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of judgment in Kant's Logic 
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n this essay, I attempt to answer an important question 
about Kant's Logic.1 This is the logic textbook that was 
published under Kant's name toward the end of his life.2 It 

addresses Kant’s distinction between the determining and 
reflecting powers of judgment.3 However, this topic is not 
                                                
1 With the exception of the Critique of Pure Reason, all references to Kant's 
works are to Kants Gesammelte Schriften, ed. Preussischen Akademie der 
Wissenschaften (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1902-), which I will henceforth refer 
to as AA.  In the case of the Critique of Pure Reason, I cite the pagination of the 
A and B edition.  I have quoted from Paul Guyer and Allen W. Woods' 
translation of the Critique of Pure Reason (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 2000).  I have also used J. Michael Young's translations of the Blomberg 
Logic and the Dohna-Wundlacken Logic in Lectures on Logic, ed. J. Michael 
Young (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007).  All other translations 
are my own. 
2 Although the Logic is included in volume nine of the Akademie Ausgabe, Kant 
was not actually the author of this work. Instead, this honor properly belongs to 
one of his students, Gottlob Benjamin Jäsche. For this reason, it is often referred 
to as the “Jäsche Logic.”  Terry Boswell has summarized the major problems 
with this text.  See “On the Textual Authenticity of Kant's Logic,” History and 
Philosophy of Logic 9, 193-203 
3 In the Critique of the Power of Judgment, Kant draws an important distinction 
between two functions of the power of judgment [Urtheilskraft].  He had 
originally defined this faculty as the capacity to apply rules.  However, in the 
introduction to the third Critique, he claims that the power of judgment actually 
functions in two distinct ways.   It can be exercised either deductively or 
inductively.  Kant refers to the deductive use of the power of judgment as the 
determining power of judgment [bestimmende Urtheilskraft].  The reflecting 
power of judgment [reflectirende Urtheilskraft] denotes the inductive use of this 
faculty.  Rather than applying rules to particular cases, the reflecting power of 

I 
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included in the chapter that is devoted to judgment, as we might 
expect. Instead, it is found in the following chapter, which is 
concerned with inferences.4 I explain why this is so. To my 
knowledge, this question has yet to be addressed by the existing 
scholarship on Kant's logic.5 However, it is certainly an 

                                                                                                           
judgment starts with particular cases and ascends to the universal or rule.  See 
AA 5:179. 
4 Traditional logic focuses on three basic mental acts: concepts, judgments, and 
inferences.  Concepts are combined to form judgments, judgments are combined 
to form inferences, and these inferences are ultimately combined to form entire 
proofs or arguments. The logic textbooks of German Schulphilosophie were 
organized according to this principle.  They began with a doctrine of concepts, 
which taught how to form distinct concepts.  This was followed by a doctrine of 
judgments and a doctrine of inferences. The former was an account of 
propositional logic; the latter addressed syllogistics.  See e.g., Christian Wolff, 
Vernünftige Gedanken von den Kräften des menschlichen Verstandes und ihrem 
richtigen Gebrauche in Erkenntnis der Wahrheit, (Hildesheim: Georg Olms 
Verlag, 1983).  See also Max Wundt, Die deutsche Schulphilosophie im Zeitalter 
der Aufklärung (Hildescheim: Georg Olms Verlag, 1992),156-8.  Kant’s logic 
textbook conforms to this outline. 
5 Remarkably little has actually been written about the account of the reflecting 
power of judgment that is found in §§81-84 of the Logic.  This is surprising given 
that the reflecting power of judgment is an important development in Kant's later 
philosophy and it is the basis for his aesthetic theory in the third Critique.  
Although many scholars appeal to the Logic for additional insights into this 
important concept, they typically turn to another section from this textbook; 
namely, §6.  This oft-cited passage concerns empirical concept formation.  It 
states that the formation of empirical concepts involves three distinct “acts of the 
understanding” [Verstandes-Actus]: comparison, reflection, and abstraction.  
Many scholars identify the act of reflection, which is involved in concept 
formation, with the reflecting power of judgment. The unpublished “First 
Introduction” to the Critique of the Power of Judgment encourages this reading, 
since here Kant indicates that the reflecting power of judgment is involved in the 
formation of empirical concepts.  In any case, the sections of the Logic that are 
explicitly devoted to the reflecting power of judgment (§§81-84) have been 
largely ignored. 

Rudolf Makkreel is a notable exception.  He has repeatedly acknowledged 
these neglected passages from the Logic and takes them seriously.  For example, 
in Imagination and Interpretation in Kant, he notes that, according to the Logic, 
the reflecting power of judgments is the basis for two different kinds of inference: 
induction and analogy.  He concludes that the reflecting power of judgment must 
be more than just a capacity for induction, since it can also infer by analogy.  See 
Rudolf Makkreel, Imagination and Interpretation in Kant: The Hermeneutical 
Import of the Critique of Judgment (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1994), 
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important question because it bears on Kant's conception of the 
reflecting power of judgment. We ought to understand the 
significance of the fact that the Logic addresses the power of 
judgment in the context of inferences, rather than judgments. 

I answer this question by tracing the development of Kant 
views about induction. I show that Kant's account of inductive 
reasoning in his logic lectures was strongly influenced by the 
work of Georg Friedrich Meier. Meier was the author of the 
textbook that Kant used in his logic lectures, Auszug aus der 
Vernunftlehre. It was an abridged version of a much longer 
work by Meier, which was simply titled the Vernunftlehre, or 
“Doctrine of Reason.” Although Meier is today considered a 
minor figure in the history of philosophy, he informed many of 
Kant's views about logic.6 This includes Kant's understanding 
of inductive reasoning. For example, Kant distinguishes 
between two kinds of inductive inference: induction and 
analogy.  I show that they can both be traced to Meier. 

                                                                                                           
54.  More recently, Makkreel has challenged the commonly held assumption that 
reflection can be equated with reflective judgments.  He draws a distinction 
between reflective judgments and the logical reflection, which is involved in 
concept formation, pointing out that concept formation and the power of 
judgment are actually separate topics in the Logic.  See Rudolf Makkreel, 
"Reflection, Reflective Judgment, and Aesthetic Exemplarity,” in Aesthetics and 
Cognition in Kant's Critical Philosophy, ed. Rebecca Kukla (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2006), 230. 

Although Henry Allison is among the scholars who assume that the account 
of concept formation in §6 of the Logic pertains to the reflecting power of 
judgments, he also acknowledges the later passages from the Logic that address 
this concept.  He speculates that induction and analogy – the two forms of 
inference that are based on the reflecting power of judgment – are the ground for 
judgments of experience.  See Henry Allison, Kant's Theory of Taste: A Reading 
of the Critique of Aesthetic Judgment (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
2001), 34-35. 
6 Riccardo Pozzo has written about Meier’s influence on Kant.  He argues that 
Kant drew many terms and concepts from Meier, including his notions of 
prejudice and horizon.  See Riccardo Pozzo, “Prejudices and Horizons: G.F. 
Meier’s Vernunftlehre and its Relation to Kant,” Journal of the History of 
Philosophy 43.2. 
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This essay consists of three parts. I begin by explaining 
Meier's account of inductive reasoning in the Vernunftlehre. I 
then show how Kant adapts Meier's position in his own logic 
lectures. Finally, I examine a late development in Kant's logic: 
his notion of an “inference of the power of judgment” [Schluß 
der Urtheilskraft].  By tracing the development of Kant's theory 
of inductive reasoning, starting with Meier, I am able to explain 
place of the power of judgment within the Logic. 

 
I. Meier's account of induction in the Vernunftlehre 

 
eier regarded induction as a kind of inference 
[Schluß].  In his Vernunftlehre, he draws a distinc-
tion between a “formal syllogism” [förmlicher Ver-

nunftschluß] and what he terms a “hidden syllogism” [ver-
steckter Vernunftschluß]. The former is a syllogism that has 
been placed in the standard form. The latter is a syllogism that 
does not exhibit this form.7 Meier then adds that some “hidden 
syllogisms” are also “garbled” [verstümmelt]. A syllogism is 
“hidden” if it is not arranged in the standard form of these 
inferences. It is “garbled” if at least one of its premises is 
suppressed. Thus, a so-called “garbled syllogism” is equivalent 
to an enthymeme.8 

Meier defines three specific types of garbled syllogisms.  The 
first type is a “contracted syllogism” [zusammengezogener 
Vernunftschluß]. This is a syllogism, in which both of its 
premises have been suppressed. It is reduced to just the syllo-

                                                
7 Georg Friedrich Meier, Vernunftlehre (Halle: Johann Justinus Gebauer, 1752), 
591-2, §427. See also idem, Auszug aus der Vernunftlehre (Halle: Johann 
Justinus Gebauer, 1752), 109, §399. 
8 “A garbled syllogism [verstümmelter Vernunftschluß] consists in a syllogism, in 
which not every judgment is thought distinctly.  Namely, one can leave out either 
the major premise, or the minor premise, or the conclusion by representing it 
obscurely or at least only somewhat clearly” (Meier, Vernunftehre, 593, §428).  
See also idem, Auszug aus der Vernunftlehre, 109, §400. 

M 
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gism’s conclusion and its middle term. The middle term is the 
only proof that is cited for the conclusion.9 For example, the 
following syllogism is in standard form; it is what Meier terms 
a “formal syllogism:” 

 
All bodies are divisible 
Metal is a body. 

∴ Metal is divisible. 
 

We can reduce this syllogism to the proposition, “Metal is 
divisible because it is a body.” This is an example of a 
“contracted syllogism.”  Both of its premises are suppressed 
and it appeals only to the syllogism’s middle term, i.e. the 
concept of a body.10 A garbled syllogism in general is an 
enthymeme. A contracted syllogism is an enthymeme in which 
both of its premises are suppressed. 

The second type of garbled syllogism is an “inference by 
analysis” [Zergliederungsschluß]. All inferences by analysis are 
based on the same rule or principle. This principle states that if a 
set of concepts are subordinated under a higher one, then what 

                                                
9 “One can also garble a syllogism in such a way that one leaves out both 
premises and only adds the middle term to the conclusion, so that it ceases to be a 
conditioned judgment [es kein bedingtes Urtheil wird], and this is called a 
contracted syllogism” (Meier, Vernunftlehre, 593-594, §428).  See also idem, 
Auszug aus der Vernunftlehre, 110, §401. 
10 One might object that the above example does not actually suppress both 
premises.  It retains the minor premise in the form of the phrase “it is a metal,” 
since we can substitute “metal” for “it.”  However, Meier would not regard the 
example in this way.  In the Vernunftlehre, he offers an example of an 
enthymeme with a suppressed major premise: “I am human; therefore, I err.”  It is 
missing the premise, “All humans err.”  He also offers a comparable example of a 
contracted syllogism: “I err because I am human.”  See Meier, Vernunftlehre, 
593-594, §428. It is clear that, despite their similarities, Meier does not regard 
these two examples – “I am human; therefore, I err” and “I err because I am 
human” – as logically equivalent.  They are based on the same formal syllogism.  
However, the former example only suppresses the major term, whereas the latter 
further “garbles” the syllogism, supposedly reducing it to just the conclusion and 
the syllogism’s middle term. 
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is true of all of the lower concepts will also be true of the higher 
concept that stands over them.11,12 What is true of a genus will 
also be true of all of its species and vice versa. Hence, if all of 
the species of a particular genus are characterized by a certain 
predicate, or mark, then the genus must be characterized by this 
predicate as well.  Meier describes this principle as the major 
premise [Obersaß] of an inference by analysis. In addition to 
this principle, an inference by analysis consists of a series of 
judgments about each of the lower concepts, or species. These 
judgments make the same assertion about each of the lower 
concepts. They either affirm that the concepts are all 
characterized by a certain predicate, or they deny that this is the 
case.  On the basis of these judgments about the lower concepts, 
we make the same judgment about the higher concept. This is 
the conclusion of an inference by analysis: a judgment about a 
higher concept, which is inferred from a series of judgments 
about the lower concepts that are contained under it. Meier 
offers the following example of an inference by analysis.13 

 
What can be affirmed of every lower concept can also be 

affirmed universally of the higher one. 
The sense of sight represents things that are present. 
The sense of hearing represents things that are present. 
The sense of smell represents things that are present. 

                                                
11 “Inferences of analysis [Zergliederungsschlüsse] are also considered garbled 
syllogisms.  As a whole, they infer according to the following rule, which I have 
already proved: What can be affirmed or negated about every lower concept . . . 
can be universally affirmed or negated about their higher concepts, about their 
species or genus [Art oder Gattung]” (Meier, Vernunftlehre, 594, §429).  See also 
idem, Auszug aus der Vernunftlehre, 110, §401. 
12 Meier describes concepts as being comparatively “higher” or “lower.”  A 
concept is higher in relation to another concept, insofar as the other concept is 
contained under it.  Likewise, a concept is said to be lower than another concept, 
if it is contained under that concept.  “Higher” and “lower” concepts are roughly 
equivalent to the terms “genera” and “species.”  See Meier, Vernunftlehre, 429, 
§294.  See also idem, Auszug aus der Vernunftlehre, 72, §261. 
13 Meier, Vernunftlehre, 594, §429. 
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The sense of taste represents things that are present. 
The sense of touch represents things that are present. 

∴ All of the external senses represent things that are present. 
 

As we can see from this example, an inference by analysis is 
always grounded on the principle that what is true of all of the 
lower concepts will also be true of the higher concept that 
stands over them. Meier describes it as the major premise of 
these inferences.  However, he also claims that this principle is 
typically omitted. We draw upon it whenever we infer by 
analysis, but we rarely state it explicitly. Meier writes, “This 
rule is at the same time the major premise of all inferences by 
analysis and one leaves it out as an un-provable and familiar 
judgment.”14 Meier claims that an inference by analysis is a 
type of garbled syllogism, which he defines as a syllogism with 
a suppressed premise, i.e. an enthymeme. An inference by 
analysis qualifies as an enthymeme because its major premise, 
the principle that grounds all inferences of this kind, is typically 
left unstated, or suppressed. 

The third type of garbled syllogism is an “inference by 
example” [Exempelschluß]. In an inference by example, we 
render judgments about a pair of lower concepts, which are 
both subordinated under the same higher concept.  They are 
both species of the same genus.  On the basis of their similarity, 
we infer that what is true of one of these concepts must also be 
true of the other.15 For example, we judge that whales have hair 
or fur because beavers also have fur and they are both 

                                                
14 Ibid., 594, §429. 
15 “Inferences by example [Exempelschlüsse] are also considered garbled 
syllogisms, if one infers from one case to another because they are similar to each 
other, or if one takes a predicate, which one either affirms or denies of a single 
thing or lower concept, and also affirms or denies it of another single thing or 
lower concept, because the former belongs with the latter under one species or 
genus” (ibid., 595, §430).  See also idem, Auszug aus der Vernunftlehre, 110, 
§401. 
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mammals. An inference by example qualifies as a garbled 
syllogism, or enthymeme, because Meier thinks that it is 
actually based on a formal syllogism. The major premise of this 
syllogism is revised through subalternation and the minor 
premise is suppressed.  Meier illustrates this process with the 
following example.  He writes, 

 
Suppose we have the following syllogism:  All finite 
spirits can sin.  The holy angels are finite spirits.  Thus, the 
holy angels can sin.  Now if we leave out the minor 
premise and replace the subject of the major premise with 
a lower concept, e.g., human beings, then we receive the 
following inference by example: Human beings can sin; 
thus, the heavenly angels can also sin.16 
 

We can clarify Meier’s example a bit by stating all of the 
premises that underlie his inference by example and placing 
them in the form of the following argument: 
 

All finite spirits can sin.     (suppressed) 
Human beings can sin.     (through subalternation) 
The holy angels are finite beings.  (suppressed) 

∴ The holy angels can sin. 
 

When viewed in this way, we can clearly see that a so-called 
“inference by example” involves two suppressed premises.  
Consequently, it is an enthymeme, or to use Meier’s termin-
ology: a garbled syllogism. 

To review: Meier distinguishes between formal syllogisms 
and “hidden syllogisms” [versteckte Vernunftschlüsse]. The 
former are in standard form; the latter are not. Hidden 
syllogisms can also be “garbled” [verstümmelt].  A “garbled 

                                                
16 Meier, Vernunftlehre, 595, §430. 
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syllogism” is a syllogism with at least one suppressed premise.  
Meier further distinguishes between three specific types of 
garbled syllogisms: “contracted syllogisms” [zusammen-
gezogener Vernunftschlüsse], “inferences by analysis” [Zer-
gliederungsschlüsse], and “inferences by example” [Exempel-
schlüsse]. The latter two – inferences by analysis and by 
example – become the basis for Kant’s own explanation of 
inductive reasoning. 

 
II. Kant’s account of induction in his logic lectures 

 
his becomes clear if we examine the notes from his 
logic lectures. For example, in Logik Philippi, Kant 
repeats Meier’s distinction between formal syllogisms 

and hidden ones. He claims that there are two kinds of hidden 
syllogisms [ratiocinia cryptica]: enthymemes and contracted 
syllogisms [ratiocinium contractum]. Kant then describes two 
further forms of inference: induction and analogy.17  These two 
types of inference correspond with what Meier calls inferences 
by analysis and by example. In the Auszug aus der Ver-
nunftlehre, the textbook for Kant’s logic lectures, Meier 
identifies inferences by analysis with induction.18 He pre-
sumably does this because a so-called “inference by analysis” 
infers a judgment about a higher concept or genus from 
judgments about the lower concepts that contained under it, i.e. 
its species.  Hence, it proceeds from the particular to the 
universal.  Logik Philippi does not actually define an inference 
that is based on analogy, but these notes do contain an example 
of such an inference and it gives a clear indication of what Kant 
means.  Logik Philippi states, 

 

                                                
17 AA 24:478. 
18 Meier, Auszug aus der Vernunftlehre, 110, §401. 

T 
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If I have an effect and know its cause and see an effect 
elsewhere, which is similar to it, then I infer that it also has 
a similar cause.  Then I also infer from similar causes to 
similar effects.  Furthermore, if I see that two things agree 
in most respects, then I judge that they agree completely.19 
 

According to Meier, an inference by example renders 
judgments about the species of the same genus.  We infer that 
what is true of one of these concepts, will also be true of the 
other.  In his words, an inference by example “infers from one 
case to another because they are similar to each other.”20 This 
description corresponds with Kant’s example of an inference 
that is based on analogy. Thus, Kant teaches that we can draw 
inferences on the basis of induction and analogy. These two 
types of inferences correspond with Meier’s definitions of 
inferences by analysis and example. What Kant terms an 
inference by induction is akin to an inference by analysis.  
Likewise, an inference by analogy is akin to Meier’s inference 
by example. 

However, there is an important difference between Kant’s 
explanation of these inferences and Meier’s position in the 
Vernunftlehre.  According to Meier, inferences by analysis and 
inferences by example are both types of garbled syllogisms, or 
enthymemes. Kant does not adopt this term. Moreover, Logik 
Philippi lists only two species of hidden syllogisms, i.e. 
syllogisms that are not arranged in standard form: enthymemes 
and contracted syllogisms. We can conclude from this fact that 
Kant does not consider inferences that are based on either 
induction or analogy to be varieties of enthymemes. This is 
significant, because he thinks that these inferences are merely 
probable. They lack the necessity or certainty that characterizes 
deductive syllogisms. Meier does not hold this view. The 
                                                
19 AA 24:478. 
20 Meier, Vernunftlehre, 595, §430. 
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conclusion of any inference by analysis or by example can be 
proved deductively. Indeed, according to Meier, these infer-
ences implicitly rely on this deductive reasoning. This is why he 
considers these inferences to be enthymemes. They are all 
based on formal syllogisms. 

Meier identifies inferences by analysis with induction but 
they actually consist of a deductive argument. Every inference 
by analysis is supposed to be deduced from the principle that 
what is true of all of the species of a genus will also be true of 
the genus itself. They are supposed to exhaustively address all 
of the species that fall under a given genus. The principle for 
these inferences does not pertain to what is true of some, or 
even most, species. It only allows us to infer from all of the 
species of a genus to the genus itself. Consequently, Meier 
claims that inferring by analysis is rarely possible.  He writes,  

 
It is a pity that one can infer in this way in very few cases 
because the subject of universal conclusions usually 
comprehends [begreifen] infinitely many things under it, 
which we are not in the position to specify individually.  
E.g., All humans must die.  All things have a sufficient 
reason.  Who would dare even once to prove these judg-
ments through an exhaustive [ausführlichen] inference by 
analysis? 21 
 

We can only infer by analysis in cases, in which we can identify 
all of the lower concepts that are subordinated under a higher 
one. For example, we can infer that our external senses in 
general represent objects that are present – as opposed to the 
imagination, which represents objects that are absent – because 
we have only five external senses. However, in many cases it is 
not practical or even possible to render judgments about each 

                                                
21 Ibid., 595, §429. 
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member of a class or genus, because they are simply too 
numerous. For example, we cannot infer by analysis that all 
swans are white or all humans are mortal. What this shows is 
that Meier’s notion of an inference by analysis does not 
correspond with the typical understanding of induction. 

In any case, Kant breaks with Meier and accepts a more 
conventional notion of induction that is merely probabilistic.  
Logik Philippi states, “Although all syllogisms consist in this: 
that one infers from the universal to the particular, one also 
infers in empirical cognition [Erfahrungserkenntnissen] from 
the particular to the universal (although of course not with all of 
the strictness). This kind of inference is called induction.”22  
These notes go on to acknowledge the inherent fallibility of 
induction. They state, “One always only infers suppositionally 
[mit Vermuthung] from the particular to the universal.”23 

Logik Philippi is thought to date from beginning of the 
1770s.  We find a similar account of analogy and induction in 
Logik Blomberg, which also belongs to this same period.  Like 
Logik Philippi, it repeats Meier’s distinction between formal 
syllogisms and hidden ones. It also lists the same two types of 
hidden syllogisms: enthymemes and contracted syllogisms.  
Logik Blomberg then turns to analogy and induction. It states, 
“Also included here is induction, which is particularly note-
worthy. The rule of reason in the case of apodictic certainty in 
inferences always goes from the universal to the particular.  
There are inferences, nonetheless, where we infer from the 
particular to the universal.”24  When Kant claims that induction 
is “also included here,” he is presumably referring to his 
textbook, Meier’s Auszug aus der Vernunftlehre. 

Logik Blomberg adds one important detail to Kant’s theory 
of induction, which is not included in Logik Philippi. It explains 
                                                
22 AA 24:478. 
23 AA 24:478. 
24 AA 24:287. 
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that inferences based on analogy are a form of induction.  These 
notes state the following: 

 
2nd, as for what concerns inference according to an 
analogy, this is nothing other than induction, only an 
induction in respect of the predicate.  When, namely, 2 
things have come together in respect of all attributes that I 
have been able to cognize in them, then they will also 
come together in the remaining attributes, which I have 
not cognized in them, thus runs the inference in regard to 
analogy.25 
 

According to Kant, an inference that is based on induction 
concerns the members of a set or class, or the species of a 
genus. We infer that what is true of some of these members is 
actually true of all of them. Hence, we proceed from the 
particular members to the class as a whole, or from the species 
to their common genus. This could be described as Kant’s 
primary understanding of induction. However, he recognizes 
that an inference based on analogy also involves induction.  In 
an inference based on analogy, we start with two things or 
concepts that share some of the same predicates, or marks.  
Based on their similarity, we infer that all of their predicates are 
the same. This is a case of induction because we draw an 
inference from some of a thing’s predicates to all of them; 
namely, that they are all shared by another similar thing or 
concept. For this reason, Logik Blomberg describes an inference 
based on analogy as an “induction in respect of the predicate.” 

Thus, Kant distinguishes between two kinds of inductive 
inference: inferences that are based on induction and inferences 
that are based on analogy. The former concerns the members of 
a set or class.  The latter concerns the marks or predicates that 

                                                
25 AA 24:287. 
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define a concept or object. Kant’s distinction between these two 
forms of induction is modeled on Meier’s definitions of 
inferences by analysis and by example, and it occupies a 
corresponding place in his logic lectures. He takes these 
concepts from Meier, renames them, and sheds their grounding 
in deductive reasoning. Unlike Meier, Kant does not regard 
inductive inferences as syllogisms, not even as so-called 
“garbled” ones, or enthymemes.26 

Logik Blomberg and Logik Philippi both date from the early 
1770s.  If we turn to the notes from Kant’s logic lectures during 
the 1780s – e.g., Logik Pölitz, Logik Busolt, and the Wiener 
Logik – we find essentially the same account of induction and 
analogy. For example, Logik Pölitz states, 

 
Now we still have 2 kinds of inferences, which do not 
actually belong to logic, but cannot be conveniently 
affixed elsewhere; namely, an inference by induction [per 
inductionem], where we infer: what belongs to many 
things, which belong to one genus, belongs to all of the 
rest, which belong to this genus . . . The 2nd kind of 
inference is the [inference] by analogy [per analogiam]: if 
2 or more things of one genus agree in so many marks, 
which I have been able to discover, then I infer that they 
also agree in all of other marks, which I do not know.27 
 

We possess only one complete set of student notes from the 
1790s: the manuscript known as Logik Dohna-Wundlacken.  
These notes present a slightly different account of induction and 
analogy than we find in Kant’s earlier lectures. 

                                                
26 “Every syllogism must give necessity.  Therefore induction and analogy are not 
syllogisms, but rather presumptions [praesumtionen].” (AA 16:755) 
27 AA 24:594.  See also AA 24:679-80. 
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III. Inferences of the power of judgment 

 
ogik Dohna-Wundlacken classifies induction and 
analogy as “inferences of the power of judgment” 
[Schlüsse der Urteilskraft]. These notes distinguish be-

tween three types of inference: inferences of the understanding, 
inferences of reason, and inferences of the power of judgment. 
Inferences of the understanding are equivalent to what we 
typically describe as immediate inferences, e.g., obversion, con-
version, inversion, and contraposition. They consist of just two 
concepts: the subject and predicate terms of a categorical 
judgment.  An inference of the understanding infers or derives 
one judgment from another without appealing to any additional 
concepts. The subject and predicate terms alone are sufficient to 
make such inferences. An inference of reason [Vernunftschluß] 
is a mediate inference or syllogism. It differs from an inference 
of the understanding in that it requires an additional concept to 
infer one judgment from another. This concept is the syllo-
gism’s middle term. Kant had already explained this distinction 
between immediate inferences and mediate ones, or inferences 
of the understanding and of reason, in the Critique of Pure 
Reason.  He writes, 

 
If the inferred judgment already lies in the first one, so that 
it can be derived from it without the mediation of a third 
representation, then this is called an “immediate infer-
ence” (consequential immediate); I would rather call it an 
inference of the understanding.  But if, in addition to the 
cognition that serves as a ground, yet another judgment is 
necessary to effect the conclusion, then the inference is 
called an inference of reason [Vernunftschluß].28 

                                                
28 A 303/B 360. My italics. I have slightly modified Guyer and Woods’ 

L 
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Kant’s distinction between inferences of the understanding and 
inferences of reason also appears in his logic lectures, dating 
back to at least the early 1770s.29 Logik Dohna-Wundlacken 
adds a third type of inference: inferences of the power of 
judgment. An inference of the power of judgment is one that 
ascends from the particular to the universal. 

These notes define the three types of inferences as follows: 
“An inference of reason is the consequence of one inference of 
the understanding from another through a judicium inter-
medium. Inferences of the understanding infer from the 
universal to the particular, inferences of the power of judgment 
from the particular to the universal.”30 According to this 
passage, an inference of the understanding always infers “from 
the universal to the particular.”  This is not technically true, at 
least if an inference of the understanding remains equivalent to 
an immediate inference. For example, subcontraries infer 
between particular judgments, e.g., a judgment of the form 
“Some S is P” entails the judgment “Some S is not P.”  It is 
possible that either Kant or the author of these notes – we must 
always remember that they are not the same – is equating 
inferences of the understanding with judgments. This would 
explain the otherwise puzzling assertion that an inference of 
reason or syllogism is “the consequence of one inference of the 
understanding from another through a judicium intermedium.”  
A syllogism consists of three judgments or propositions. It 
derives the conclusion from the major premise by means of the 
minor premise, which can be described as a “judicium 
intermedium,” or intermediate judgment, for this reason.  In any 

                                                                                                           
translation. For the sake of clarity, I have rendered the term Vernunftschluß 
literally as an “inference of reason.” 
29 See e.g., AA 24:280-281; AA 24:469-470; AA 24:583; AA 24:670; AA 
24:938-939. 
30 AA 24:771. 
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case, the real significance of this passage lies in the fact that it 
posits a third type of inference: an inference of the power of 
judgment.  It defines such an inference as one that proceeds 
inductively “from the particular to the universal.” 

Kant offers a far more complete account of this new type of 
inference in his own lecture notes.  One of his Reflexionen zur 
Logik (R3200) defines all three inferences. Kant first explains 
that inferences of the understanding are determining judgments 
[bestimmende Urtheile], i.e. judgments that are formed through 
the determining power of judgment. He writes, “Inferences of 
the understanding ([later addition] are immediate inferences) 
infer from the universal to the particular, or from the particular 
to the particular ([later addition] but immediately), but never 
from the particular to the universal, because they should give 
determining judgments.”31 As this passage shows, Kant con-
tinues to maintain that inferences of the understanding are 
immediate inferences. His subsequent emendations to this note, 
which Erich Adickes, the editor of Kant’s Handschriftlicher 
Nachlass, sets off in parentheses, both underscore this fact.  
Kant also claims that inferences of the understanding are 
determining judgments. His reasoning seems to be that these 
inferences are deductive in nature.  They either “infer from the 
universal to the particular, or from the particular to the 
particular.”  In this case, the terms “universal” and “particular” 
denote a judgment's logical quantity. Inferences of the under-
standing can derive particular judgments from universal ones.  
For example, we can infer judgments of the form “Some P is S” 
from the judgment “All S is P.” This is an example of 
conversion by limitation.  Inferences of the understanding can 
also derive particular judgments from other particular ones.  For 
example, we can infer judgments of the form “Some S is not 
non-P” from the judgment “Some S is P.”  This is an example 
                                                
31 AA 16:709.  Adickes estimates that this Reflexion dates from 1780-1789.  He 
estimates that the emendations to this note date from 1790-1804. 
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of obversion.  Kant denies that inferences of the understanding 
can derive universal judgments from particular ones. The tradi-
tional square of opposition does not allow such inferences. 

If we read further from this same Reflexion, Kant next claims 
that inferences of the power of judgment ascend from the 
particular to the universal and that consequently they are 
reflecting judgments.  He writes,  

 
Inferences of the power of judgment go from the 
particular to the ([later addition] empirical) universal 
([later addition] are ways of progressing from the 
individual [individuis] to the general [generibus]), from 
some things, which belong to a certain species [Art], to all 
of them, or from some properties, in which things of the 
same species agree, to the rest of them, insofar as they 
belong to the same principle. They are nothing but ways 
of coming from particular concepts to universal ones; 
thus, of the reflecting ([later addition] not determining) 
power of judgment; therefore not ways of determining the 
object, but rather only the manner of reflection about the 
object, in order to arrive at knowledge [Kenntnis] of it.  
([later addition] are inferences to arrive at provisional, not 
determining judgments.  – Analogy and Induction.)32 
 

Once again, the terms “particular” and “universal” denote the 
logical quantity of a judgment. An inference of the power of 
judgment derives a universal judgment from a particular one.  
For this reason, Kant claims that inferences of this kind are 
formed through the reflecting power of judgment. The reflect-
ing power of judgment consists in the capacity to employ this 
faculty inductively, i.e. to infer the universal from the particular 
rather than subsuming the particular under the universal. Kant 

                                                
32 AA 16:709. 
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further states that inferences of the power of judgment infer 
either “from some things, which belong to a certain species, to 
all of them, or from some properties, in which things of the 
same species agree, to the rest of them.”  Here he is describing 
the two forms of inductive inference that he defines in his logic 
lectures; namely, inferences that are based on induction and on 
analogy. This is confirmed by the fact that Kant mentions 
“Analogy and Induction” in one of the additional remarks that 
he inserted into this note. If we return our attention to Logik 
Dohna-Wundlacken, these notes also state that analogy and 
induction are inferences of the power of judgment.33 

Thus, Kant defines an inference of the power of judgment as 
an inductive inference – it always infers from the particular to 
the universal – that is formed through the reflecting power of 
judgment.  These inferences can take two possible forms: they 
are either based on induction or analogy.   

The student notes from Kant’s logic lectures show that 
induction was among the topics that he covered in these 
lectures. Like Meier, he regards induction as a kind of infer-
ence. In the Vernunftlehre, Meier addresses induction in his 
chapter on syllogistics. He actually explains it as a kind of 
enthymematic syllogism. Although Kant does not share this 
view – he denies that inductive inferences are syllogisms – he 
agrees that induction is a kind of inference.  For this reason, he 
includes this topic in his account of syllogistics. It typically 
follows his explanation of enthymemes and precedes his 
discussion of paralogisms. In Logik Dohna-Wundlacken, Kant 
describes inductive inferences as “inferences of the power of 
                                                
33 “Analogy and induction are inferences of the power of judgment . . . An 
inference of [induction] is when I infer from some things that belong to a species 
to all the things of the species, that it belongs to all the others . . . According to 
the inference by analogy, if 2 things agree under as many determination as I have 
become acquainted with, then I infer that they agree also in the other 
determinations.  I infer, then, from some determinations, which I cognize, that the 
others belong to the thing too” (AA 24:772. 
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judgment.” He contrasts them with inferences of the under-
standing and inferences of reason. The former are immediate 
inferences; the latter are mediate ones, or syllogisms. Thus, 
Kant distinguishes between three basic types of inferences – 
immediate, mediate, and inductive – and he identifies them with 
the three higher faculties of cognition – the understanding, 
reason, and the power of judgment.  It is not difficult to guess 
why Kant describes inductive inferences in this new way in 
Logik Dohna-Wundlacken.  These notes are based on lectures 
that Kant delivered during the early 1790s. He wants to take 
into account his third Critique, which was first published in 
1790. Kant had discussed inductive inferences in his logic 
lectures since at least the early 1770s. In Dohna-Wundlacken, 
he adds that these inferences are based on the reflecting power 
of judgment. 

This actually fits well with his existing account of mediate 
inferences, or syllogisms. Kant claims that all three of our 
higher faculties of cognition, including the power of judgment, 
are involved in syllogistic reasoning. The understanding formu-
lates a general rule, the power of judgment applies this rule to a 
particular case, and reason draws a conclusion about this case 
on the basis of the rule.34 Rules are applied deductively through 
the determining power of judgment.  Thus, mediate inferences 
involve the determining power of judgment. Inductive infer-
ences are based on the reflecting power of judgment. 
 

e are now in a position to answer the question that I 
posed in the introduction to this essay: why does 
Kant’s Logic address his distinction between the 

determining power of judgment and the reflecting power of 
judgment in the chapter that is devoted to inferences, rather than 
in the chapter on judgment? The answer to this question is 

                                                
34 A 304/B 361. 
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rather simple: the distinction is part of his account of induction.  
After the third Critique, Kant describes inductive inferences as 
“inferences of the power of judgment.” Just as mediate infer-
ences, or syllogisms, involve the determining power of judg-
ment, inductive inferences are made through the reflecting 
power of judgment.  The Logic identifies two specific types of 
inductive inference that can be made by this faculty: induction 
and analogy.35 We now know that these inferences were always 
part of Kant’s account of induction. He borrowed these 
concepts from Meier’s logic. Kant’s definitions of induction 
and analogy roughly correspond with Meier’s inferences by 
analysis and by example.  Thus, Jäsche addresses the reflecting 
power of judgment in the chapter of the Logic, which is devoted 
to inferences, because this is where Kant had always located his 
account of induction. Moreover, Kant’s treatment of this topic 
is influenced by Meier’s Vernunftlehre.  Meier is the source for 
Kant’s two types of inductive inference: induction and analogy. 
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