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In 1787, Kant announced in a now famous letter
that he was embarking on a “critique of taste,”
because he “had discovered an a priori princi-
ple” for the third and last main faculty of the
mind, that of pleasure and displeasure.2 Much
scholarly ink has been devoted to Kant’s ensu-
ing “Critique of Aesthetic Judgment” (published
in 1790 as part of a larger Critique of Judgment)
and to his central “critical” claim: that we can
justifiably require that others agree with our
judgments of taste, even though we base those
judgments on (or they somehow involve) that
most subjective of states, pleasure. In this arti-
cle, I propose to take a step back from that ques-
tion to pursue a more basic question: What is
pleasure for Kant? What is pleasure like, if it
“has” an a priori principle, specifically the prin-
ciple of “purposiveness without a purpose” (as
Kant names this principle in the Critique of
Judgment)? And I shall argue that in the Cri-
tique of Judgment Kant defines pleasure as in-
tentional (it is a state that is “about” something)
and as formal (it is a state that has a complex
structure, and institutes relations among its
“contents”);3 thus Kant departs from his under-
standing of pleasure in the Groundwork for a
Metaphysics of Morals and Critique of Practical
Reason, as a sensation, an atomic, brute, “mate-
rial” element of experience. Moreover, Kant
does so on the basis of an investigation of aes-
thetic pleasure, and I shall argue that aesthetic
pleasure is, indeed, the paradigmatic pleasure on
this new definition, a purely “purposive” state.

I shall begin by presenting the opposing inter-
pretation of Kant’s theory of pleasure—that
pleasures are sensations—as articulated by Paul
Guyer. I choose Guyer’s account not because it
is particularly objectionable, but because it is
the most well-defended version of a widely held

view.4 I shall then turn to my readings of Kant’s
Critique of Judgment definition of pleasure, and
of his (sole) argument in defense of that defini-
tion, before I turn to Kant’s distinction of aes-
thetic pleasure from other sorts of pleasure.

I. KANT’S DEFINITION OF PLEASURE

Guyer bases his view that pleasures are sensa-
tions according to Kant on two grounds.5 First,
Kant frequently asserts in the Critique of Judg-
ment that pleasure is a “feeling” [Gefühl], not a
sensation [Empfindung] (e.g., Introduction VII,
pp. 188–190).6 Kant appears here to distinguish
between pleasure and sensations (as I shall
argue that he does), but his glosses on this dis-
tinction seem to indicate otherwise: Kant ex-
plains that he calls pleasure a “feeling” because
it is subjective, i.e., it cannot be interpreted as
belonging to an (external) object. Thus Kant
seems to believe that pleasures are sensations,
just especially subjective ones.

Secondly, Guyer points to passages in the
Critique of Practical Reason where Kant explic-
itly identifies pleasure as a sensation. Guyer de-
fends his use of these passages from an earlier
work by pointing to the similarity between
Kant’s definitions of pleasure in the Critique of
Practical Reason, the Critique of Judgment, and
the Anthropology, a work that succeeds the Cri-
tique of Judgment and in which, Guyer argues,
Kant characterizes pleasure as “agreeable sensa-
tion.” (I shall return to these definitions below.)
Guyer reasonably argues that if Kant holds the
same view of pleasure before, during, and after
the Critique of Judgment, his statements about
pleasure in the Critique of Practical Reason
(written before the Critique of Judgment) surely
hold for the Critique of Judgment as well.



As noted above, I shall argue, by contrast, that
Kant’s Critique of Judgment theory of pleasure
is a formal, intentional view of pleasure, and
shall begin with Kant’s definition of pleasure in
the Critique of Judgment. Pleasure, Kant writes,
is the “consciousness of a presentation’s causal-
ity directed at the subject’s state so as to keep
him in that state” (§10, p. 220). As is clear from
this definition, Kant does not mean by “feeling”
that pleasure is an indefinable, primitive mental
state (as, for example, empiricists tend to as-
sume).7 Instead, pleasure is apparently a mental
state that is “about” another mental state and,
specifically, about the continuation in time of
that mental state. For example, pleasure in eat-
ing chocolate on this account would be the
“feeling” or “consciousness” of wanting to con-
tinue sensing (tasting) the chocolate (or, more
precisely, the feeling that the presentation of
chocolate is “causing” one to want to stay in the
state of having that presentation).

On Kant’s definition, then, pleasure is an in-
tentional mental state, and, further, one whose
intentional object is interpreted as subjective, or
“referred to” the subject as Kant puts it (e.g., §1,
p. 204). That is, we do not take pleasure in the
presentation of [the taste of] chocolate sim-
pliciter; we take pleasure in—are conscious of
wanting to continue—having that presentation.
Kant reflects both the fact that there is an inten-
tional object of pleasure and that this object is
not an “object” (or does not refer to an object) in
the full sense when, in describing pleasure in the
agreeable, he writes:

The green color of meadows belongs to objective sen-
sation, i.e., to the perception of an object [Gegen-
stand] of sense; but the color’s agreeableness belongs
to subjective sensation, to feeling, through which no
object [Gegenstand] is presented, but through which
the object [Gegenstand] is regarded as an object
[Objekt] of our liking (which is not a cognition of it).
(§3, p. 206)

In this passage, Kant distinguishes between
Gegenstand, a full-blooded object of knowl-
edge, and Objekt, a “mere” intentional object of
a presentational state.8 Our states of pleasure
have an Objekt, but do not refer to or provide
knowledge of a Gegenstand. Thus, despite
Kant’s somewhat inconvenient characterization
of pleasure as a “sensation” here (which stems

from the particular nature of pleasures in the
agreeable, as I shall discuss below), I would
argue that Kant does not believe that pleasure
(in general) is a sensation, just a subjective one.
Rather, pleasure is subjective (because it is an
intentional attitude about a subject’s mental
state as such) and therefore pleasure is not (sim-
ply) a sensation.

Further, Kant defines pleasure in formal
terms here. Pleasure can have different contents,
and has no content specifically of its own—ex-
cept that whatever it is we are experiencing, we
want that same thing to continue. Moreover,
pleasure registers a relational property of which-
ever first-order state or presentation one is
pleased by: between the present occurrence of
that state and the future states of the subject. (Or
so I read our “consciousness of . . . causality . . .
so as to keep us in that state.”) Thus, more tech-
nically in a Kantian sense, we can say that
Kant’s definition of pleasure renders it a “for-
mal” state, for it involves a relation in time, the
“universal form of intuitions”: It is the “con-
sciousness” of a temporal–relational property of
the subject’s presentation—its tendency to per-
sist (into the future) or its future-directedness.

According to Kant, then, pleasure is distinct
in kind from sensations, which are, Kant claims,
the “material” or “real” in perceptual experience
(§39, p. 291). Unlike sensations, pleasure is a
formal state, or (more properly) a consciousness
of a formal, temporal relation among other
states or presentations. And again unlike sensa-
tions, which at best may be referred to objects
via empirical judgment, pleasure is an inten-
tional state that has as its complex intentional
object the relation between present and future
states of the subject.

The formal nature of pleasure on this defini-
tion can help us understand why Kant came to
believe that pleasure has an a priori principle.
For pleasure understood as a temporally-
extended and -located sensory state seems to be
a paradigmatically empirical phenomenon not
amenable to transcendental analysis, subject
only to causal, not a priori, conditions. And, in-
deed, until Kant’s “discovery” of an a priori
principle for pleasure, he appears to have be-
lieved just that. A formal, especially a temporal–
formal, state is, however, much more amenable
to transcendental, a priori analysis than a partic-
ular sort of sensation would be. Moreover, the
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specific kind of formal structure that Kant attrib-
utes to pleasure does seem describable as “pur-
posive without a purpose.” For Kant defines
pleasure as future-directed; it is, then, similar to
purposes or intentional aims.9 Yet, given Kant’s
narrow definition of purposes (they are concepts
that cause actions), pleasure cannot be said to be
“purposive with a purpose”—it is a feeling, not
a concept or discursive presentation. Pleasure is,
Kant suggests, a “feeling of life” (§1, p. 204 and
§23, pp. 244–245), is like life, the “purposive”
functioning of an organism to maintain the dy-
namic state that it is in.10 (Kant makes this anal-
ogy—between pleasure and life—more specifi-
cally with respect to aesthetic pleasure and I
shall return to his reasons for doing so below.)

II. TWO OBJECTIONS

Thus, I argue, Kant’s very definition of pleasure
in the Critique of Judgment indicates that Kant
understands pleasure as a formal–intentional
state with its own “principle” (or type of time re-
lation, as Kant technically defines the principles
in the Critique of Pure Reason), not as a sensa-
tion. Yet such a reading faces two objections.
First, this interpretation seems threatened by the
textual evidence: If Kant defines pleasure simi-
larly in the (earlier) moral philosophy, the Cri-
tique of Judgment, and the (later) Anthropology,
and asserts that pleasure is a sensation in the
other texts, then Guyer has a strong textual case
against my interpretation.

Second, from a commonsensical point of
view, Kant’s definition of pleasure is not imme-
diately recognizable as a description of a famil-
iar mental state.11 Pleasure, certainly, seems it-
self to be a state in which we like to remain.
Perhaps—in Kant’s defense—this “desire” to
remain in our pleasurable state can be character-
ized as wanting to remain in the [other] state in
which we are taking pleasure. And pleasure
does appear to be intentional (at least some-
times)—we frequently believe we are taking
pleasure in something or other, not that we have
a separate sensation of pleasure externally
caused by some object or other. Yet is not there
such a thing as a sensation of pleasure? Would
not such sensations be the most straightforward
cases of pleasure and thus good models for un-
derstanding other pleasures?

To answer these objections, I turn to Kant’s

sole argument in the Critique of Judgment that
[all] pleasures are not sensations, which reads as
follows:

If we concede this [that all pleasure is sensation], then
sense impressions that determine inclination, or prin-
ciples of reason that determine the will, or mere forms
of intuition that we reflect on [and] that determine the
power of judgment, will all be one and the same inso-
far as their effect on the feeling of pleasure is con-
cerned, since pleasure would be the agreeableness in
the sensation of one’s state. And since, after all, ev-
erything we do with our powers must in the end aim at
the practical and unite in it as its goal, we could not
require them to estimate things and their value in any
other way than by the gratification [Vergnügen] they
promise; how they provided it would not matter at all
in the end. And since all that could make a difference
in that promised gratification would be what means
we select, people could no longer blame one another
for baseness and malice, but only for foolishness and
ignorance, since all of them . . . would be pursuing
one and the same goal: gratification. (§3, p. 206)

Here Kant presents roughly the following argu-
ment: If pleasures are sensations, then they are
all the same; if they are all the same, then moral-
ity as distinct from prudence would be impossi-
ble (thus we must reject the claim that all plea-
sures are sensations).

I shall attempt to explain this (somewhat puz-
zling) argument below, but I shall first suggest
that this argument removes most of the textual
objections to my interpretation. For Kant pres-
ents a very similar argument (though to a differ-
ent conclusion) in the Critique of Practical Rea-
son. That is, after Kant has asserted in the
Critique of Practical Reason that pleasures are
sensations, and are “all the same” or “differ only
as to degree” (pp. 23–24), he argues that if one
understands the good not to be determined by
the categorical imperative, then the good must
be equivalent to the pleasant, and one must see
all actions as mere means to obtaining the sensa-
tion of pleasure (pp. 58–59).

One can, then, reconcile these two texts by
suggesting that Kant changes his mind about the
key premise—that [all] pleasure is sensation. In
the Critique of Practical Reason, Kant adheres
to the premise that pleasure is a sensation, and
therefore endorses the implications (that all
pleasures are the same, and that one cannot use
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pleasure to distinguish moral from prudential
actions). In the Critique of Judgment, by con-
trast, Kant at least appears to believe that one
can differentiate among pleasures: He distin-
guishes, after all, among pleasures in the agree-
able, good, and beautiful. (And repeats these
distinctions in the Anthropology and in the
Metaphysics of Morals.)12 Correspondingly,
Kant denies the premise that [all] pleasure is
sensation. Such a change in Kant’s position is
not implausible since Kant obviously changed
his mind between the Critique of Practical Rea-
son and the Critique of Judgment as to whether
pleasure has an a priori principle, and, corre-
spondingly, as to whether a subject’s pleasure
can be “subjectively universal,” rather than
merely subjective.13

Further, it is much less clear than Guyer lets
on that Kant’s definitions of pleasure remain the
same from the Critique of Practical Reason to
the Critique of Judgment to the Anthropology.
Kant defines pleasure in the Critique of Practi-
cal Reason as “the idea of the agreement of an
object or an action with the subjective condi-
tions of life” (p. 9n). Though Kant probably
does intend in the Critique of Judgment to con-
nect the “purposiveness” of pleasure and the
“purposiveness” of living organisms, this Cri-
tique of Practical Reason definition does not
seem identical to the one in the Critique of Judg-
ment (nor is it implausible to believe that Kant
has come to a somewhat different understanding
of life in the “Critique of Teleological Judg-
ment”).

However, Guyer’s Anthropology passage is
more problematic for my view, since the An-
thropology postdates the Critique of Judgment
and ought to reflect any changes in Kant’s views
in the Critique of Judgment. This text runs as
follows:

Enjoyment [Vergnügen]14 is pleasure through the
senses, and what delights the senses is called agree-
able. . . . We should not use the terms what pleases or
displeases to express enjoyment and pain, or the term
the indifferent for what comes between them: these
terms are too wide, for they can also refer to intellec-
tual pleasure and displeasure, in which case they
would not coincide with enjoyment and pain. We can
also describe these feelings in terms of the effect that
the sensation of our state produces on our mind. What
directly (by the senses) prompts me to leave my state

(to go out of it) is disagreeable to me—it pains me.
What directly prompts me to maintain my state (to re-
main in it) is agreeable to me—it delights me. (p. 230)

Kant does employ his Critique of Judgment def-
inition of pleasure (roughly, the desire to main-
tain the same state) here, and does connect it to
sensuous pleasure.

I suggest, however, that one ought to read this
passage quite differently than Guyer does. Kant
begins in effect by warning us that we should
not take sensory pleasures (“enjoyments”) as
paradigms of pleasure and then extend this pic-
ture of pleasure to cover other cases that are
much less amenable to such an analysis—e.g.,
intellectual pleasures. (And this does seem to be
a good “methodological” objection against tak-
ing sensory pleasure, unquestioningly, as the
model for pleasure.) Thus, it seems highly un-
likely that, in introducing pleasure in the agree-
able or pleasurable sensation as a particular kind
of pleasure as he is doing in the rest of this pas-
sage, Kant intends to assimilate all pleasures to
pleasurable sensation, as Guyer claims. I pro-
pose, instead, that Kant is trying to redescribe
pleasurable sensation as a subset of pleasure as
he formally defines it. That is, as suggested
above, pleasurable sensations seem to be
counterexamples to Kant’s formal definition of
pleasure; here Kant is trying to show that his
definition can accommodate sensory plea-
sures—one can understand even sensory plea-
sures in formal terms as [sensory] stimuli to
maintain oneself in the same state. Similarly,
Kant continues in the “Critique of Aesthetic
Judgment” to adhere to his view that all pleasur-
able sensations (or pleasures in the agreeable)
are “the same” as one another, differentiable
only as to their “quantity” or intensity.15 Kant
has, thus, broadened his view of pleasure be-
yond that in the Critique of Practical Reason:
The pleasures to which he referred in the earlier
work now constitute, according to Kant, only
the subclass, pleasurable sensation or pleasure
in the agreeable. Thus one can, I believe, recon-
cile my interpretation of the Critique of Judg-
ment theory of pleasure with both Kant’s earlier
and later texts.

I shall now turn to the substance of Kant’s ar-
gument in defense of pleasure formally defined
(or in criticism of pleasure defined as sensation).
As I have suggested, Kant’s formal definition of
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pleasure might be seen as an attempt to avoid
begging the question as to the nature of pleasure,
or taking one kind of pleasure as paradigmatic
for all. By defining pleasure formally, merely as
to its intentionality toward the future, Kant iso-
lates an aspect of pleasure “thin” enough to be
shared by all sorts of pleasure, and “thin”
enough not to beg the question, or to privilege
some instance of pleasure over others. But
Kant’s explicit defense of his position is that it
can differentiate among pleasures. By contrast,
he argues, defining pleasure as sensation entails
that (i) all pleasures are “the same,” and there-
fore (ii) it is impossible to distinguish between
morality and prudence.

Both of these “threats” are, however, puz-
zling. First, the consequence that all pleasures
are alike would seem to be entailed by any gen-
eral definition of pleasure: If pleasure is defined
as one sort of thing, then “by definition” all
pleasures will be alike. Second, though it is cer-
tainly important for Kant (and for many moral
theorists) that one be able to distinguish between
moral and prudential behavior, it is not clear that
one must have (or not have) a particular defini-
tion of pleasure to do so. Kant himself argues
that moral actions are precisely those that are
not engaged in for the sake of pleasure; they are
governed by categorical, not hypothetical, im-
peratives.16 Could not one say, then, that moral
actions are those engaged in for the sake of
something other than pleasure, whatever one
happens to understand by “pleasure”?

In Kant’s defense, one may remark first that
all general theories of pleasure may not be
equally incapable of distinguishing among plea-
sures. For on an intentional view of pleasure,
pleasures have “contents” that differentiate
pleasures internally; on Kant’s definition, the
nature of a pleasure is partly determined (argu-
ably) by which [kind of] presentation we want to
continue to have. By contrast, pleasures under-
stood as sensations, i.e., as atomic, sensory
states, do not lend themselves to such internal
differentiation: Each sensation of pleasure is just
that, a sensory experience of pleasure.

Nonetheless, it seems that one could differen-
tiate among sensory pleasures in three ways:
quantitatively (i.e., as to their degree of inten-
sity), phenomenologically (as to their different
qualitative “feels”), and causally (i.e., by identi-
fying their different “causal histories,” the

method of differentiation Guyer attributes to
Kant). Kant in fact admits that we can differenti-
ate sensations (even pleasurable sensations)
both quantitatively and qualitatively.17 Yet none
of these methods, according to Kant, sufficiently
differentiates pleasures from one another, as dif-
ferent in kind.

And indeed quantitative differences among
pleasures obviously do not differentiate plea-
sures according to kinds. Specifically, quantita-
tive differences among pleasures would not dis-
tinguish moral from nonmoral pleasures, unless
one were able to argue that moral pleasures were
always identical as to their degree of intensity,
and were consistently either more or less intense
than all other pleasures.

As for qualitative differentiations among
pleasures, Kant takes these to be the results of
empirical, psychological investigation (as, e.g.,
in Burke’s aesthetics), and are, therefore, not
grounds for transcendental distinctions among
pleasures.18 Kant does not explicitly argue for
this conclusion, but he might invoke the unreli-
ability of a subject’s self-observation,19 or argue
that such phenomenological differences are dif-
ferences along a spectrum but would not ground
distinctions among kinds of pleasures. In any
case, phenomenological distinctions among
pleasures seem unpromising grounds on which
to base a distinction between moral and non-
moral pleasures.20

The method of differentiating pleasures by
different causes is the method Kant rejects ex-
plicitly in the argument under discussion. Kant
clearly believes that the fact that pleasures (un-
derstood as sensations) are caused by different
activities would not differentiate these pleasures
from one another. Instead, he claims, the same-
ness of the pleasurable sensations would render
the activities equivalent to one another from a
practical point of view. That is, Kant is arguing
that all causes that produce the same effect
(here: a pleasurable sensation) are the same—at
least for the purposes of practical judgment—
not that the (same) effects could be differenti-
ated by pointing to their different causes.21

One might argue that Kant rejects this sort of
distinction because it too would rely on empiri-
cal observation: that some object or action
causes (me) pleasure is discoverable only from
experience. And Kant suggests as much else-
where in the Critique of Judgment (§12, p. 221
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and FI I, p. 199). Yet here Kant rejects causal
histories as a means of differentiation entirely—
not because they would provide merely a poste-
riori differentiation. Thus, I suggest, Kant’s wor-
ries about distinctions among pleasures based on
their causal histories lie deeper, in the nature of
causal relations themselves. Kant conceives of
causal relations as external relations that connect
separately identifiable events or states.22 And the
view of pleasure as a sensation would make plea-
sure particularly amenable to such causal analy-
sis. For pleasures as atomic sensory states would
be separately identifiable qualitatively (as dis-
tinct from other sensory states such as rough,
red, etc.) and by temporal positions in the sub-
ject’s series of states. Various causes could then
be correlated to the occurrences of this sensation.
But such correlations would not differentiate the
pleasures from one another; these correlations,
Kant writes, are “mere aggregates” (FI III, p.
206). To take another example of a sensation: A
sensation of red may be caused by an object that
reflects the appropriate range of light waves in
white light, by light from a red light bulb re-
flected by a white object, by an object hitting the
retina (to produce a red, retinal afterimage), etc.
These different causes do not make the sensa-
tions of red different from one another; they are
just different means of producing a sensation of
red. Correlatively, if one is interested in these
causal processes only insofar as they produce the
sensation of red, they are more or less the same
as one another (if they are successful). Since
Kant claims that from a practical point of view,
we are only interested in actions as pleasing (a
claim to which I shall return), actions that cause
pleasure could all appear to be the “same” ac-
cording to the model of causal judgments about
sensations.23

Thus Kant has some grounds for believing
that pleasures understood as sensations are diffi-
cult to differentiate into kinds. But now we must
turn to the question of why Kant believes it is
imperative to do so, why (that is) the “same-
ness” of pleasures would render it impossible to
distinguish between moral and prudential be-
havior. This claim, on the face of it, is shocking
coming from Kant. And indeed Kant cannot be
taken to be arguing that one must establish the
objective moral good by reference to a certain
sort of pleasure; such a move would be deeply
inconsistent with the whole tenor of Kant’s [crit-

ical] moral philosophy. In the Critique of Judg-
ment (and afterward), Kant continues to hold
that the moral law is the objective foundation for
morality. Kant does, however, change his termi-
nology in the Critique of Judgment (and after-
ward) in another way: He refers to “respect” or
moral feeling unproblematically as moral plea-
sure.

I suggest that this terminological change indi-
cates why Kant now suggests that his earlier dis-
tinction between moral and nonmoral behavior
is insufficient: he is concerned here with the
“subjective determining grounds” of moral ac-
tivity, i.e., with moral motivation. That is, Kant
holds two potentially irreconcilable views about
the nature of moral motivation. On the one hand,
Kant argues that unlike the nonmoral agent, the
moral agent is motivated by the idea of the
moral law, by “duty alone,” not by anticipation
of any pleasure to be gained by the action. On
the other hand, Kant believes that ideas or con-
cepts alone do not motivate us; we are not “holy
wills,” but need a “subjective incentive” to act.24

So in the Groundwork for a Metaphysics of
Morals (pp. 402n and 449–450) and again in the
“Critique of Aesthetic Judgment,” Kant asks
how the moral law can motivate us, how we can
take an “interest” in it, why it is not merely an
“idle idea” or “mere cognition” (§12, p. 222).
He answers this question by positing a peculiar
emotion, “respect,” excited by the moral law.25

Kant’s motivational story then runs as follows:
The moral agent feels respect for the moral law,
is inspired by this respect to act, and then (one
supposes) feels pleasure at having acted mor-
ally, thereby earning respect for herself or him-
self (as an agent of the moral law).

Once, however, Kant adds respect to his ac-
count of moral action, it might be difficult to see
the difference, except question-beggingly, be-
tween the structures of moral and nonmoral mo-
tivation. In both cases, the agent acts according
to universal laws (either the moral law or a hy-
pothetical imperative); in each case, the agent is
motivated by approval of, or anticipated plea-
sure in, her or his action, and is pleased as a re-
sult of her or his (successful) action. And, given
the structure of causal relations on Kant’s view,
if one understands pleasures as sensations (and
therefore undifferentiable), moral and nonmoral
actions could be viewed, equivalently, as caus-
ally correlated to the same effect (pleasure).26

244 The Journal of Aesthetics and Art Criticism



Thus, if one is unwilling (as Kant appears to
be) to reject Kant’s underlying premise here—
that ideas or concepts alone do not motivate27—
one must show that the pleasures involved in
moral versus nonmoral motivation are different
from one another, i.e., explain why respect is a
particular kind of pleasure. In other words, if
one wants (as Kant does) to distinguish between
the moral case in which one does something for
its own sake and therefore is pleased by it, and a
nonmoral case in which one does something as
means to pleasure, one must develop a theory of
pleasure that does not see all pleasure as an ex-
ternal product or a (merely) causally correlated
effect of action. The view of pleasure as a sensa-
tion will not do so, for if pleasure is a sensation,
it is always an external effect of the action, and
would thus always be the ultimate end point (in
both senses) of activity. An intentional theory of
pleasure, however, can distinguish among plea-
sures as to their differing contents; thus one
could differentiate between pleasures that are
“in” or “about” the action itself, and pleasures
that are “in” or “about” the products of an ac-
tion. Likewise, on an intentional view, one can
account for a pleasure with the rich intentional
content Kant attributes to respect.

III. AESTHETIC PLEASURE AND FUTURE-DIRECTEDNESS

I have argued, so far, that in the Critique of
Judgment Kant defines pleasure in formal, in-
tentional terms, which, I have suggested, ex-
plains why Kant could believe that pleasure
“has” an a priori principle. Despite Kant’s argu-
ment against his earlier view of pleasure on
moral grounds, it was a consideration of aes-
thetic pleasure that led Kant to reformulate his
views as to the nature of pleasure. Indeed Kant
signals the paradigmatic nature of aesthetic
pleasure by claiming that the principle of pur-
posiveness without a purpose is “constitutive”
of aesthetic pleasure.28 What, we must ask, is
peculiar to aesthetic pleasure, according to
Kant? Why does a consideration of aesthetic
pleasure lead him to “discover” the a priori
principle of pleasure, purposiveness without a
purpose?29

To answer these questions, I shall now turn
more explicitly to the purposive nature of plea-
sure on Kant’s new definition—its form of fu-
ture-directedness. This projective, purposive

structure of pleasure is, I suggest, Kant’s at-
tempt to describe the motivational power of
pleasure, or (as Kant puts it) pleasure’s “inner
causality.” As discussed above, pleasure seems
to be in itself an end-state, a state in which we
want to remain; an end of action. But pleasure is
also motivational: If we are pleased by some-
thing, that pleasure motivates us to act, to seek
out that thing. Kant’s definition of pleasure, as
consciousness of a present state as causing one
to want to maintain that state in the future, cap-
tures both of these aspects of pleasure—its in-
trinsic “value” or “satisfying” character, and its
motivating force. And I shall argue that this fu-
ture-directedness of pleasure, its motivational
power, is revealed preeminently, irreducibly, in
aesthetic pleasure.

Following Kant, I shall proceed by a negative
method, by contrasting aesthetic pleasure with
pleasures in the agreeable and in the good. That
is, though pleasures in the good and in the agree-
able can be understood as purposive, I shall
argue that they need not be so understood. The
future-directedness of such pleasures may be
understood, rather, as captured by conceptual-
ized intentions—by purposes properly speak-
ing—for willed activity. By contrast, the fu-
ture-directedness of aesthetic pleasure cannot be
described as part of “purposive,” willed activity
directed by and toward purposes; therefore, it
reveals purposiveness without a purpose, or fu-
ture-directedness, as the a priori principle of
pleasure.

Thus I shall now turn to Kant’s distinctions
among types of pleasures in the Critique of
Judgment. We may say, first, that Kant’s tripar-
tite distinction among pleasures (in the agree-
able, good, or beautiful) in the Critique of Judg-
ment follows quite easily from his definition of
pleasure, for it corresponds to his general, tripar-
tite distinction among kinds of presentations (in
which one could take pleasure): sensations,
forms, and concepts. That is, pleasure in the
agreeable is consciousness of a sensation’s cau-
sality to maintain one in the same state; pleasure
in the good, consciousness of a concept’s cau-
sality to maintain one in the same state,30 and
pleasure in the beautiful, consciousness of
form’s causality (etc.).

Kant’s definition of pleasure, then, apparently
can distinguish among types of pleasures.31 But
another of Kant’s definitional statements about
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pleasure is more helpful in indicating the dis-
tinctiveness of aesthetic pleasure, particularly
with respect to the future-directed, motivational
character of pleasure:

A definition of this feeling in general without consid-
ering the distinction as to whether it accompanies
sensation proper, or accompanies reflection, or the
determination of the will, must be transcendental. It
may read: Pleasure is a mental state in which a pre-
sentation is in harmony with itself, which is the basis
either for merely preserving this state itself . . . or for
producing the object of this presentation. On the first
alternative, the judgment about the given presentation
is an aesthetic judgment of reflection; on the second, a
pathological aesthetic judgment or a practical judg-
ment. (FI VIII, pp. 230–232)

Here Kant defines pleasure disjunctively: Either
pleasure is the “basis for merely preserving the
state itself” (aesthetic pleasure) or pleasure is
the “basis” for producing the “object” of the pre-
sentation, whether this object is understood
“pathologically” (i.e., as a state of the subject),
or “practically” (as an action to be performed).32

We can see here that aesthetic pleasure sounds
like the paradigmatic case of pleasure on Kant’s
definition, for it is a (purely) self-sustaining
mental state. But before turning to that claim, I
suggest that Kant’s description here of the other
two sorts of pleasures explains how Kant under-
stands those pleasures as motivational or fu-
ture-directed in a way that need not be described
in terms of an a priori principle of purposiveness
without a purpose.

Indeed Kant is under considerable theoretical
pressure to redescribe the future-directedness of
pleasure, for he finds such future-directedness
deeply problematic. In the Anthropology, imme-
diately after he has presented his definition of
pleasure as that which “prompts” one to stay in
one’s state, Kant writes:

But we are carried along incessantly in the current of
time and in the change of sensations connected with
it. Although leaving one point in time and entering
another is one and the same act (of change), there is
still a temporal sequence in our thought and in the
consciousness of this change, in conformity with the
relation of cause and effect. So the question arises,
whether it is the consciousness of leaving our present
state or the prospect of entering a future state that

awakens in us the sensation of enjoyment? In the first
case the enjoyment is simply removal of a pain—
something negative; in the second it would be presen-
timent of something agreeable, and so an increase of
the state of pleasure—something positive. But we can
already guess beforehand that only the first will hap-
pen; for time drags us from the present to the future
(not vice versa), and the cause of our agreeable feel-
ing can be only that we are compelled to leave the
present, though it is not specified into what other state
we shall enter—except that it is another one. (p.
231)33

So, Kant concludes, “Pain always comes
first.”34

Kant’s worries are based on his views about
time (and, correlatively, causality). As he indi-
cates in the above passage, Kant understands
time to be unidirectional—the past precedes and
determines the present.35 Pleasure defined as an-
ticipation of the future violates this Kantian
premise, for it would be a state that refers to an-
other moment in time in the “wrong” order. If
one understands pleasure purely as a reference
to the future, then one must (Kant believes) take
pleasure in the present to be determined by the
future—not by the past, as it ought to be, accord-
ing to the nature of time (and causality). But,
just like objects or external events, according to
Kant, our mental states or the flow of our pre-
sentations in “inner sense” ought to be “objec-
tively” describable in terms of a determinate,
temporal, causal order. Thus, Kant concludes,
sensory pleasure must be understood as “relief
from pain,” i.e., as satisfaction with the present
by contrast to, and with reference to, the past,
rather than with reference to the future.

What, then, of Kant’s definitional claim that
all pleasures do have “motivational” power, are
(in some sense) future-directed? As I shall now
argue, Kant explicates the future-directedness of
pleasurable mental states by understanding plea-
sure as part of “purposive” or “ideal” causality,
the causality operated by a concept-having or
willing agent.36 Pleasures in the agreeable and in
the good, that is, can be understood as “purpos-
ive” but “with a purpose” (i.e., as part of willed
activity directed and described by concepts), as
future-directed in a nonproblematic sense.

I shall begin with pleasures in the good, the
pleasures Kant finds least problematic, or most
easily comprehensible. As we have seen, on
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Kant’s account of willed activity, ideas or con-
cepts “cause” action via pleasure, which pro-
duces its object as described conceptually by the
initial intention. The concept (more properly
concepts and judgments) involved in determin-
ing the will is complex: It includes the concept
of an object, including the objective “marks” or
characteristics of that object (which would make
it fit to serve the subject’s purposes) and the
judgment that such an object is not present or
existent, and (most important) the concept of
that object as possibly existent in the future as
caused by the subject’s own powers (thereby in-
cluding causal generalizations or “technical”
statements about the effects of human capabili-
ties).37 Thus, willed activity involves conceptual
“foresight” of the future effects of one’s [causal]
powers.

This “foresight” is not, according to Kant,
problematic in the way that “presentiment” or
sensing the future would be (as Kant worries
about pleasures in the agreeable, as quoted
above). For “we can easily see,” Kant writes,
“that presentiment is a chimera; for how can we
sense what does not yet exist?”38 Conceptual
foresight, by contrast, is not only necessary for
desire and/or the will—in envisioning that
which could be done—but is readily compre-
hensible, for concepts are universal rules, which
in principle apply to any present (or past, or fu-
ture); in particular, the causal judgments in-
volved in conceptual foresight allow us to pre-
dict, not sense, the future.39

To turn now explicitly to the place of pleasure
in such an account: Kant’s purposive–causal ac-
count of action domesticates the future-directed-
ness of pleasure by placing the cause and/or
intentional object of the pleasure, i.e., the antici-
pated object, in the past. Pleasure, as motiva-
tional, is “in” the concept of the object and the
(conceptually anticipated) usefulness or good-
ness of that object. Thus, pleasure as “practical”
(or, as Kant also puts it, as “preceded by” practi-
cal judgment) has no “reference” within it to the
future but only refers to a state in the present or
past (the conceptually articulated intention).
(Subsequently, pleasure also registers satisfac-
tion that the idea has been realized; every satis-
faction of an aim, Kant claims, is connected
with pleasure;40 here too we understand the
pleasure to be “in” a present object.)

Sensory pleasures, or pleasures in the agree-

able—those that are “in” sensations—are not fu-
ture-directed in this conceptually described
way; hence, indeed, Kant’s worries about his
definition of pleasure as applied to sensory plea-
sures and his conclusion that we must (actually)
understand sensory pleasure as relief from pain.
Pleasures in the agreeable are, that is, to be un-
derstood as passively induced “effects” in us,
correlated to causes, for they are or are in sensa-
tions (which are such passively induced states).
But, I suggest, Kant understands such pleasures
as “motivational” or “purposive” because they
can be incorporated into the model of practical
activity just discussed: They are, Kant writes,
the “basis” for producing an object, if a “patho-
logical” one.41 Kant has (I think) the following
sort of story in mind: We experience sensory
pleasures and formulate empirical causal judg-
ments (pathological judgments) about our-
selves, that such and such a sensation (under
certain circumstances, given certain antecedent
conditions) is pleasing. Then we (can) act upon
this judgment, in order to “produce” an “object”
(a sensory state in ourselves). Thus, for exam-
ple, the pleasure I take from a hot bath is to be
understood, according to Kant, as a sigh of relief
from pain (being cold, tense, etc.); then I find
that in general (for me) hot baths are pleasurable
when I am tense or cold (etc.); then I can and
will act on this judgment, to [re]produce that
state in myself. Sensory pleasures are, then, mo-
tivational or future-directed because they can
figure in conceptually described intentions (as
part of causal judgments) for future activity, i.e.,
to produce another instance of the “same” state.

Thus, in these two cases of pleasure, Kant ul-
timately understands pleasure as “satisfaction”
in the present, in terms of past aims or pain—
rather than (as he initially defines it) an inten-
tional directedness toward the future. In both
cases, then, we might be able to see pleasures as
sensations (i.e., as separable effects of some pre-
ceding cause) and we need not characterize
them formally, as purposively structured. For,
though in some sense we can understand plea-
sure to have “motivational” power on these ac-
counts, the intentional directedness toward the
future of pleasure can be captured by conceptu-
alized intentions for activity. And Kant’s dis-
tinction among these two types of pleasure may
be understood as a distinction—based on his
basic distinction between sensations and con-
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cepts—as to the characteristic motivational ef-
fects of concepts (or judgments) and sensations
in action. Concepts (when pleasing) lead us to
“produce” their object; sensations (when pleas-
ing) are the object we (subsequently) try to re-
produce. In any case, as suggested above, such a
way of understanding the motivational force of
pleasure ought to be appealing to Kant, for in
both cases the subject’s pleasure “presupposes
something that precedes it” (to paraphrase the
Second Analogy), not something that will suc-
ceed it.

Now we may turn to Kant’s understanding of
aesthetic pleasure in the beautiful, as the para-
digmatic type of pleasure, one that is the “basis”
for merely preserving the “state itself,” or (as he
also puts it) a “mental attunement that sustains
itself.”42 Aesthetic pleasure is the “conscious-
ness” of a presentation as exciting no other de-
sire than that it itself continue, a “feeling of
life.” Why, however, should Kant believe that
aesthetic pleasure is such a pleasure, such a
state?

Kant’s claims about aesthetic pleasure do
seem plausible as descriptions of aesthetic expe-
rience: In appreciating a beautiful object, we are
pleased, and we “want” to continue appreciating
that [very same] object, to remain in the state
that we are in. That state, according to Kant, is
“reflection” on the object’s “form,” or (seem-
ingly synonymously) the “harmony of the facul-
ties.” Why such “reflection” or “form” should
be pleasing, or cause us to remain in that state is
a large question into which I shall not enter here.
For my purposes, it is necessary only to note,
first, that Kant argues (plausibly) that we have
no concept of the beautiful, but take aesthetic
pleasure in objects as unique or “singular”; and,
second, in describing our engagement with the
object as “judgment” on the “form” of the object
(albeit “reflective” or nonconceptually deter-
mined judgment), Kant suggests that we take
pleasure in an object as manifold, as comprising
“parts” or diverse aspects, not in a simple,
atomic sensation/sensory state.43 These two
(plausible) claims about aesthetic pleasure are
sufficient, I think, to show that that the fu-
ture-directedness or “purposiveness” of aes-
thetic pleasure cannot be “domesticated” either
as a version of pleasure in the agreeable or in the
good. Aesthetic pleasure does not seem to “pre-
suppose something that precedes it,” but to be

“constituted” by “purposiveness without a pur-
pose.”

Kant’s denial that we can formulate a concept
of the beautiful object (or what we are pleased
by in aesthetic experience) means that there is
no concept that determines what we are “look-
ing for” in the beautiful object, or that would be
the concept that guides the will to produce that
object. Nor can we specify a preexisting pain or
need that is satisfied by the (unexpected) en-
counter with the beautiful object, or describe the
object of our pleasure (the indeterminate “form”
of a beautiful object) conceptually to formulate
empirical causal judgments about such pleasure
as correlated to certain kinds of objects/presen-
tations under certain circumstances. The “pre-
sentation” that we want to continue “having” is
not an atomic, sensory state but rather an inde-
terminate, conceptually indescribable unity of
various sensory aspects of the object. Indeed,
aesthetic pleasure is a “consciousness” that
whatever it is we are experiencing now, we want
it to continue. Thus, instead of being directed to-
ward a conceptually described object (deter-
mined by a concept in the past), instead of re-
flecting a change from a “past” state, aesthetic
pleasure “prompts” a lingering in our current
state, is the consciousness of ourselves as linger-
ing in the present state, of the present state as a
state of pure future-directedness.44 It is consti-
tuted by “purposiveness without a purpose.”

Aesthetic pleasure thus reveals that pleasure
has a “subjective,” a priori principle (of fu-
ture-directedness) because its motivational
power cannot be “reduced” to its role in causal
description of ourselves either as the “causes” of
action (as wills guided by concepts) or as “ob-
jects” describable by empirical causal laws.
Hence, perhaps, Kant’s description of aesthetic
pleasure as “free.”45

IV. CONCLUSION

In this article, I have tried to articulate what it
might mean for Kant to claim that pleasure has
an a priori principle of “purposiveness without a
purpose,” and that aesthetic pleasure, in particu-
lar, is “constituted” by such a principle. On this
reading, Kant’s theory of pleasure in the Cri-
tique of Judgment may not only be a more plau-
sible theory of pleasure than his previous view,
but also may have some fruitful implications for
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an understanding of the Critique of Judgment
and its role in Kant’s systematic philosophy.
First, this understanding of (aesthetic) pleasure
allows one to understand Kant’s claims that aes-
thetic experience (involving such pleasure) is
“subjective,” without understanding such expe-
rience (counterintuitively) to be disengaged
from the object, only “about” the subject, for
such pleasure is “in” the subject’s state, indeed,
but a state of reflecting on the object’s form.46

As a result, this view of pleasure might reconfig-
ure readings of Kant’s justification of the claims
of taste away from seeing such pleasure as caus-
ally correlated to some state of judging and to-
ward understanding this deduction as parallel to
those in the other two critiques. For on this read-
ing, aesthetic pleasure is understood as “in” an
object as “judged” and as internally structured
by an a priori principle, in a way similar to the
way in which the a priori, categorial principles
are internal to judgment, objects, and experience
according to Kant in the Critique of Pure Rea-
son, and as the moral law or pure “lawfulness”
of the will is internal to the nature of practical
reason as Kant argues in the Critique of Practi-
cal Reason.47

More broadly, on this reading of Kant’s ac-
count of pleasure, one can begin to see the co-
herence of the Critique of Judgment as a whole,
as a sustained discussion of one a priori princi-
ple: the principle of purposiveness without a
purpose, or teleology. This principle (and Kant’s
“deduction” of it) cannot, however, be strictly
parallel to Kant’s other a priori principles. I have
suggested that the principle of purposiveness is
like the “principles” of the Critique of Pure Rea-
son in that it is a structure of temporal relations
(and thus could have a priori status), but unlike
the principles of the Critique of Pure Reason,
this principle does not constitute objects or an
objective time order. Quite the contrary. Aes-
thetic pleasure, as “constituted” by this princi-
ple, is temporally odd in exactly the way that
worried Kant in the Anthropology: it is a present
state directed toward the future, not caused by
the past. It can provide no “cognition” of the
subject, Kant writes (§3, p. 206);48 it cannot be
understood objectively to characterize the sub-
ject either as phenomenal “object” subject to
empirical, causal laws, or as rational, free agent
that acts according to reasons (ourselves as
“cause,” or as timeless subjects of objective

knowledge). Such a principle could only be a
“subjective condition” for the possibility of ex-
perience indeed. Thus, I suggest, in investigat-
ing aesthetic pleasure, in “discovering” a sub-
jective a priori principle, Kant has (perhaps
unwittingly) developed a new conception of the
subject as subject, irreducible to “objective” de-
scription, and describable by its own temporal-
ity, purposive without a purpose.49
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distinction (even were it based on a plausible reading of
Kant’s moral theory) seems inadequate. Many merely pru-
dential actions may also involve some “pain” or at least self-
control (e.g., eating healthily might require abstaining from
the pleasures in chocolate or succeeding at one’s job abstain-
ing from pleasures of leisure activity), as Kant himself dis-
cusses in the Groundwork for a Metaphysics of Morals, p.
399. This, after all, marks a difference between prudent and
imprudent action.

27. See L. W. Beck, Commentary on the Critique of Prac-
tical Reason (University of Chicago Press, 1960), pp. 213–
215, for a discussion of the historical continuity and devel-
opment in Kant’s thought on this issue.

28. For example, Critique of Judgment, Introduction VI,
pp. 187, 197, and FI VIII, p. 230. Kant also indicates, per-
haps, that aesthetic pleasure is the “purest” case of pleasure
in his terminological distinctions among types of pleasures:
Unlike the pleasures in the agreeable or the good, aesthetic
pleasure is called (simply) “Lust,” and to please aestheti-
cally, “gefallen,” the noun and verb forms of pleasure most
generally (see, for example, §5, p. 210).

29. One might answer this question, in some sense quite
rightly, by noting that (according to Kant) in aesthetic judg-
ment, we make normative claims on others’ agreement on
the basis of, and with respect to, aesthetic pleasure, but with-
out basing such a claim on concepts or laws. Such univer-
sality and necessity claims are, for Kant, the mark of the a
priori, and (as Kant is at pains, repeatedly, to argue) distin-
guish aesthetic pleasure from sensory pleasures that are
taken to be purely private, empirical facts about the subject,
and are likewise distinct from the claims we normally make
on others’ agreement. But, although such universality and
necessity might hint at the presence of an a priori principle,
these claims are not justified unless one can make a case that
there is in fact an a priori principle upon which they are
based. Here one might again contrast Kant’s views in the
Critique of Judgment to those he held prior to the Critique of
Judgment: Aesthetic pleasure, he had thought [as attested by
his Anthropology lectures as early as 1781], are pleasures
shared or shareable with others; before his “discovery” of
the a priori principle of purposiveness, however, Kant de-
nied that they justifiably laid claim to any universal
normativity or necessity.

30. One might add here a further distinction between
pleasures in concepts and pleasures in (moral) ideas, in order
to distinguish between pleasures in the instrumentally good,
and pleasure in the morally good. Kant suggests such a dis-
tinction, for example, on §29, p. 265 of the Critique of Judg-
ment, where he describes respect as a “feeling for (practical)
ideas.”

31. Moreover, these distinctions are a priori distinctions,
if one is willing to allow Kant his claim that the (prior) dis-
tinctions among types of presentations in general is an a pri-
ori one.

32. Readers will note that this disjunctive characterization
of pleasure correlates to Kant’s claim that aesthetic pleasure
is disinterested, whereas the other two sorts of pleasure are
“interested.” I have avoided the vocabulary of “disinterest-
edness” here because Kant’s discussion of it has sparked im-
mense scholarly debate, responses to which would occupy
too much space here. I will suggest, however, that my ac-
count of the “purposiveness without a purpose” of aesthetic
pleasure—that it can neither be “in” conceptual judgments
that could guide purposive (willed) activity, nor constitute
part of such a conceptually described purpose (or “interest”)
for action, could provide a less problematic account of aes-
thetic disinterestedness. But the defense of such claims will
have to be postponed for another time.

33. This passage follows the passages quoted above from
Kant’s Anthropology opening discussion of pleasures in the
agreeable. One might, therefore, raise the same objection
against my reading that I raised against Guyer: that I use this
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passage, which treats the agreeable, as if it applies to all
pleasures. In response, however, I note that the future-
directedness with which Kant is concerned in this passage is
the characteristic by which Kant defines pleasure in general.
Thus, I take my use of these passages to be different from
that of Guyer who, as argued above, uses Kant’s discussion
of the agreeable to attribute characteristics that belong (ac-
cording to Kant) not to pleasure in general, but only to the
agreeable, i.e., sensation-like-ness, to pleasure in general.

34. Anthropology, p. 231.
35. Kant’s claims about the unidirectionality of time are

intimately connected to commonsensical views about exis-
tence (such as, something can only exist in the present and
can only be caused to exist by something that itself exists—
i.e., is present or was present), as he articulates here: “The
power of deliberately bringing the past to mind is memory,
and the power of representing something as taking place in
the future is foresight. To the extent that they belong to sen-
sibility, both of them are based on our associating ideas of
our past and future states with our present state; and while
their ideas are not perceptions, they serve to connect our per-
ceptions in time—to connect, in a coherent experience, what
no longer exists with what does not yet exist through what is
present. They are called the powers of memory and divina-
tion, of the retrospective and the prospective (if we may use
these terms), since we are conscious of these ideas as ideas
we would encounter in our past or future state” (Anthropol-
ogy, p. 182).

36. Notably, Kant’s general definition of pleasure in the
Critique of Judgment occurs in the context of a discussion of
“purposive” causality, i.e., the causality exerted by an agent
with a will, who acts according to concepts (which serve as
the “purposes” of her activity). And, although I cannot argue
for this claim here, I suggest that Kant concludes that teleo-
logical judgments about organisms are “merely subjective”
or merely reflective judgments for quite similar reasons.
That is, Kant claims that the organization and seemingly fu-
ture-caused functioning of organisms could only be “deter-
minatively” explained if it were to be understood as caused
by God’s ideas (e.g., FI IX, p. 236); and he does so, I sug-
gest, because such explanation would render such causality
consistent with the objective temporal, causal order (the
cause would reside in the past). Of course we cannot, ac-
cording to Kant, make determinative judgments invoking
God’s ideas either; thus, teleological judgment must remain
a merely reflective judgment.

37. Cf. Anthropology, p. 251: “Appetite . . . is the self-de-
termination of a subject’s power through the idea of some
future thing as an effect of this power.”

38. Anthropology, p. 187.
39. Ibid.
40. Critique of Judgment, Introduction VI, p. 87.
41. Ibid., FI VIII, p. 232. Pleasures in the agreeable are,

Kant writes, “purposive” only after they are pleasing; the
purpose or judgment does not “precede” pleasure, but is
“based on” the feeling of pleasure (§12, p. 223). (Similarly,
Kant argues that such pleasures are “interested” insofar as
they give rise to an interest [§3, p. 207].)

42. Ibid., §16, pp. 230–231; cf. FI III, pp. 206, 242, 270,
and §54, 331.

43. Like Samuel Fleischacker in A Third Concept of Lib-
erty: Judgment and Freedom in Kant and Adam Smith
(Princeton University Press, 1999), chap. 2, I take Kant’s
“harmony [or play] of the faculties” to describe our appreci-
ation of an order and richness in an object’s sensory mani-
fold that cannot be described by one, overarching concept
(though it is “judgmental” in that it is an appreciation of an
order or unity of a manifold, the parts of which may be con-
ceptually described).

44. See Ermanno Bencivenga, “Economy of Expression
and Aesthetic Pleasure,” Philosophy and Phenomenological
Research 47 (1987): 615–630, for an interesting
phenomenological exploration of aesthetic pleasure in in-
complete or unfinished art objects as futurally projective
(rather than as a release from tension, as in Kant’s account of
pleasures in the agreeable, or in the Freudian model to which
Bencivenga opposes his own account).

45. For example, see Critique of Judgment, §5, p. 210.
46. Ginsborg’s account of Kant’s view of aesthetic plea-

sure is perhaps the clearest case of the opposing, unsatisfy-
ing sort of reading, since (according to Ginsborg) for Kant
aesthetic pleasure is pleasure “in” its own universal commu-
nicability. Guyer’s account, however, in which aesthetic
pleasure is merely a sensory state caused by (correlated to)
the harmony of the faculties also disengages aesthetic plea-
sure from the object. Guyer is motivated, in part, from diffi-
culties he finds in Kant’s articulation of what the “form” of
an object might be, and why or how we take pleasure in it
(see, e.g., “Formalism and the Theory of Expression in
Kant’s Aesthetics,” [Kantstudien 68 (1977): 46–70]). Such
questions about beautiful or purposive “form” lie outside the
scope of this essay, but I wish to point out here that Kant’s
understanding of pleasure does allow us to understand
Kant’s claims that aesthetic pleasure is “in” the object’s
form, yet is merely subjective.

47. This move, of course, cannot fully explain Kant’s de-
duction in the Critique of Judgment, for one would also have
to articulate what it means to judge according to the a priori
principle of purposiveness, why such judging is pleasurable,
and why such judging is a “subjective condition” for the pos-
sibility of experience. But this strategy for reading Kant’s
deduction of the claims of taste seems more promising than
Guyer’s causal account, or than Ginsborg’s claim that aes-
thetic pleasure is self-verifyingly universally communica-
ble.

48. On the connection between time determination and
proper cognition of the subject, see B277: “To be sure, the
presentation I am, which expresses the consciousness that
can accompany all thinking, is what directly includes the ex-
istence of a subject; but it is not yet a cognition of that sub-
ject, and hence is also no empirical cognition—i.e., experi-
ence—of it. For such experience involves, besides the
thought of something existent, also intuition, and here spe-
cifically inner intuition, in regard to which—viz., time—the
subject must be determined.” (Pluhar translation [Hackett]).

49. I am indebted to Philip Alperson, John Brown, Anne
Eaton, Michael Forster, Paul Guyer, Les Harris, Robert Pip-
pin, Gaby Sakamoto, Catherine Zuckert, and anonymous
readers for the JAAC for comments on earlier versions of
this essay; all mistakes are, of course, mine.
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