judgment. All tbat Kant is arguing i,s 

that the subsumption of an object under a classificatory concept 

is not a basic for responding to it pleasur.ably or for validly 

imputing that response to another person. 

The N~ssi·ty of Ae~etic Judgment : Ordinarily, 

universality and necessity are neither identical nor inseparable. 

'l'rue universal statements need not be necessarily true, for 

example, 11 All ravens are black11 and 11 All bachelors are unmarried", 

how different they are. Again, necessarily true statements like 

11 God exists 11 and 11 socrates exists" are not universal statements. 

Yet in the first Crit~ Kant argued that the transcendental 
1.;.~ 

requirements of universali·ty and necessity are co-extensive : 

"necessi·ty and strict universality are ••• sure characteristics 

of a prior_! k~owledge, and are inseparable from each other1124• 

In the opening sections of the fourth moment Kant's 

description of the requirement of necessity is ~lmost indistin

guishable from his exposition of the demoand for :u~iversali·ty. He 



associates different forms of aesthetic judgment with the three 

varieties of modality. A synthesis of pleasure with any repre-

sentation is at least possible. To say that an object is ~~-

~ is to say that it is actual1z causes pleasure to the speaker. 

But in the case of the beautiful 1 Kant saysl we are concerned 

wi·th a necessary connection to delight112 ~. It is not a 11 theoreti-

cal objective necessity11
1 nor is it a practical necessity. It 

cannot also be a practical necessity. It cannot also be derived 

from the universality of experience, since no amount of empirical 

evidence can itself sustain a claim of necessity. Rather, Kant 

asserts~ the necessity involved in aesthetic judgment can 11 only 

be called ~mpl~11 : it is 11 the necessity of the assent of 

all to a judgment r..vhich is regarded as an example of a universal 

.. rule which cannot be furnished1126 • Karit means that the ordinary 

consequences of knowledge obtain wi·thout the actual application 

of a concept. 

There is another important point. Kant had said earlier 

(in section 8) that the claim of taste is conditional. Novr in 

section 19 he amplifies the remark. Does a~~thetic judgment 

retain an element of uncertainty'? As Kant put it z 11 The ~~ 

in aesthetic judgments ••• is yet pronounced only conditionally. 

He suggests thFt one cannot in fact be certain that a given 

pleasure has been correctly attributed to a common ground 1 that 

is the harmony of the faculties. We may also say that Kant keeps 
\} 

the issue of the rationality of aesthetic judgment separate from 
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that of its certainty. Hence aesthetic judgments remain corrigible, 

that is one cannot show that there can be no errors in taste27 • 

.... What ·taste actually calls for is necessary agreement in 

response. It can occur only uncer ideal conditions. Agreement 

alone is a sufficient condition for aesthetic judgment. It could 

be contingent. Again, disagreement does not mean that a judgment 
'..:.' 

of taste is false. So it is not simply intersubjective validity 

which aesthetic judgment requires, but rather an agreement which 

is necessary, though unc.er ideal conditions. What the judgment 

of taste requires as a condition of calling an object beautiful 

is ·that it occasion a pleasure which could be felt, end which 

under ic)e al conditions would be felt, by any human observer of 
I 

an object, because it is produced by the object's 'effect en a 

ground common to all. And in attributing a pleasure to such a 

source, one is claiming that i·t is a pleasure which is in a 

sense necessary rather than contingent. A pleasure due to the 

harmony of imagination and understanding is a pleasure which 

one has just in virtue of possessing ·the faculties necessary for 

cognition. It is by assigning a pleasure such status that one 

makes rational its imputation to other persons •. 

I 
Both the moments of universality ana necessity place 

the s arne demand on the judgment of taste. If I say that an 

object .X is beautiful, then, I can rationally ex_pect that others 
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will take pleasure in it, unless of course I am mistaken in 

assigning my own pleasure to its proper source. This demand can 

be met only if the pleasure is attributed to a ground which is 

neither private nor contingent, but is in.stead a necessary 

consti·tuent of human nature. The demand of taste can be met only 

by an object •·1hich disposes. one • s imag~nation and understanding 

to the harmonious state .of free play. This is ,,,;;hat Kant has 

called the 11 Key to the critique of taste". 

The judgment of taste requires that one's delight in a 

beautiful object be regarded as having a "necessary relation" to 

that object. But the problem is that it cc-mnot be known a Priori ---=......;;.,;;; 
that a given object is beautiful. so Kant insists that one~ s 

connection of pleasure to an object, a connection presupposed in 

judging it to be beautiful, can be made on the basis of actual 

experience of the obj.ect, or empirically. On the one hand, the 

delight which grounds an aesthetic judgment must be a necessary 

delight; but on the other, moral feeling excepted, no pleasure 

can be connected 2_Eriori with the representations of an object. 

Kant• s poin·t is that the predication of delight of a beautiful 

object is not ~riori, it is not entailed by the predication 

of any determinate concept of that object. Pleasure cannot be 
I 

connected to an object ~iori for all judgments of taste are 

singular j udgrnents. 'l'hey do not connec·t t~eir predicate of 

delight \vith a concept, but with a given singular empirical 



100 

representation. 

While the feeling of pleasure cannot be produced a priori, 

one's reflection on one's pleasure can prooduce an ·a pri££! 

judgment, or the judgment of taste has an a priof:! element. 

Reflection one one's pleasure. in an object can reveal that the 

feeling is due :to a necessary rather than a contingent source, 

or a public rather than a private condition, even though it 

could not have been predicted in advance. Once having fel.t the 

pleasure, one can attribute it to the harmony of the faculties. 

On the basis of this attribution, the ~£riori judgment that 

.:the object is beautiful, that the pleasure it produces may be 

imputed to others, can he made. That I perceive and estimate 

an object with pleasure, is an empirical judgmen<.:. But that 

I find it beautiful, i.e. that I m~ impute that delight to 

everyone as necessary, is an ~Eri~ judgment. 

The judgment that a given object is Leauti"ful has both 

empirical and ~iori elements. Insofar as it reports my own 

pleasure, it is empirical, for i·t depends on my expeirnce of 

the object. And insofar as it attributes my please to the hannony 

of the faculties, it is also empirical, being a [jludgment about 

a causal link in my mental history. But insofar as it takes the 
. I 

last ati:.ribution as a basis for imputing my pleasure to others, 

the judgment of taste is a pri~ri. For it ~epends not upon actual 

experience of shared responses, but on the ~ri2f! assumption 
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that what occasions the harmony of the faculties is the same for 

all. Sihce the imputation of pleasure to others is part of the 

actual content of judgment of taste, the judgment not merely 

rests on an 2....Eriori assumption, but also makes an a prio£! 

claim. 
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