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Judgment, Extension, Logical Form
Luciano Codato

In Kant’s logical texts the reference of the form of the judgment w an
*unknown = x” (KrV, B 13) is well known, but its understanding remains
far from consensual. Due to the universality of all concepts, the subject as
much as ﬂ]epredimte, in the form Sir P is regm:]n:] aspmdi:lteufﬂ]e X,
which, in turn, is regarded as the subject of the judgment (AA 17: 345 f.
(Refl 3921), AA 17: 616-619 (Refl 4634)). In the KrV, particularly in
the texr on the “logical use of the |.1nc:]euit:-1.rn:]ing’u (B 92-94), this
Kantan interpretation of the suhject-Pm:]icate relation leads w the
question about the relations that must hold between intuition and
concept in the juc]grnent. In contrast to intuiton, if no onceprt, due to its
universal characrer, refers immediatel}r W an uhju:r, how should we
understand the relations of subject and predicate w one another, as well
as their relations to intuition, which mrrcspands to the very special
individuality of that object in general = x71In short, the question at hand
is to understand by what means could something completely indetermi-
nate x be represented in the judgment § s P through the concepts S and P
In view of the universality of the concepts and their mediate reference w
objects, one must notice that the x is not © be considered as an
individual, but only as something marked by individuality devoid of
substance, i.e., something marked h}r an empty singularity.

In the Kant-Literatur, the relations between intuition and concept in
the juc]gmcnt have been considered in diverse theoretical Eﬂckgraunds,
mainly in Fregean logic and in the logic of Port-Royal. Although so
m:-l.rkedl}r different, these two solutions to the Pmblem above seem
share a common thesis, in so far as they claim, though in different ways, a
_pred}lmfw character to those relations. If the analytic tradition recognizes
in the relation between x and the concept § the marks of a propositional
function Sk, in turn, the interpreration elaborated from the background
of the logic of Port-Royal recognizes in this relation the minor premise x
s § implicit in ﬂ]e]u:]gmmtﬂwjr.SuP (i.e,everySisBxis 5 xis P,
This being the case, if it were possible to prove, on the contrary, that the
relations between intuition and concept in the judgment could only be of
a non-predicative character, then a third solution would be open to us, a
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solution that could enable us to track down the sense of the conceptions
of iudgment and “logical form” in the KrV (B 362), In applying this
argumentative strategy, it is of the urmost importance to insist on the
spacificir}r of Kant's noton of extiension, in order w prove its
irreducibility w the Port-Royal notion of extension as well as w the
modern one.

In order to gain a clearer view of the matter, one must recover some
notions of Kant’s logic, such as the difference between the extension and
the intension of a concept, literally expressed by the use of the
prepositions in and wnder. Designated by the verbal locution “contain
under”, the extensional relation between the concepts § and P consists of
a relation of sbordination. Designated by the verbal locution “contain
in”, the intensional relation consiss of a relation of inclsion. In both
respects, extensional as well as intensional, Pis a mark of & On the one
hand, if §is subordinated w P then § includes P On the other hand, if P
is included in 8, then P subordinates S, In rega.n:] o the word “mark”, it
acquires, :-m:arding to extension, its sense as "gmund chagnitiun”: if §is
subordinated w P then § has in P one of its gmunds cbfc.ﬂgnitian, e,
is a part of the rotality of the extension of P ﬁc.mn:]ing to intension, in
turn, the word “mark” acquires the sense of “partal mru:ept”: if Pis
included in 8, then Pis aneufﬂ]epartia] mnceptsof.s, Le,Pisa l]ﬂ.ITDf
the wmality of the intension of §.

In what concerns judgment, in so far as the relation § & P is
considered according to the extension of P or to the intension of § one
moves from a strictly logical relation of the concepts to a non-strictly
logical relation. As can be read in the Philippi Logic:

The [subject-predicare] relation is dual: 1) logical, in which I consider the

concepts according to the relation of extensions; 2) metaphysical, if the

notions are represented as they are contained in one another. The subject is
contained the predicate, i.e., under its extension ; bur th&{ldeme is
contained in the subject, i.e., as constitutive of the concept. (LPhilippi, AA

24: 473)

As Kant remarks in the Refl 4295: “The way E}r which the Prediaur
resides in the suh]ect 'belang. to metaphysics; the way b}r which the
subject is under the predicate belongs w logic™ (AA 17: 499).

From a logical point of view, the relatons berween oncepts and
things, and not only among concepts must be considered as relations of
subordination, i.e., as relations berween the gmunc]s ofc.ﬂgnitian Sand P
and the x in the extension of both. According w the Refl 3096 (AA 16:
657-658), in a judgment every B is A:
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b
x, which is contained under B, s also contained under A: | x

In view of this strictly logical relation of subordination, undersmnding of
both the figure and the sentence above is clarified in Refl 3098:
“Everything thar is contained under a part of a concept is also oontained
under the whole. Universal affirmacive” (AA 16: 659). In such an
extensional account of the 5P relation, just as the mode of
subordinaton is e'xpre.ssed through the universal affirmartive every S is P
the gmunc] of Pr:dicatiun must be the more extensive concept 2
ﬁa:.ording to Hechsel Legic: “In universal affirmative judgmcnts, the
subju:t is a part of the extension of the Predi:lte”.l In a Kantian sense,
the A propositon of Aristotelian syllogistc wuld be described as follows:
x, which is found in the extension of §, completely subordinated to the
extension of B is also found in the extension of P Since the logical form
of the judgment every S is P (e.g., all bodies are divisible) represents the
total subordination of subject’s extension to predicate’s extension, Kant's
interpretation of the principle nota notae est nota rei fpsius seems to give
ground to the dictum de omni as follows: the ground of cognition Pof the
ground of cognition § is ground of cognition of the x imdf. In order
understand the relations between intuition and concept in the judgment,
one must decide if the relation between x and § (or x and P) could really
have the form of a judgment.

In its most general vemsion, Kant's notion of extension is defined in
the Busolt Logic: “The extension consists of what is under the concept”
(LBusolt, AA 24: 655). Among the traditional accounts, the analytic one
tends to fashion Kant’s notion of extension doser to the modern notion
of extension, as is used in Predic.air calculus. Such a claim differs from the
atempt to find in Kant's texts the meaning thar the logic of Port-Royal
arributed w the word “extension”. In contrast w the analytic account,
this second view assumes as a reference the definition coined b}r Arnauld
and Nicole: “I call extension of an idea the suhju:ts w which this idea
applies, which are also called the inferiors of a general term, also called
superior in relation to them, such as the idea of the triangle in general is
extended over all various species of trangles” (59). Grounded by

1 L Kant, Logik Voresung: unverdffentlichre Machschrifren II (Hamburg: E
Meiner, 1998), 447,
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substantial reasons, B. Longuenesse recognizes Kant’s notion of extension
in the definition above:
[Flrom a strictly logical standpoine, Kant's notion of extension is essentially
inherited from Port-Royal: the extension of a concept consists of the

representations tho under it, whether these representations are universal
or singular (in Kant's terms, whether they are concepts or intuitions).”

In response w the analytic tradition, Longuenesse advises against an
anachronistic definidon: “This is not the modern (Russellian) notion of
extension as the class of individuals thoughr under a mncept”.

Longuenesse’s thesis seems to suppose that just as the concept of
triangle is higher than the concepts of right triangle, equilateral triangle
etc., the concept of man would be higher in relation to the intuition of
every human being (Socrates, Caius etc.). In this account of Kant’s notion
of extension, intuition would be related w the concept in the same way
that a concept would be subordinated t another. As it seems, the
intuition would take up the role played before, in Kant’s pre-critical texts,
by the singular concept of a completely determined thing. In considering
the extensional relation berween higher and lower, Longuenesse seems o
recognize, between concept and intuition, the same reladon that Arnauld
and Nicole? [ecagnizad between “universal ideas” and “singular ideas”. In
Kant's erminology, just as the univesal representation “man” would
subordinate the singular representation “Socrates”, the universal repre-
sentation “horse” would subordinate the singular representation “Buce-
phalus™.

In order w reduce Kant’s notion of extension w the definition
proposed in Port-Royal, one would have to admit that the form through
which the intuition is related with Sand P is the same through which the
lower § is subordinated to the higher P If the inferiors of the concept are
universal and singular representations, then the relation of the intuition
correspondent to the individuality of x with the § and P should be
possible w be express, in a predicanve way, in the judgments x s Sand x s
B, whether they are represented by themselves, whether they are deduced
from the major every § # P This requirement explictly appears in the
reconstruction of the syllogism potentially contained in a judgment every
S Psuchas Plrscntec] b}r Longuenesse. The ﬂrstmmple of the text on

2 B. Longuenesse, Kant and the Capacity to Judge (Princeton: Princeton
University Press), 383 n. 97.

3 (f ].-C Pariente, LAnalyse du Langage 3 Port-Royal (Paris: Minuit, 1985), 232,
238, 245,
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the “logical use of the understanding” would comprehend the reasoning:
“All budmsarcdlmb]e.nﬂﬂﬂnsﬂnngxlsa body; therefore, this thing x
is divisible”.* According to Longuenesse: “What is valid to the concept of
body is valid to everything that is contained under the concept of body”.’
In terms of genera, species and individuals, the correspondence between
every § is P and the major of a possible syllogism would express the
following fact: to attribute the genus P to the species § is also implicidy ©
attribute P to all the individuals x, % = of the species 5.%

Regardless of how compelling Longuenesse’s arguments may be, why
is Kant’s notion of extension irredudble to the notion of extension of
Port-Royal? In a word, this reduction is impossible due to the principle of
specification, which characterizes the relation genusfspecies as an
extensional relation between lower and higher concepts with reference
amu]utudcufﬁ:mgxﬂmurdmgmﬂxﬂppmdumﬂxﬁamndmm]
Didlectics, bur for the supreme genus, which is absolurely superior, the
distincrion berween genera, species and subspedes is always relative.
Every species must be considered as a genus in relation to its subspecies,
which must also be considered as a genus in relation w its subspecies:

[E] us requires diversity of species, and these in tun diversity of

sub:;yclcs:,nandmgnucc no omq-:rlf t]iiw subspecies is ever itself without a

here {cxunsiu;w concepius communis), m r.i]mndssiinits;]:‘:tirc extent
t no species as ini owest. Since es is
ah'a}ﬂsamcpt,cmw :nﬁns“ﬂmismmmonmdifemmﬂumﬂm
mn:ccptcannmbcoompl':n':g'dﬂcmmod hence it cannot be directly relared

to an individual, consequently, it must always contain other concepts, i.e.,
subspecies, under iwc]f {Krv B 683 —684.)

If there is no subspecies without extension, it is because it also possesses
the form of a universal representation, i. e., general validity. The relation
genus/species must be restricted only to concepts; it does not embrace
concepts and intuitions. No matter how small the extension of a concept
may be, and, by the law of reciprocity, the greater its intension must be, it
still subordinates other concepts and refers mediately to various things.
The order that goes from the more extensive concept o the less extensive
one would never end in a representation without extension (KrV, B 686).
If the form of the judgment consists of a subordination of extensions,

B, Longuenesse, op. cit., 91,
B. Longuenesse, Kant et le Pouvoir de Juger (Paris: PUF), 105.
Cf. 103 (trans. 90).

NNl
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then the relation between intuiton and concept could never be a
predicative one.

Frequently disregarded, the proof of the validity of the principle of
specification is found in §9 of the KrV. In addition o Kant’s logical
texts, lacking passages where the singular judgment is presented as a
predicative relation between intuition and concept, § 9 anticipates the
lessons of the Appendix, recognizing also in the singular form a
subordination of extensions. In Kant's argument, it is not the case o deny
the reference of the subject of the singular judgment w an individual. As
the Dobna-Wundlacken Logic suggests: “The singular representation
POSSEsses an fntuitum, indicates it immediatcl}r and it is not, in the end, a
concept. E.g.: Socares is nota cancept” (LDohna, AA 24: 754). Sericdy
speaking, one must recognize in the singular representation a dual
character, aﬂ:.an:]ing to its Being wnsidered either for iself, as inmidon,
or in relation to a universal representation, i.e., as the suh]ect of a
singular judgment. ﬁc.mn:]ing w §9, in the use of a singular
representation in the juc]gment, the Prec]imte has a univesal value w
the subject, as if § “had an extension” and, such as B it was “a concept
with genenal validity” (KrV, B 96). More than an analogy, such an “as if”
expression points out in which sense “singular judgments can be treated
as universals”. In a logical sense, the identification of a singular judgment
with a universal one is justified by the lack of restriction in the
application of the more extensive conaept. As P is said of every Sin the
universal judgment, there is no § of which P is not said in the singular
one. In both cases there would be no exception in the determination of
the lower § by the higher B in contrast to the judgment some § is P
According to the Banch Logic: “Judgments are universal when the
Predialte is valid for the suhp:r withour exception. A juc]gmem‘ is
particular, though, when the Predicur is not valid for every suhject”.? In
addition to those evidences, it is important w remark thag, instead of
idmtil:_',ring the suh]m:t of the judgment Socrates 15 mortal 1 an intuidon,
Kant uses, Bun:]ering on nonsense, the oxymoron concept without
extension (Log, AA 09: 102). As can be read in the Busolt Logic: “A
singular judgment is one which the subject lacks extension, and therefore
the predicare is predicate of the whole subjea” (LBusok, AA 24: 665).

In the analytic tradition, in turn, one usuvally aurbutes w the
relations between intuition and concept in the judgment the characrer-

7 L Kant, Logik Voresung: unverdffendichre Nachschrifen I (Hamburg: E
Meiner, 1998), 174,
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istics of a propositional function. This account is found in the very
instructive book of P. Schulthess, although it seems w0 be present, in a
more or less implicit way, also in the interpretations of P. F. Srawson,” F.
Kaulbach,” G. Patzig,'" J. Vuillemin" and several authors. Schulthess,
e. g, recognizes an analogy between the notion of propositional function
and Kant's conception of the judgment, grounded mainly upon two
textual evidences: the characterization of concepts as “predicates of a
possible judgment” (KrV, B 94); Kant's mention of an objea “sill
undetermined”, which is symbolized by x. Regarded in a functional sense,
i.e. as an unsaturated predicate, a concept would be applicable tw a class
of individuals through the representtions of them, tending w its
saturation in the act of judging. In view of the approximations demanded
by Kant's text, the extension of a concept would correspond, according to
Schulthess, to an “infinite multimde of undetermined representations”.'
In this sense, not only the lower § would be subordinate t the higher P
but also the intuition of an individual just like a class defined by a
propositional function. This interpretation is confirmed in Schulthess’
attempt w translate the relation enthalten unter such as it takes place in
the judgment every S #s P into the predicate calculus. In this way, the
statement “x, which is contained under B, is also contained under A", and
its respective figure, could perfectly be expressed through the formula
Vx(Be — Ax).?

In contrast to the analytic account, it seems possible to demonstrate,
through logical arguments, that Kant’s notion of extension is irreducible
to the modern one. Since the model of subordination of extensions is the
universal affirmative judgment, the demonsiration of the extensional
relation superior/inferior must be made explicit not only in Barbara, in a
mediate way, bur also in the cnversion by accident or limitation, in an
immediate way (SaP-FiS).

8 P E Strawson, The Bounds of Sense (London: Routledge, 1999), 7882,

9 F Kaulbach, “Kants transzendentale Logik zwischen Subjektlogik und Priidikat-
logik™, in: P. Heinel, & L. Nagl, Zur Kantforschung der Gegenwart {Darmstadr:
WBG, 1981), 12245, passim.

10 G. Patzig, “Rapporteur”, in: J. Vuillemin (org.), Mérites et Limites des Méthodes
Logiques en Philosophie (Paris: Vrin, 1986), 243248, passim.

11 J. Vuillemin, “Reflexionen iiber Kants Logik”, Kant-Studien, 52.3 (1960-1):
319 n. 36, passim,

12 B Schulthess, Relation und Funktion (Bedin: W de Gruyter, 1981), 90,
Cf 270-271.

13 Id., 83.
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Apparendy insignificant, why should convesion by limitation
formally prove the irreducibility of Kant's notion of extension to the
modern one? First, because it exhibis more directly the meaning
attributed by Kant w the relation between the grounds of cognition Sand
P, dismissing the mediation of a ground of cognition in the role of middle
term M. If the subordination of the inferior S to the superior P depends,
in the syllogism, upon the mediation of M, which is itself supenor w §
and inferior w B then the same is also demonstrated merely by the
relation between § and P in the judgment. Second, and foremost, the
conversion by limimtion cannot be translated, as an immediate inference,
by the predicate calaulus. To translate it, it is necessary to introduce, as
an additional premise, the presupposition of the existence of at least one
individual under the extension of &

Concerning the first point, in order tw identify Pas superior and § as
inferior, it is necessary to see not only the total subordination of the
extension of S to the extension of £ bur also the complementary space in
the extension of P not fully filled up by the extension of §. As shown in
the figure

P

©

(AA 16: 616 (Refl 3016)), if every § is E then not every P is 8. In short, if
every § is P, then some P is Sand some P is not 8. In the grounds of Kant's
conception of quantification, it must be possible w deduce, from the
convertend universal every § s B not only the converse particular some P is
S, bur also the sub-contrary of the converse, the particular some P is not 5.
At fisst sight not valid, how is this deduction possible?

In steps, the deduction is logically justified by the following
immediare inferences: 1) every § #s P (premise); 2) if every S is B then
some S is P (by subalternation); 3) if seme S is P then some P is S (by
simple conversion); 4) if some P is 8, then some P is not § (by the falsity
of every P is §, contrary to every S is P assumed as true in the premise).

14 Cf A. Church, “The history of the question of existential import of categorical
propositions”, in: Y. Bar-Hillel (org.), Logic, Methodology and Philosophy of
Science (Amswerdam: M. Holland, 1965), 419420, 423,
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One has w understand the implicit assumptions in the premise. If P
is superior w S, then they cannot be reciprocal concepts, so that every P is
§ is supposed to be false and, therefore, its contradictory some P is not § is
true, If the conversion by limitation makes the truth of the judgments
every Sis Pand some P is § expliar, it implicidy justifies also the truth of
the juc]grnent some P is not §, since one cannot simply convert every §is P
into every P is 8. The 4 step is justified on account of the superiority of
P admirted in the premise, so that both the wtal subordination of the
suhjn:t’s extension to the Prediaur’s. extension, as well as the pamial
subordination of the Predimir’s extension to the suhju:t’s extension is
confirmed.

Concerning the second poing, this inference shows thar the relation
enthalten unter, such as presented in the judgment every § &s F cannot
keep the same meaning in the prediaur calanlus. As it is well known, the
universal affimmative receives the form Vx(Sx — Px), while the particular
affirmative receives the form Jx(Px A Sx). All the difficulty consists in
that the supposed truth of the converrend does not necessarily imply the
truth of the converse.”” In view of the truth-functions of the conditional
and conjunction, there is at least one instance wherein the fa.lsit}r of the
antecedent of the convertend determines the truth of this conditional, as
well as the E-l.lsir}r of the conjunction in the converse. On the one hand,
when there are no individuals under the extension of §, the antecedent is
false and the conditonal is wue. On the other hand, given the ﬁl.lsit}r of
the second wnjunctive, the conjunciion is false. In short, when the
extension of § is empty, the convertend is true and the converse is false,
what obliges the predicate calculus to refuse the deduction of the converse
from the convertend.'®

The validity of the inference could only be observed by means of the
formulation of the existential import of every § is P, assuming that only
predicates with at least one individual under their extensions would be
dealt with. This assumption would be exprcmed, eg., in
Wx(Sx — Px) A 3xS. In this solution, formulated by Strawson,'”
whose atempt w wanslate all the immediate inferences as well as the

15 P E Strawson, Introduction to Logical Theory (London : Methuen, 1971), 167 -
168.

16 Id., 169,

17 Id., 166, 169-170.
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mediate ones intw the Predimir calculus was refused b}r A. Church,'® the
existential import 3xSx in the convertend must acquire the status of a
second premise. As a result, this pot only eliminates the immediae
character of the conversion by limitation, but also modifies the Kantian
sense of the words every and some, in so far as quantfication is thus
defined in the universe of discourse, i.e., beyond the more extensive
concept. In this way, the x acquires the character of a complewly
determined individual, and a logical starus, since it takes place in the
formal relations of the judgments. In contrast w what is supposed, the
concept, even as “prec]iclte of a pc&ihle judgment”, is not w be
understood in funcional sense, the ]udgment cannot be characterized as a
propositional function, and the x, even though Presenlrd as an ahject
“still undetermined”, does not play the role of a wvariable. If the
counterexample of the conversion b}r limitation is conclusive, then Kant's
notion of extension must be irreducible w the modern one.

In view of the specifidty of Kant’s notion of extension, how can the
relations between intuition and concept performed in the judgment § is P
be undemstood in a non-predicative sense? The response w this question
is based on two evidences in Kant's logical texts: 1) as strange as this
condition may seem, the intuirion, as well as the concept, is composed of
partial representations; 2) the irreducible difference between concept and
intuition relates only w their form, the one universal, the other singular,
and not content.

ﬁx:l:.arding to the Refl 2286: “A mark isa partial representation that
as such s a gmund of cognition. It is either inmitve (synthetic part): a
part of the intuition; or discursive: a part of the concept, which is an
analytical ground of cognition. Either partial inmiton, or parmial
concept” (AA 16: 299-300). Following Kant's remark, one must realize
that a mark is a partial representation both of a concept and of an
inmition: “Partial representations as grounds of cognition can be parial
conceps and partial intuidons. The latter do not concern logic”
(LDohna, AA 24: 725). As Kant suggests in the Buwﬁrf.o_g':f “I may have
in the intuition several representations; in the concept, only those thar are
common to a lot of ﬂ]ings” (LBusolt, AA 24: 654). The same framework
is also found in the Bauch Logic:

18 Op. cit; f. ].-C. Pariente, “Le Systtme des Propositions Carigoriques 3 Port-
Royal®, in: ], Vuillemin {org.), Mérites et Limites des Méthodes Logiques en
Philosophie (Paris: Viin, 1986), 238,
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A partial representation, in so far that it is a ground of cognition of the roral
concept, is a mark. We say concept, because we do not speak here abour
inruitions. Thus, roof is a pareial concepr of a house, bur this occurs only 1o
inruitions ; for if T had not seen a house, I would not even think the roof as

its partial concepr.’”
As t the second evidence, since only the concept has extension, and, on
the other hand, both intuition and concept have content, the issue is in
understanding that the irredudble difference between them has w do
solely with the extension, and not with the intension of the concept.
According to Kant: “For a representation w be a cognition [...], we need
to have concept and inwmition of an object combined in the same
representation, so that the concept is represented as contining the
intuition under itself” (FM, AA 20: 273). On account of this mention
the relation enthalten unter, it seems w be a matter of course tw recognize
the intuition as one of the inferiors of the concept. The sequence of the
text, however, clarifies the supposed subordination of the inwition w a
concept:
Mow, if a concept is one drawn from the sensible representation, i.e., an
empirical concepr, then it contains as a mark, i.e., asa partial representation,
something that was already comprehended in the sensible inruition, and
differs from the sensible intuition in logical form only, namely, in respect of
its general validity, e g, the concepr of a four-foored animal in the
representation of a horse. (FM, AA 20: 273-274.)

As Kant points our, the four feet of the horse I see are reduced to a partial
intuiton of this horse, just as the roof of the house I see, according to the
Basch Logic, consists of a partial intuition of the intuition of the whole
house. In so far as the representation of the four feet of the horse serves
represent not only the individual of which T have an intuition, but also ©
recognize all the homes and several animals, equines or not, it is not
anymore a partial inmition, but a partial concept used as Erkenntnisgrund
for the cogniton of a multwde of concepts and of things x, 3, z In other
words, in so far as it is represented as ground of cognition that has general
validity (“quadruped”), it is not anymore merely a partial inwition of the
horse I actually see, but a part of another concept (*horse”), so that this
one is inferior.

In its proper sense, the intuition is not subordinated to the concept,
rather, the concept is included, i. ., it is already comprehended as partial

19 L Kant, Logik Voresung: unveroffendichte Nachschrifen I (Hamburg: E
Meiner, 1998), 235.
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intuiton in the very inmition. By means of the consaousness of the
mark, the relagon of inclusion between intition and its partial intuition
acquires the ﬁrm of the relaton of subordinadon between the concept
and its partial concepr, used asgmund ufcagnitiﬂn ina judgment. In this
varying of the stmms of the partial representation, the result is a
representation in whose logical form intuition and concept are combined
in a non-predicative way. In the subordination of extensions, the intuition
of a completely determined individual is represented as conaept S, which
possesses a cemain extension, in so far as the partal inwition is
represented as a representation that possesses a certain extension, Le.,
concept B, itself referring to a multitude, and not t a singular. As
common representation, P must be superior to another concept, and not
to an intuition. In the same operation whereby, from the analytic unity of
the Erkenninisgrund, the “logical form of a judgment” (KrV, B 104-105)
is produced, it should be noticed not only the reflective origin of the
form of the concepts § and P bur ako the extensional meaning of the
thing representu:]. Insofara partial inmition, which is represerrtu:] asa
common ooncept, is ranked as wncept P the intition of which itis a
part of is ranked as concept &, reducing the completely drereﬁuirwdrtlﬂng
repu:scrrted in the inmiton w© the condition of an x, inferior to the
superiors S and P

This reconstruction of the relations berween intuition and concept in
the judgment seems w be confirmed in a note in the Transcendental
Esthetics (KrV, B 33): “Intuition is appas:d w the concepr, which is a
mere mark of inwmition. The universal must be given in the singular”
(HN, AA 23: 21). To say that the concept is a mere mark of the intuition
is the same as to say not that the mncept subordinates the intuition, but
that the partial concept must already be included under another form,
i.e., without general validity, as partal intuition in the very inwmiton.
One has w understand that the universal P cannot be contained in the
singular as universal, but only as one of the parts of the singular. Further,
this part of the singular only comes to be universal in the very ac of the
judgment SupP tm.nsﬂ:.rrning the singular of which it is a part of, in its
turn, equally in the univesal S,

Cu:msidering the Pn:u:]uctian of the “logical form of a judgment”
(KrV, B 104—105), the mor siriking such resuls may seem, the
reconstruction of the nan-Predicatiw: relation between intuition and
CONCEpt seems o find a reflective activity at the very bottom of the
Transcendental Analytic. Cﬂmidering the relation superior/ inferior and
the notion of “logical form” also in the Introducion w the Tran-
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scendental Dialecric (KrV, B 362), would not subordination of extensions
be found in the grounds of Kant’s conception of reason?



