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-ABéTRAeT |

.ine Kant's argument for the synthetlc a;nnort status of'Q
) «the Pr1nc1ple of Causallty Hume. had argued that the 5

Pr1nc1ple of Causallty was an 1nduct1ve generallzati_a

-

based upon the emplrlcal observatlon of events. It is '
. f

Kant S. p051t10n that the observatlon of events 1s ltself};

-*1mp0551b1e w1thout our belng in prlor possesSlon Oféthe }"

4

A PrlnCLple of,Causallty.:» ' 7
By Way of 1ntroduct10n the the51s beglns with

‘{Hume s. p031t10n on the nature of causallty._ The main

'

-text of the the51s is concerned W1th Kant's argument for'i f'f

- e o
}the synthetlc agnnopt status of the causal principle. B

’Kant s argument however, 1s not to be found 801&1? in

-The Second Analogy The argument begins 1n the Trans-*‘f '

’f’cendental Aesthetlc Wlth a dlscu881on on the nature of
tlme.a Furthermore, The Second Analogy can only be fully
." understood if 1t is- seen 1n relatlon to the Analytic ae
"Cia whole. Of spec1a1 1mportance to‘The Second Analogy is
:the mranscendental Deductlon., Therefore, in order to
V»fully present Kant's argument‘thls thesis w111 include

'hbdlscu951ons deallng w1th time together with arguments

gtfthroughout the Analytlc which have an 1mportant bearing ff;f“'

o

'“fon The Second Analogy'i‘;'tafﬂﬁ'fﬁtlaffi* ifekaﬁ;fﬁ;w

The purpose of thlS thesrs 1s to present and exam*"

,\a
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' t »._-, B _f\' b
m_\uf_t o ,-fINmﬁonﬁcTIQm:;t"
_ | It mlght be profltable, by way of”lntroductlon, ' ;ﬁ
to dlSCUSS ‘he phllosopher who flrst 1hterrupted qut 5,;'”'1
'T... aogmatlc slumber....-x The phllosopher whlch Kant
refers ég?ls, of course, David Hume.r,Althouqh there is;tﬁ_i;f
much 1n Hume S writlne whlch might be discussed with -
partlcular reference to Kant the dlscusslon wlll be re-g

. otrlctEd to Hume g treatment of the Principle of Causal-ﬂ»tVf
"1ty and of the nature of causality itself.mte SR

HuNe s general emplrlclst positlon 1s evident in7

the follbWLng quotatlon'~““»j{$u‘-;.5 ,J,
Ves there ia nothing in any objecr., c0nsider d m itself B e
. “which can -afford s a.reason for drawing a COncluaion be-
.- yond it; and, _that even. after the observation of the fre-ﬁﬁv"' ’
,,,;v;quenc O!‘ consta:\t cq,njunction of Objecta, we have 1o teaw R
. 'son to draw any 1nference ooncerning Any objgcc beydnd ‘“Tji"g~;
Lfthose of which we have Had exp ience.... e L ;-’

hume div1des all "phllOSBPhlcal relations"3 z,

. o .
. ; ' [N . B " . ) ‘:.4:’4 )
I Co R T e

. "-“lI nuel Kant, Prolebomena, trans.aby Peter Ly
G% Lucas (Manchester-- Un1versxty Press, 1971), p.“9.A5&;ﬁ¢;¢g

'*“mu"i Q | 2David Hume, A Treatlse of Human Nature( ed.mfy}ﬂ”“ o
L A.. Selby-Blggs (chora' )Clarenaon Press, 1968),.9.-:a




‘i'i"L A Selby-Bigge (Oxford-" Clarendon 4ress,

jaZso a dhuae of exzatence

fInference,"-in The Problems of: Philosophy ed by Willian”"
- ..~ . P. Alston and Richard B. B Brandt Bo 13-
| '~‘_Inc., 1968)"p. 551., o

. . 6“ -2
objects of human reason or 1nqu1ry wd 1nto two basrc cate-
v : :

'gorres‘"Relations of Ideas" and "Matters of . Fact. Sh It is

3to the 1atter category which tﬁe Pr1nc1ple of Causality

(every effect must'have a cause) belongs. Generally, Re-

\

’ ;Alatiohs of Ideas express prop051tions which cannot be de-.h

4

Anied w1thout contradiction,'e g.;a bachelor 1s an unmarried

'man.« Matters of Fact, on the’ other hand,,are baBed on ex-'

5

perience and may be denied w1thout contradiction, e g.athe

sun ris every morning. e

the Treatwe Hume argues that the Principle of

'Causality, which he states as -f’...-_Whatever hae a begmmng haa

"6 ls incapable of beinq demonstrated..‘

7fHe writes that the ﬁ....propositlon 1s neither 1ntuitively
”“-»nor demonstrably certain.ﬁ7 And 51nce the propositionq

,\when denied, doee not yield a contradiction lt is there-i} »

fore ";;. utterly incapable of a demonstrative proof.ﬁg 4{f?'
e e as all distinct ideas are. separabI/e from each other, and
as the ideas of cduse and effect are evidently distinct, o

v

N

4Dav1d Hume""SCeg!ical Doubts About Inductive R

=, &

Ibidl' po 551

' ) 6David Hume, A,Treatise of Humuj;hf$~'?

Ibid., p- 79 i
8 P i
Ibid-, P- 79-;».: S

~X
e .



7

"twill be easy for us to conceive any object to. be non-- -
‘existent this moment, and existent the next, without con-
joining to it the distinct idea of a cause or productive

pringiple. The separationm, therefore, of the ideaof a

‘cause” from that of a ‘beginning of existdlce, 1s plafaly = - - .

~ possible for’ the imagination' and consequently the actual - : '

', separation £ these objects 1is so far possibie, -that it .
: j‘*a;'rinplies no gontradiction nor absurdity; -and is ‘therefore’

* - incapable of being~refuted by any reasoningofrom meré .- -
o ideag, without which 'tis impossible to: demonstrate the - ;
-necessity of a cause.9 R A “,,_, f
//“" o Furthermore, one cannot demonstrate the necessity ;"‘

| of the Princlple of Causallty by argulno thatsxnce theilrhyl

:1dea of an effect 1mplles the 1dea of a cause the proposi-
";tlon‘"eVery effect must have a cause".must be true.j This l;l
'.fno more follFWS, Hume states,uf;,, than it follows because

4every husband must have a w1fe, _that therefore every man
'v.must be marry'd. 10 N i ' 2

"':
f

However, Humeﬁ?must riow dealjwith the problem of

“_"'explalnlng our belief m the truth of the P;:inciple of

..'Causallty.- In the Treattse Hume argues that the idea of
' '}'-..f"qausatlon ts built up through a "reZatwn among objects... ll :
" "I‘his rglatlon is. two—fold. Firstly, we observe }that two v
_‘Tfobjects are contlguous in space and time and secondly,
Y 7

| that one °bje°t' the cause, J-S Prior to the ;second, the

effect.‘ These two relatlons Hume terms LI aonttgutty and

| "’-;'_,_:.,1°Ibid., p. az.,




P,.. o R _Y ’ . . R ’ 4 '

SO S ' . o '
succesaion ...W;z\

N\ n the case of sequences . termed causal we di8cover\'

' that two ldeas, e.qg. flre and heat, are\constantly con-'f

jolned and related by ContlgUlty and succe531on. Thusirgh

these two J.de s become aaeoczated 13 and on our awareness of .

.
"one our imaglnatlon glves rlse to the ldea of the other.
o

Thess 1deas, then,‘become related by associatxon and not
by reason.‘-~ ;h ."“,'-ﬂ'-'f o "._u?-f 5“fi;vfl 'f_: .
) SR . . ) e g .
‘The causal explanation may thus be- explained by a double
association of ideas =~ the impression ‘calls up the. idea of.-
a similar impressiqn 1in the past;. thls idea calls up the. l ‘
idea of an impression conjoined with the previous impres- o
-sion in experience'- two. scages which custom makes us,re-.~ RS
.solve into one.]4 L o - . v R

RS

Hume also attempts to account for the popular be-“‘“'

llef in. the nece531ty of a causal connectlon and thislub_j
~— does by way of an 1ngenlous appeal to custom.; He reasons li,_
15

[d .

that Sane all ldeas are coples of 1mpressions and sinoe

| we have no 1mpression of necessity,16 but only an impres~flfff

51on of the cause and then the effect, the ldea of nedes?l

.‘:sary.connectxon must_arlse;from.some~alternatlve;souroe¢.;ﬂgg
T ‘ - t>};- y‘.‘f; BT SR o IR

e

Ibidc , pc. 760

el

‘..»5 ‘ ; ‘ ‘
Ibld., see pp 10 11_ v f;v:f';"Q4;5' ...':,:fxr};f;

G : laA c. Ew1ng, Kant's Treatment of é&usilit""a”l
(Hamden, connectlcut‘ chr ooks, I§69), P 9.
.;-“ﬁ 15 MM L B
L e Davmd Hume, A Ireatise of Human Nature,?ed.
L A Selby-B;gge~(0xfora}_ Clare;Hon Press, I§3§):p*

5 lﬁIbid\.\, p. 155.



. a) A- . . .-: 5 .

We observe that two 1d - e‘g. fire and heat, are o

. constantly congorned and related bY/EbntlgULty and succes-

sion. The impreSSions giVing rise to their corresponding

1deas are two and we are not aware of a third 1mpression,

;néhely necessary connection. HoweVer after numeréus rep-

f

\(

‘etitions of . thls conjunction we flnd that when a further

.Aln turn

1mpre551 n of fire gives rise to an idea of fire thlS idea

1ves rise to an 1dea of heat.

1 -

.-a ter a frequent repetition, T find ‘that upon the appear-
_ance qf one of thie objects, the mind is determin’d by custom . -
to coisider its: usual attendant, and .to- ‘congider it in a8
stronger light upon account of i¢s relation to the first ob—
“ject, "Tis this impression, then, or determmnatton, which _ ,
'affor 5 me the idea of . neceesity.l7 REERAE *;,‘___;;,;;;;;'

/t is this tendency of the mlnd which produces the o

1dea of/necessary connection., Since the idea of necessary
| i

connection lS produced by a tendency of the mind it 1s '1

-frn’olous to suppose, for example, that fJ.re and heat are

A

in some mysterlous manner connected., However, it is from ‘

/the resemblance of these 1nstances of constant conJunction

that the 1deas of necessity, of power and of efficacy,

are deriv d ”18

',"Necessity, then, is the effect of this observation, and 1s T

" nothing but_an internal {mpression of the mind, or.a deter- i
V,mination to “carry our" thoughts»from one object to anotherh..jf;ifyigﬂfk
- "There 1s no internal. 1mpression. vhich has any relation to R
K the present business, but that propensity, which cuetom

18

Ibid., p. 164



o vthing w1th-chance,"20 and therefore it is-

v

produces,' to pass from an object  to the idea of its usual
attendant. This therefore is the essence of necessity.19 -

One of the consequences\of Hume s analysrs is the'

,remowgzioprhy51cal nece331ty from the empirical wogld !

Physxcal necessity is according td Hume "

‘to admit of any medium bethxt chance and an absolu;e,

ThlS analysis also briégs to’ light Hume s epistemfe.

\"

oiogy We observed that Hume believed that only RelationS'-f

’s

]of Ideas agive us ceruun knowledge. These prop031tions are<

\_‘ "

ftrue in v1rtue °f e meaning Of the concepts involved and“J

0_‘ -

l~hence cannot bé" denigd w1thoub contradigtion. They are
nnot based on experience and hence cannot be proven false

| }by experience. In other words these propoSitions are

o known aznnorz. On the other hand, there are Matters of :'"'N

VFact. Unlike Relations of Ideas they are not true in vir-f;,
"tue,of the meaning of the concepts 1nv01ved but are based'} !
“fhon experience, e g observation.r Furthermore, Shey can beaf:
| };denied thhout contradiction and hence canvbe refuted by }fff

;experience. These propositions do not give us cerunm”h”-'*

- 7knowledge.’f=j{;~-i- ’,;j
191b1d, ' p; 165. R P LT S BT
201’“‘1-' B 171.-.’,* B Er U



_ to the following,--'

. ) . %
) - . \" , Moo
'

Ignoring any flne dlstlnctdons whlch someCphlloso-
lhers may wish to draw, there are ba51cally two categgries _

-oln modern phllosophy 1nto whlch proposrtlons fall - the

analytlc and synthetmc categorles. These two categorles

A are'often stated in alternatlve ways, but generally speak—
_ 1ng an 1dent1f1catlon is made so that we .are - left with

' only two categorles~wh1ch are belleved to be mutua}ly ex-

lusive: and 301ntly exhaﬁstlve. _A_table,nPght_be‘slmllar

-

‘ :‘f Propoéitiohs | _
"Relatlons of Idsas{ _ Lﬁ : ‘:_Matters of Fact "f;.g"
analytlc '.'ai¢'i°v L«, :f 'Synthetlc : g
vapmom; o o h_:.;:fjapmdmn;n ‘f;hm.
necese§?Y- ZF}, 'rf. ;'_ Fh_”_dcontingent 'ﬂj”fti.? s

Kant 1s often dlsmissed out oﬁ\hand by philoso:fi

phers on the grounds that only someone totally 1gnorant of

- ba51c loglcal dlstlnctlons.would ever clalm that another

goN :.

GXISted Kant is accused of bellev1ng, for example, that

}

o-man srland of grey However, as we are aware, ant

S M./— ’
A_jdoes 1n fact c1a1m o have established another category

s jto thls category tO‘Whlch we w111 now turn. & full

T4y

7

ot

. category of proposztlons,_synthetlc a przorz propositions, :h

'dof statements = synthetic a;nnorz propositlons, and it is ‘>

‘mlxlng black and whlte w111 result 1n blue, 1nsteaE~of a w




\ _
aiécussion of this subject would take us deep into the
‘Transcendental Deducﬁion.n Rather than'spend a great deal
of time on such an enterp:ise-l will attempt.to_give a
general overview, perhaps no£ at times 6ver1y cOmplete.

In the Intnoductlon to the Crlthue Of Pure Reason‘

Kant dlStthUlSheS between analytlc and synth tic ‘judg-

ments. ‘This. dlstlnctlon comes at: A7

3

In all judgments in which the relation of‘a subject to the -
predicate is' thought ... this relation is possible in two
different ways. Either the predicate B belongs to the sub- -e
ject A, as something which is (covertly) contained in this
concept A; or B lies outside the concept- A, although it

does indeed stand in copnection with it. ' In the one case °

I entitle the judgment analytic, in the other synt:hetic.z2

As examples of analytlc and synthe;;g\Judgments
23 and”’

respectlvely Kant uses "All bOdeS are eﬁtended"

24_ What then are the characte:is~

| e
thS of synthetlc<z;umorzjudgments? In such a judgment"

25:and "yet

belongs, and 1ndeed'necessarlly belongs, to 1t.?26 As an-
\ ) 3
example of such a judgment we are glven, "'Everythlng ’

S~ "all bodles are heavy.ﬁ

theqfred1Cate is: “no@kcontalned in the other"

22Immaphel Kant, Crltlaue OﬁiPure Reason trans.- o
by No:man Kemp Smith (New YbrE' StW\yartlnTs P'ess, 1965), .
) p ‘48!‘ ‘ : 2

23ibid.;-p..48§“ S "'::5 | Qe;;#ffnf T

/- S . :
24Ib;d., p. 49.v D S

251b1d., p. 50,

‘ 261b1d., p. 51.“



7// | L . 9
which happens has its cause'". _But‘how is such a judgment‘-
possible? , ,

‘What is here the unknown = X which gives support to the un-
derstanding when it believes that it can discover outside
"the concept A a predicate B foreign to this concept, whicﬂ
it yet at the same time considers ,to be connected with 1¢,"
It cannot be experience, because the suggested principle
has connected the second representation with the first, not
only with greater universality, but alsc with the character

of necessity, and therefore completely a przorl and on the
basis of mere. concepts,?2’ . -

Secondly, Kant dlStlngulSE'S between ‘the synthetlc
or progre551ve methodvand the analytlc or regresslve:method~

of arqumentatlon. . o o™
fAnalytic method in so- far as it is opposed to the syn—
thetic method 1s gomething. quite different from an aggre-.
gate .of analytic .ropositions. It means that one starts
from what is belfg looked for as if it were given, and as-

. cends to th ditions under which alone it is possible. .
In this metEv Jone often uses nothing but synthetic prop-
osxtions ...“dnd it might be better to call it the regres- .
sive method, in distinction from the Synthetic or prvgres—
sive method 28 o ® S

In the Critique Of Pure Reason Ilwent to work with regard
to this question synthetically, namely by inquiring within
pure reason itself, and trying to- determine in this source ,
itself according to principles, both the elemencs and" the S
_1aws of its pure emplOyment.29 : -

’ .
Any attempt to descrlbe the dlfference between

’ these two methods is dlfflcult,,to say the least.,‘KanE'

5

. does not take pains to explaln the dlfferénce and while

)

L 28Immanue1 Kant, Prolegomena, trans. by Peter G:"""
Lucas (M anchester- Unlver51ty Press, 1971), see note ;

p. 3l.. < S
_. __,_:ggiﬁia;;Abpftégfzgksj.en:;':._vﬁit_ﬁro;,;}fﬁ,n w.:{_ .



he clalms to have employed thersynthetic or progre551ve
-_method in the (ritique thls method of argumentatlon often -
appears.to be just the‘opp051te. Althoughﬂ;he difference

3-\

between: these two methods may forever remaln ‘an enlgma,?f

Robert Paul Wolff has attempted to State the dlfference and

much of what w1ll be sald on ‘the subject can be found 1n

.hlS book Kant's Theory Of Mental Act1v1ty, pages 44 56.

Wolff describes the synthetlc or progress1ve methodb'

.30

“as "},. Smely the famlllar eductlon of conclu31ons from
premises.”>? An example &f

e progre951ve method would
"be - .
Major: all animals are mortal

*Minor: all men are animals
Conclusion -all men are mortal 31

On the other hand, 1f we were employlng the regres-h

sive method we would{ﬁssume the conclu51on and seek for :

»

fpremlses from whlch it followed.. Employlng the synthetlc o

~ method we. g’ready have 1n our’ posses51on the premlses and‘ '

R

merely draw the concluslon.{ Here we. dlscover one: 1mpor- ,
N .

<@

tant dlfference between the two methods. In the synthetmcf fﬂff
. ,A ot .

:method the truth of the premlses guarantees the truth of

' "the concluSLOn so that 1f the argument is valld and the

vpremlses true then the conc1u51on 1s also true.; However,~

0

- -3qRobert Paul Wolff Kant's TheOry of Mental Activ—*_ _
1tx (Cambrldge, Massachusetts" Harvara—Unlver51ty‘?fess,» L

311b1d., p. 45...- 7¢jr ';3f'ﬁ.
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when we employ the regressive method,’althouéh the argument |
may be va11d and the conclusion true, the truth of the -
premlses is not therehy guaranteed. Furthermore, although
the-Conclusion nay indeed follow from the premlses this

does not demonstrate the truth of the conplusionrx That,is,h-'
two . premrﬁes can always be found from whiehhthefeoneluSiOan“”

B I

Wlll follow. For example - all doors:are‘mortal all men

Y

"-are doors, etc.; in short, any middle term W1ll do -

g

’ the Credlblllty of the conc1u51on‘"

clouds, chalrs,‘etc. 'Wolff'therefore clalms ¢o haVe dls- -h

; _covered two characterlstlcs of regre551ve arguments —“

~

| (l) "... unZess youphave gome tndbpendent Juatzficatton
jbr ﬂw um>pramses,a regressive analy51s\ﬁill not 1norease “.5
32‘_ o
(2) “5.; even 1f you ‘are. certaln of the truth of

the conclus1on, a regre531ve argument does not 1ncrease":'
the Credlblllty of the prem1ses.“33 } SR

However, ‘it is pre01sely at thlS p01nt that a prob-..
lem arlses. Kant clalms to have employed the regre551ve :; ‘in
method J.n the ProZegomena whlle J.n the Cmtzque the pro-. e
gressive method was employed 34 In thé Prolegomena[

asks the'V.;. maln transo@ndental question..."_s5 That 1s,v}§;f

; 33Ib1du, P.. 46

:'] 34Immanuel Kant, Prolegomena, trans. by Peter G..~

Lucas (Manchester~ Un1versrty Press, 1971), PP 28 29. :.-?f -

3SIb1d., p. 35.
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how. is synthetic aznnorz kngzledge poséible’> The-main

transcendental question is rther diVided into four other

. questions., I - C \ -
1) How 18 pure mathemat1os,possibie7'

&) How is pure natural science possible?

3) How is metaphysios possiblé in genépal?

¢) How is metaphysice posszble as a 8cience?33

To show the pOSSlblllty of knowledge of these sub-h
'Jects, taking into conSideration the precedlng discuss1on,?‘
A; we assume ltS truth, and by employing the regre551ve method'
A show that its ex1stence can’ be deduced However, this tci
does not show that the premises'énarantee (the truth of).
l;the conclusion but only that.the conclu51on can be deduced;;
i.e. is poss1b1e In order to demonstrate the actuality
/='"or truth of the conclu31on we must 1ndependently Justify .

A_the premises.

. The relation of the Prolegomena to t e Crztzque can he rep-i.w'
: resented in the following catechism. :

.,Question._.How are mathematics and natural science@poeaible?
. ' (or, Under what conditions are. i possible?) '
. Answer: Mathematics and natural science are possible if
PR : the validity .of their: concepts (space, ‘time, -
- cause, substance, etc.) is a. necessary condition
REEEE . of ‘consciousness in general i
" 'Question: Is the validity of the concepts of.mathe tice and

" natural science a’ necessary condition of conscious-'d_»tfy

. - 'ness in general? _ RN
‘Answer: . . Yes, as the. argument of - the Iranscendental Analytici:?;

_ lproves 37 R e e T
L d’% R I R R S :
oS n A o 5 861b1d' I P- 35 o : L S
K o B . ) »,'“.'L ‘v“n.ﬁi.;irhgﬁir;;dﬁ_J. | Q}T
37Robert Paul Wolff, Kant“s Theory Of Mental- - -

Act1v1tz (Cambridge,. Massachusetts- vHarVard{Universityil"fg;f
Press, 1969)p p- 47 L ‘f“- . Y S R

TSRS
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‘In‘the Introduction.to.the mﬁtﬁme Kant'writes |

"How are czprand syntheticijudgments poSsible?"38_,Andi‘

later he writes -
Since these sciences actually. exist, it is quIte proper to
“ask how they are possible;'for that they ‘must bé possible
is proved by the fact that they exist, 3% . :

: However, lt is. just this actuality which 1s to be

o proved in the Crvmque,_ to‘assume the validity of ‘the con—_l :

'cepts of space, timE? etc._in order to prove Just this is
»-‘a begcing of the: question. _ Kemp Smith has described the

relationship between the two methods as follows - A
( . oL ]
By a preliminary regress upon the conditions of our. de fbato :
. censciousness. it acquiresdata from which it is" enabled to’ , Lo
v ' adyvancé by a synthetic,. progressive -or deductive procedure ) Eie;;-
. to the establishment of the validity of synthetic a pr10r1 - T
‘judgments."o R ey 5

Kemp Smith is. claiming then that in the first‘%tageh L
, 'Kant begins w1th the fact of subjective consciousness and
Qregresses or ascends to ,_T :f-"i:¢-j],~/ﬁ,:_~3“@i*§fvt“'“

- '/;}Q their conditions OF premises, namely the whole machinery
' of categories and syntheses ‘and forms of intuitibn.. Then-in ' S
: the second,stage, -he begins with that transcendental machinery,v;.. oo

- _ 381mmanue1 Kant, Critique 6f Pure Reaso’, trans.
o by Norman Kemp. Smith (New Ybrk <§E. Martin s‘,. g,
}W'l965), p. 55. I T

e 3gIbld.; b. 56 ﬁf;7ff§,*afiffjﬁﬁiftf?,ﬁ's

o | 40Norman Kemp Smith, A Commentary To Kant's\ D
*-7,tigpe Qf'Pure Reason" (New Yofﬁ’ Humanities Press, 1962), R

C), o ‘.




_h and deductively descends to th validity of_physfeg'and mathee S
o matics.41‘ o . :g A -

But, as we have observed Humecan accept the fact

Voo

. of subjectlve con501ousness but deny the truth of the prem-“

) 1ses dlscovered b the regressI;e~method.~ If these are the
:premlses to be usjd in the sécond stage Hume need not ac—

-{cept the truth of the conclusron,'and therefore Kant has L

not answered;Hume..'

'_ appears that Kant must elther ‘be- beg-

the auqstion against Hume or he beglns from the factn 3
of subjectlve or self consclousness and deduces the Pr‘n—efd
. Clple<IfCausa11ty.f It. is the second alternatlve whlch I
ree—__‘haxg opted 1n favour‘of _ I hope to demonstrate that the

b

s argument '”‘f'ln the Aesthetlc flnds gpmpletion 1n the

o ‘;‘~

- TranscendentalwAnalytlc““‘ThISwthesis, then, attempts t°-;ff¥‘

“4f*-exh1b1t such an, argument while art{ing for'the truth of
.J*-jlts premmses, and 1t is to thls argument which we will

'Tv,'.nOW turn. ,’ S ‘s ‘

A 41prert Paul WOlff, Kant's Theory Of Mental R
';’féEElziﬁl (Cambrldqe, Massachusvtts. Harvard University T
“fPress. 1969), p. 50._”; : R ST , N




‘”,elalm that the contents of the emplrlcal world are mrnd

-0 II

e

Inltlally, I would llke to begln thls dlscus910n

~

of Kant s Second Analogy by cons1der1ng the Kantman con-';r

\

cept of an’ object.or objecEﬁVlty. It 1s not 1nsign1ficant -
that Kant beglns the Second Analogy wrth such a d;scussion.yff

'Everything, every representation even, in so far as. we are - ,
conscious of it, may be eatitled object. But it is & ques=<. =
tion for deeper 1nquiry ‘what the word 'iject' ought to =~ . .
signify in respect of appearances when these. are.viewed not

. in go far.as they are (as representations) objects, but
only in 8o far as’ they stand for an object &2

Jxant has founa hrmself 1n a quandry due to hrs phe—h::'
| 'nomenalmsm.v For a Kantlan the emplrlcal world lS a phenom-;f"

._enal world, a world whose farm 1s 1mposed by man.j However ,;JQ

one word of warnlng must be 1ssued A Kantlan doea not

or form of emplrlcal inturtlon 1s determlned For example,'

1t 1s not only a“ matter of emp1r1cal fact that objects ex—jﬁxf‘

-

:3 1st 1n space and tlme, but rather 1t 1s a necessary fact.;.fn],

Therefore 1t ls not sufflcient to merely say that objects,;gffV
or objectlve representations, are empirlcal objects such

as tables and chalrs s1nce these objects are to a certain,

':although 1imrted, extent mlnd dependent._ We do not pera,ﬁ~'

by Norman Kemp Smrth (New York St. Martrn s 5 ess, 196

ce1ve objects as they are ln—themselves srnoe they take a

necesSary form 1mposed by us.:go_ri.f

L e Ty
O T NE e

| 42Immanuel Kant, Crlthue Of Pure Reason, trans.

LS ﬁi'i'ff“ffiff5‘ Loy

\

g depeﬁdent in a Kantlan sense- however the general SE;ggtpre'ﬁ“

5>;ﬁ3,




’7.”3,51nce we could not percelve‘oh;ects not 1n space or time §f~*

N It 15 now very temptlng for thOSe of a non-Kantian
"fphllosophlcan bent to Smely deny, for example, that space t:>
| and tlme are necessary forms by angulng that the nature of
'space and tlme 1s dependent on 'the " nature of matter.; Or
*;they argue that it would not be possible for us to be in a-
. p031tlon of emplrlcal knowledgé 1f all our perceptlons ‘were. :
~-of the Kantlan varlety.: The emplrlcal wbt*g, they argue,.T;dh
;zs the objectlve world, the world 1ndependent of man. __,j
Much to their surprlse a Kantlan does not radlcally dls- o
;’agree Wlth thlS p081tlon.h For a Kantlanialso the empirical
h-aworld is the objectlve world, a world containlng objects %h]if
."whlch are 1ndependent of us. The empirlcal world is not a s
:'falryland Whlch we arbztrarlly create.;. What Kant took
‘;i;lssue thh was the clalm that the emplrlcal worldt%f a vfjti A
”‘aIAnoumenal world, a world‘of‘thlngs - in-themselves.Q:,{V;s*?n‘}
E,' ' In drEcussing thls aspect of Kant s thought it is f°

'often beneflclal to remlnd ourselves of the tltle of the

"Second Crithue - Crltloue Of Pure Reason. Kant sought to
. f?set the bOunds or llmltS to what neason, in the broad |

"sense of the term, could possibly know. He felt that~>;; g;"

1ue gﬂ God, space and tlme were: necessary fqrms to which al .
"f‘prSSLble objects conformed To say that we<do not per-tf;?jﬁii

‘;*celve objects as they are 1n-themselves 15 not to imply b

"Tjithat~all 1ntu1tlons are lllusxons; lt 1s to say that we

ﬁﬂ'éﬁcannot percelve, fd& example, an °bJe°t which is non-

.J*}spatlal and non—temporal.\
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- .jfjth Kant belie that hls table of categorles was a.

htable of cessary categorles.. To 1llustrate my’p01nt I

‘w1ll assume at 1t.1s.. If 1n fact 1t 1s 1mp0351ble forA
us to percelve objects Whlch areanot(;n space and tlme and L
.do not conform to the cateqorles, 51nce we cannot free our—ﬂj

-.selves of\thls conceptual apparatus and look upon the WOrld.

W
-as perhaps only God does, we do not know 1f emplrlcal ob-

,fjects really are, for ex
'dwe do not have experlence of objects 1n 1ndependence of

‘ the categorles and forms of emplrlcal 1ntu1tion.>\VA -
| l It 1s the prev1ous COnSLderatlons whichﬁfo:ce one
Tto hold that we do not percelve thlngs - 1n-themselves.$ghkfiﬁ
‘What I am suggestlng, then, 15 that the problem of the e

tﬁfng'ln-ltself is not a-ﬁroblem.vm: The concept has merelyfﬁf;

'ﬁnegatlve employment.i The concept of the noumenon, 1n the
‘f,;negatzve sense, 1s not an object about whlch we may ask

.h}'questlons. Rather, 1t serves as.a remlnder that our ex~1?fffil
" 7.—¢per1ence and knowledge are lmmitedtf}fwﬂA fe L |
B The concept.of a noumenon 13, therefore,'not the concept of

| h an objact, but it is a problem. unavoidably bound up with tha
o limiﬁation of our Sensibility...43;""_‘ o

‘th;ffffﬂ But ln what manner does the congept%of a noumenon@;fj;f

'f’le, 1n space and t1me.~ That 1s,nu.;

ffftle in. w1th the concept of object1v1ty? fMogtglmportantlygﬂjffﬁ

]fwe are left wzth a phenomenal world, a wor&d“ln part ae—:*T*"’

HOW&VGI‘; i

air;fpendent on the faculty of synthetmc 1magiﬂatl°nf:

’ﬁ?&_'_. . ,‘: oL
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/
.1fold !To use Kant‘s example - we apprehend the parts of

appearance? p In other words does thrs analysrs precludefj}

..‘ 1.8 . .

Kant also wish s to- hold ‘that the phenomenal world is. lnde-
pendent of ol representatlons of 1t. It is not mind 1n-“

dependent so'far as 1ts form 1s determrned but ‘the order,-‘V
= u—\‘

"\w’..

e. g whether the forest flre had already begun before the~
thunder storm or was started by llghtnlng, 1s ‘an order oﬁf-
its own a d not mlnd'dependent.. In other words, we want f

ti\be able toedraw the dlstrnctlon between the order of

"jt our appréhensron of the manrfoﬁd and the order of the man—,f'

a. house succe551vely but at the same tlme do not also hold

i [
. that the parts of the hoﬁse EXLSt successively.“ We reduire

0
a. dlstlnctlon between representatlons qua mental contents

It mlght be thought:that 1f all objects are phenomenal then

the manner 1n whlch we apprehend them lS the manner 1n fv??f
whlch they exist (ff{jﬁfajﬂ.,?fttffﬁiff,addfh13}1’_g“
".For instance, the apprehension of ‘the’ manifold in the appeat-— AT
" .ance of a - house which stands. before me is successive. The .
'-,quest:ion ‘then arises, .whether the manifold of -the house is
~also in itself succe,ssive.. This, however, is what ‘no one
%will grant 44 .3;-~x'.v‘.’_3.ni C L

But glven the prevrous analysxs how wxll we be “_;v,a:;

e capable of drawrng a.dlstlnctlon between°representation8~ff?ﬁf

of objects and ObjeCtS wh11e srmultaneously cldﬁmlng thatj{fegf

/

BN S
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the draw1ng of a dlstlnctlon between our. perceptlons and

[l
.

the perceptlon of ObjeCtS - between the obJects of percep~..'

tlon or conscibusness and-7heﬁperception or consc1oqsness

| \' of obgects"
_ We mlght begin by saylng that the term object of
peroeptlons" is really a mlsnomer., One cannot 51mp1y per-

t’eefve ObJechL We may term our perCeptlons objectlve but 1n

so dolng we are not merely saylng that they are objective,liﬂr‘

“// SN v

rather we: are judging our perceptlons to possess a certaln
status.; Secondly,'lf a person clalms that he has seen an g*ss:‘”
"object we are Justlfled 1n asklng hlm for reasons which ‘ f

support hls clalm -'e g. were the lightlng conditlons good?,pip
vf»dld anythlng 1nterfere w1th hls v1ew? dld anyone besidesz_ffhh&l
| hlmself see the object? etc. Howeve ,as regards a, person sb:i:
nobjects ofiperceptlon no one‘can deny that a person 1s con-HEfjff
t._sc1ous of these perceptlons.v And nelther does 1t make g?;p'”’bﬁ
4:sense to ask for Justlflcations.5 In thlS context, to ask

.lnf“a person 1f anythlng obscured hlS v1ew strlkes us as o
}:iifabsurd One does mot make a Judgment when one says that tiindd
h}ffone is consc1ous of X one Just lS conSClOUS of x. iAh’ .
' n::judgment 1s only made when ‘a. person claims that his per- o
bscept;on 1s objectlve or,'on the other hand, a hallucina-\
ldittlon.s Object1v1ty 1s not a perceptual glven rather it is

: ')

""“'-"i:__fCharacter:LstJ.c of knowledge,,fcr all Ob.y'eats are objects of "

;f;jknowledge.; ;

t fd _;

e cognition ds not ‘a mat:ter af mental p:[ct:ure—-building, j e
(in which internal images are fitted 1nto & replica of an '



s

20

object ) It is the formulation of judgments, whereby a
connection is assérted between the representations named
by the subject and predicate terms.45 :

4 .
Before we-enter lntd a. fuller dlSCUSSlon of objec--

t1v1ty there is one object1onvﬂurﬁ1must be ‘dealt w1th., .t :
1s objected that ‘the: problem Kant presents (p. fl&) J.S a |
pseudo—problem; What we ‘mean when we refer to somethlng
as objectlve 1s that Lt has a correspondence 1n the emplr-'q
1cal world. If I have a representatlon of a table then 1n .

order to deem my representatlon objectlve 1t 1QQSuff1c1ent

. that there is 1n the emplrrcal world a table of which my

)

o representatlon ts a- representatlon of And accordlngly if

o~

-

I fornlthe judgment 'there lS a table place p at tlme.
t' my Judgment possesses objectlve valllty if in. fact_-
there is a table at.place P at tlme t.; _i n,hk:jf"' |

‘ Now, I do not deny that thls 1s 1n fact the‘mannerur;'

1n Whlch We operate, but I do deny that th1s 1s the soluh?

tlon to‘the problem as pOSed by Kant. The problem as pre-r7”u:

' sented by Kant takes the" follow1ng form - glven that the

:/» . .

[
emplrrcal world is. a phenomenal world and glven that all

we can ever be~aware of are our representations, what meansf e

"renable us to declde whlch representations are reﬁresenta—f -

- tlons of ObjeCtS@ possess objective valldlty, and whlch do‘lfxf

)

not°'~ The questlon takes the paradoxical form'- how do

3'we dlstlngglsh mlnd dependent representatlons whlch are gflrﬂ
_ I GO R R v S D

45Robert Paul Wolff, Kant 5 Theory Of Mental ACtiV’?{Tf

1ty (C brldge, Massachusetts-“ Harvard Unlver31ty Press,

I§39) 139

o



also mind independent from those representatiens ‘which
. D . . ) . ’ . ) ) ’ ‘ \ .
are merely mind dependent? .

~ Objective meaning cannot consist in the relation to another.

' representation (of that which we desire te entitle object), ..
for in that case. the question again arises, how this ldtter .|
representation: goes buybleyond itself, acquiring objective
meaning in addition to“®he subjective meanin% which belongs -

~ to it as determination of ‘the- mengal state.

<

It mlght be objected that 1f'We are in doubt we

~

~nheed only ask. other persons. Barring mass halluclnatlons 'a

. this method is usually a rellable one. But this only

: av01ds the problem, it does not present a solutlon.- For,‘

K4

how: do other persons know - that thelr representatlons are

frepresentatlons of objects°' It seems that<there'1s some-,~"'

thlng more basrj/:o/gbgect1v1ty than the taklng of a .

~

'Gallup poll o

It may be objected that“Kant s posationfis egin-

n1ng to look very szmllar to Berkeley S. Howeve i Wishj
‘ e
to defend the the51s that an objective world 1s a=nece99er"

'fary condltlon for consc1ousness of a subjectlve world.,-

‘}b It has been argued by Ph11080phers that the objec-f;f;

5:t1ve world 1s a construct|out of the subjective world and.:~

| fthat experlence of the objective 13 not a’ necessary COndi”;'f:}

’ ftxon for experlence of the subjective. They may arguef

iR

o g s
‘??tlve, and we thereby construct the objectlve wofld out of\

<

6Immanuel Kantd Crlthue Of Pure Reason trans. by

’r'Norﬁan Kemp Smlth (New York St Martln s Press, 1965), _;?fli

p 224 SR S o é‘ R R 1:

e L

:.}fOr example, that those 1tems 1n our subjectlve experience_v-h

r~ﬁff;wh1ch occur w1th regularrty come to be regarded as objec—'¥?fJf
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our subjective experiehce

- But let us ask ourselves what type of world a
) wholly subjectlve WOrld would be._ For one thing, in such A
a world there would be no distinction between what’seemed’
to be the -case .and what was the case, for in such a world_
there would be no bails for the dlstlnctlon. But, 1f one
was gorng to argue that the objectlve world is one in
whrchvltems occur with regularlty e needs some means of
establﬁﬂﬁng<regularity. Th1 w111 rnvolve the concept of
the past; 51nce to clalm that X oc;urs regularly 15 at _

1east to claim that X has occurred w1th regularlty in my

past Therefore,'we require some means of dlstlnguishing

the past frcm the _present in a Pureiy SUbJectlve stream of

consc1ousness. What 1s requlred therefore, 1s a ba51s for
vthe dlstlnctlon between what one remembers belng the case :
'and what was the case.; e e
But a person whose’experlence is solely subjectlve

has 1n hlS posse531on no means of obJectlvely datlng his - |
_past experlences. What he clalms to have been the case
consrsts solely in what he presently remembers to have
been the case, . In thlS world theare are no objectﬂve
checks. The past Just 1s what ﬂe presently remembers,
_ that is, what he remembers and what he experlences blur
AlntO one..‘ | e .

However, would it be p0531ble for such a. person o

'vto have the concept of the past? For hlm there is no 5, -



’
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difference between what he experienced at past time t and

what he now remembers to have experlenced | The*conCept of

the past - ;piﬁfh“ﬁ” e I

... does nothing for him, since there will at any given time’
be a one-one relation between what he .can say about his past
states and what he can say about his present recollectioms.

. For him, the distinction between 'I was .+.' and 'l rec-
ollect ...' is literal%y idle. 47 - » ?

1 ,It seems, then, that'a wholly»subjective;experience
wrll‘ngt prowlde a}basrs for the dlstlnctlon between the
past and one's rememberances of 1t. The concept of thele
past adds nothrng to one Q}conceptual frameWOrk s;nce it

does not aIlow of descrlbrng experlences whrch are not now;'”

descrrbable wrthln the present framework

b;ffg;; However, a person who has at hlS doorstep an objec-
tive world has a need for the dlstlnctlon between what he
remembers to be the case and what rs the case. There is

not a one one relatlonshlp betWeen hlS present memorles

~and what objectlvely happened- For thls person, the dis-v

tinotion is not idle. If the persor remembers, for exam-j"

ple, seerng one person shoot another he has access to many[?}-

. data other than thls one rememberance.' The person may ree,

member screamlng or feellng farnt whlle W1tnesslng the act,-
AR

or remember ]ust comrng out of a partrcular stOre and drop—'

plng the parcel 'in a mud*puddle, or remember that it was

47Jonathan Bennett Kant s Analytlc (Cambridge'V’

Unlver51ty Press, 1966), P. 757.-:~_ e




. the longest day'of the year; In short, there are a great =
o
: manysconsrderatlons or data which a person may draw upon

-

‘when judlng\that somethlng is obgectlvely the case, and

[

which are absent when one merely remembers.- For such a,‘

24"

v
person there is. .a basrs for a dlstlnctron between what was -

the case and what one remembers to be the case. The con-'

cept Qf the past 1s necessary to a descrlptlon of all of

this person's: experlence whlle 1t was purely superfluous,f"v

to the concepts already employed by a person 11vrng solelyf

_1n a subjectlve world, if that is possible.vﬁgas

I sard at the begrnnlng of thrs dlscussion that in,h

a subjectrve'world there Would be no distrnction between

what was the case’ and what seemed to be- the case.' Let us i

|
,flll in spme of the detarls of what it could possibly be

“llke to lrve fn a wholly subJectlve world._~
"j For such a person, we have SaldL there would%be a

‘one one relatlonshlp between what he remembers to have been

\.:' the case and what was the case. And because of thlS 1t was

-‘concluded that he would have no use for the concept of the _}

-,past. Thls person seems to- be preoccupled wrth the pres--
ent, S0 to speak But, for him, what could the present -
‘posslbly mean other than 'what 1s experrenced nmaW He
'cannot thlnk of the present as this century or this day

"except 1n SO far as they could be deflned 1n terms of a ‘55

number of experiences. For thrs person no distinction cans*“

0

"fbe made between the world and experrences of it. :Therenlsfﬁv

PR

»”
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no question of dlstlngulshlng ‘his experlences from other
hexperlences for all experlences are, by deflnltlon, hls.'
' He cannot see hlmself as possessrng one unlque history or
of mapplng one experlentlal route in the world- for hlm |
there is no objectlve w0rld whlch is dlstlngulshable from
-dlfferent hrstorles or experlentlal routes.\ In hrs world
'there is no ba51s and indeed no use for a dlstlnction be*p
’tween experlences and the thlngs.that-have them, andpther -
world and experlences of that world .' \
| Therefore, -he has no concept of hlmself -as a dis-.tgf
_tinct owner of experlences, that 1s,.as a dlstlnctrve per— d'
son;.:He cannot be conscrous of hlmself as posse551ng a o
_dlstlnct hlstory of experlences and thereby lendlng Some
- weight to the dlstlncthH between yours and mrne. For hlm

4 .

_ethere 1s no oﬁwr and therefore no yours or hrs etc. :It

seems that a concept of self as dlstlnct from other selves

s rather lmprobable 1f not 1mpossrble for our flctlcious fAa

0 person. Because he has no concept of anythlng other than

hlmself 1t is rather doubtful that he w111 have a use for
the concept of hlmself, where that marks hlm off from |

:“*other selves. Thereforep once We flll in some °f the back-‘

a

'J.ground we can see that such a person would not have a con—¢;
L;:cept of a self or. person who is. the OWner of specific ex- |
"5per1ences and the possessor of a dlstlnctlve history. g;nf%fh
.w;short,.he would not, due to the nature og; is world'i;nr;,,n

_7te1ther have the ba51s or the need for a concept of self—tf'r

~./.
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If our person has no concept of hlmself as a per-

‘

son or self where does that leave us? vIt seems that he
“is not capable of artlculatlng tneudifference between be;
ing consc1ous of experlegging somethlng now, and being
'consc1ous of it as. an experlence of hlmself. In other
A;iwords,_hls condltlon appears to rule ont EE; pOSSlbllity
- of the employment of the pronoun "I'. Emplrlcal self—
':consc1ousness 1s ruled out.f Howemer, now 1t seems that

con5ciousness 1tse1f has been swallowed up.‘

B ORENNY




IIT
Tn the'last sectiOn we discussed theﬂkantian'con-:j

cept of an object and problems resultlng from that posx-.
tlon. " Also, there was ‘an attempt to demonstrate that wmth-

out an - objective world Wthh was dlstlngulshable in imw

portant respects from the subjectlve world, a concept of

the self or of an 1nd1v1dual consc10usnesS<would not exist.f;

i : 'S L
' From thls we’ may conclude, however trltely, that consclous—'

"ness: 1n general lS a necessary condrtlon for cOnsciousness
& of anythlng._ Let us now retrace our steps to resume a

A fuller dlSCUSSlOn of the Kantlan concept of an object 1n

"conjunctlon w1th the Second Analogy.f_,ih}fﬁj,*rj”‘

o correspondence between the object of whrch we are con~”

»{ scrous and an obJect 1n the empirlcal,world 1s the criter-'fﬁ

lon of objectivﬁty, does not possess the force that it is }

.' us“allY Credlted szth f'?.-'; -?.._',-.-t.;s', ;' s

’fﬁ“fff“’-' It has been—argued that the tradltronal v1ew, that

'“'.}. since ﬁ. ve cannoq, '80- to ‘gpeak, step utside of our S

"mknowledge, i.e. (our representations), in order. to. compare

'\?%i wﬁlrfxit with an object ‘the meaning of this correspondence, gfﬁjﬁfu°*
i ;fthe condicions of, ;ts pqssibility,,and the criteria for o

i -~ detsrmlnfhg its presence all become problematic.48

what are the éharacterrst;cs of objectiviwy and/or of an

.‘::—object? ;t
| 48H E. Allrson ‘"Kant 8" Non-Sequitur," Kanff
Studlen, LX ll (1971), 369.5 R LT S
RORRILAS R O S SRR R S



o Allison terms'";:.-Kant s\subjective or transcendental

& oy

N 5\‘~\\\ ' -
.28 .
Now we find that our thought of the relation of all e
~-knowledge .to-its object carries with it an element of nec- = .
essity; the object-is viewed .as that which prevents ‘our . -
-modes of knowledge from being haphazard or: arbitra:y, and .
" which’ determines them a prtorz in some definite fashion: -
. For in so far as they. ‘relate.'to an object, they must nec-
essarily agree with:one ‘another, that is, must possess R
" that unity which constitutes ‘the conceptfof an’ object U
- . But it is clear that, since we have to/de “only
. with the mainfold of our. repre;en;atism, andngtg;e/;h \
- _'x (the object) which corresponds to them is- ng to -
" us - being, as"it is; something that has-.to be distinct -
from all our representations ~ the unity which .the ob-
ject makes necessary. can. be nothing else than the formal
unity of consciousness in the. synthesis of the hanifold
: Of representations.49‘ e “- 4 T

.In the second paragraph quoted above we | find what

turn."50 Yﬁhﬁ asks himself what must be characteristic of
’ \

;our Judgments'if they are to possess objective validity.

' ‘,J".'lr- ;

°'.'.Hls answer lS that lf a representation 1s to possess ob~3 )

'5 Hrepresentat1ons possess a- unity but 1t 13 only a represenf'

ﬁ',tatlon which .'LS a representation of an ob,;zect which

":f-;ioeducxlon that ye find thekpreVLOus quotatiOn- In thQ/’

3.f}af;by Norman ‘Kemp: Smith .(New York: Sﬁ'iﬁartiﬁ 8
va}jv1965), Pp. 134'135°.*““'“" S N

“5sC §stud1en, LX ll (1971), 371.?--

‘]Jectlve validity 1ts unlty must be a necessary unity.E All

K

”[onssesses a necessary unlty.-_ \ff” »}f~1; ' -ﬁ :aﬁ o

HOWever) now we must deal with Kant's "subjective -
fxior transcendental turn“' It is in. the Transcendental ffgf

R

A 49Immanuel Kant, Critioue Of Pure'Reas '} trans

5OH E Allison;‘"Kant e Non-
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Transcendental Deductlon Kant advances the the81s that all
empmrlcal consc;ousness 1nvolves a pure self—con501ousness

(the self—ldentical 'I Thlnk' of the Second Paralocusm),sl fw‘

“52

termed "ess tmnscendental :appemeptwn ce Transcendental

A
apperceptlon provldes the basis of the unlty necessary for-'”

all consc1ousness of objects.

The numerical unity of this apperception is thus the a-
pnzorz ground of ‘all concepts, ...53 -

Kant's reasonlna'ls, very crudely, 51milar to the
? following.. If we were not ln posses51on of one 1dent1cal
-"consc1ousness our representatlons would not possess objec-'rjﬁl
tive Valldlty.- Indeed representatlons of obgects would |
:‘ltself be-;mpossrble.. Let us assume that we are. not in
posse951on of a numerlcally 1dentlcal consclousness)gt all
tlmes _ Now, for example, let us try and form the Judgment

. 'The green grass 13 wet'l' If there 1s no unlty of con—_dd:

scxousness~the precedlng act1v1ty becomes impossible. The'ef-l
R

'~fff representatlon of Wet green grass involves the unifica—-,-57%77

tlon of three concepts.z If we do not possess a numericarﬂy ‘57

$ &

1dentlcal consciousness, one consclousness w111 represent

wet,,another green and 80 on._ But a unifxcation is

LR e g Sa

:;Vf'““ 2 511mmanuel Kant, Crlth;;>0f Pure Reason,‘trans.
by Norman Aemp Smith (New Xork St. Mart;n s F ess, 1965)

336 :

52 Ibid., p. 136

| 53xé1d., p._136




_1mp0551ble from three unconnected consclousnesses. Three

‘. ¢

such consclousnesses cannot unlfy unless there ls a basis
for “their unlfﬂcatlon.~ Consequently, 1f there ;s to be a:~5
'unlfrcatlon there must be one numerlcally 1dentxca1 con- r_
‘sclousness whlch provrdes the ba51s for thelr unlflcatlon,g
'[ and thereby makes possrble the unlflcatlon of a multltude a?fh
‘ _of concepts J.n one Judgment ‘ Therefore onlv 1f we are ir? "
-,:possess1on of a unlfled, numerlcally 1dent1cal conscious- f""
fhtness is: consciousness of obgecﬂa at all p0531ble.: And
L experlence of the objectrve 1s a necessary‘condition'faf'{‘

"fi_gfor experience of the subjectlv  't;appears that a numer—;a7§¢A

yrlcally 1§ent1cal consclousness 1s a necessary condition offs;aT
‘;conSC1ousness 1n general, i. e. self-consclousness.:s‘“;Tﬁ_ugf*/

'”;Tﬂat Kant s the51s could be argued for in terms off;fﬁt'

'~ni’mak1ng Judgments about the past is clear.l For, lf we werei‘:?h

| .finot 1n possession of one numerically 1dent1ca1 ¢ nsclous~}f“5*'

KU

o :ness the past could not be remembered, 81nce one consoious-~

| 5iyness would replace an ther unconnected to 1t, thh every ,¥‘?i%
e ? - e ' NESRRREENE
T S CEE T b B

e

o experlence'"7;\;‘;{y§;;}f‘jvj03_;ﬁ;q;n'-v : L L
| In what manner, We must ask, does necessity relate j;ffi
?to the unity of consclousness? And 1f all consciousness

;;}Lﬂﬁ;nvolves a unlty are not all unitles necessary? If‘this

S s the case, then there are no. grounds On Which t° di"‘ ol

15'-

.vf;tlnguish a unlty Whlch is a representation of'an object »'

ﬁand unltrgs Whlch are merely subgectave.ffThere is, for

A ."jexample, no baSlS prov;_ded for distinguishlng .a




representation of Parliament H111 from a representation of
a centaur. It is the Subjectlve Deductlon,‘aﬁéo, which |
offers a solution to our dilemma.A

. 7... the unity which the object makes necessary can ‘be nothing
' else than the .formal unity. of consciousness in the synthesis '
" of ‘the manifold of representations., .., But this unity 18
. impossible-if the intuition cannot be generated -in accordance .
' with -a rule by means of such a.function of synthesis as makes_T“
" the reproduction of tne ‘manifold a prioyt necessary, and rep- - =
- ders possible a concept\inn;hich it isfpited. Thus we think =~
a triangle as an object, in that we ard '

‘conscious of the com= "
‘bination of. three 'straight lines according to ‘a rule by whichv‘f"
‘such-an intuition can. always be- ‘represented. This wnity of .
rule deterpines all the manifold, and limits it to conditions‘:-’“i*”~”
Lwhich ‘make. unity of apperception possible...."_ ,

ALl knowledge demands a. concept ... 'a concept is always, e
as re§ards its form, something universal which serves as a.. ST
rule. - : : . ST

‘ sThus lt seems that objective unlties, in contradise.ylj
ﬂf_tlnction to subjectlve unities, anolve the employment of j;f.
'luniversal rules necessary‘to‘a correct representation of |
';.lthe object. All unitles, involve concepts but " {Q;only
5ihsome concepts brlng with them a consciousness of necessity;:f:
'and therefore of anAobject or objective connection..ssﬁul'j
h':iThese concepts or rules are necessary for consciousness of'f

yan cb]ect, that is, the manifold must be combined accord—'?f

‘:,j 1ng to these‘ nles 1f one is to be conscious of an objeat

'“fThese rules must conditlon everything_that appears inso—f 5y§lg

"{infar”fs;ﬁt appears.r For Kant, then, tﬁﬁfcharacteristics ofi;ff}

-:f‘knowledge are universality and necessity"”

54rbid., p. 135
e '”55 ; ‘ . -ifi?k
i H, E..Allison Kant s Se
LA__Studlen, LXll (1971), 372.;5xQ¢;*T"““




vbeen shown tha‘
f_essary condltlon for consc1ousness in general the ,ylfithel

- 1fbrmer thesis can be demonstrated it follows that the |

: V.yPrlnc1ple of Causality 1s 1tse1f necessary fOr consc1ous—¥;hf?f

f'ness in general. ,».ji;;t }hfﬂl'fiiifE'ff;ffgflfyff;jy.f

'ftlc czprunn propositions would be 1n order. Empxrieiﬁts'

'V?toften react vzolently to the suggestlon that oneuhould

leen ‘the precedlng ana1y515 it is not surprlslng
I N R4
for Kant to- clalm that —

..+ the concept of d cause is nothing but ‘a synthesis (of
that whith follows in the time-series, with other appear-
_‘ances) aecording to concepts, and without such unity, -~ o -
which has its aq priori’'rule, and which subjects the ap-

pearances to itself no thorough-going, universal;, and
‘therefore necessary, unity of consciousness would be ‘met -
with in the manifold ‘of" perceptions 56 S

The concept of a cause, is a unlversal rule which

'1s necessary for consclousness of an event. It 1s 1ncum- 3
s bent upon a Kantlan to show that this rule 1s necessary

'”_for COnsclousness of the objectlve. And 1f 1t has 1ndeed .

- \

'ousness of the Obje¢tlve is‘a nec— ;["

e N

Perhaps at thlS tlme a word 1n defence of synthe_f_;ﬁ

3

:h_,serlously consxdex the pos51b111ty of such propositlons.

A”fs!f{Thelr possxbil;ty,ythey believe1 could only be,consideredffﬁfffh

- ffby one’ 1gnorant of fundamental logical dlSt1n°tl°nf
:'}dlStlnCtlon betWeen the a pmori and the a pastk :
}11‘between the analytic and the synthetic,"

c-i?Kant's statement of the concept of causality;we may seeﬁge
T :v,”. R A

| °'{by Norman Kemp Smlth (New‘York.; St ‘Martln s, Press, 19

“the

ﬂIf weiiooknat

e

56Immanuel Kant, Critique Of Pure Reason, trans."

TEP e

139,
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some justification for regarding thetzfincipleof Causal- .

| ity as synthetic~&gn¢orifand not‘cOn"ngent.f Firstly,'if"

'the princ1ple 1s necessary for experience lt cannot be de--"

f rived from experience. Since 1t says something about the
form of the emplrical world, and the empirical world acts .
&uncommonly 11ke a causal world, it cannot be merely a

1
truth/of logic or an arbitrary definitlon. Its status

"~‘seems to be neither solely aznnorz ‘nor synthetic but

_possesses aspects of both.;,»;.x

» Wlth some oﬁ the prellminaries out of the way per_wjfls

jhaps we can now enter into a fuller discu931on of Kan;'

';”'Se°°nd Anal°qy'; At the beglnnlng of the Analogies [in A] o

cwe. are told - f‘-;fgf-i Lﬁ“a';;ijfp,'ﬁvq[”;]i” :
”The general principle of the analogies is~~ All appearances

. are, as regards their’ existence,‘subject a priori to: IUIQQ{F "'_ffifQ
determining their relation to one another in one time.57.u.~‘:“~~“-‘”r

- (.:_ : ‘ ,:’ e

And later 1n the Analogies -f;?f

'fthree modes of time are. duratzon, auccesemon, and ao-z;- e
jitenoe.. There will, therefore, be:three rules of all
rations of ‘appearances in time,and these rules will .

B prior to-all experience, and indeed make ‘it- poesible._'

Py means of these rules the. existence of every. appearance

,can be determined in respect of the unity of all tima.58

th:Analogy,'we are dealing w1th a rule necessary fpr fxiﬂ"

Ibid., p, 20¥'\*?tpiffr:Q;inﬂ;lm3;7"

saIbld., p.,209.{-» |

The Second Analogy is the analo@y which deals withifg”h

_ession 1n tlme.i Therefore it appears that 1n the Sec-g;f;f
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'determining the temporal succeSSion of appearances.

Rthes

>

Strawson has dharged Kant With committing a non—

>

‘sequitur in.the Second Analogy._ Kant argues that in the
perception of an event, an obJective happening, the orderj

of our perceptions is determined or irreverSible.‘ we see

a ship upstream and=later downstream; in~this case the"'
‘order of our perceptions is bound down, is irreverSible. o
Whereas, in the case of Kant s notorious house, we may |
”'either perceive lt from the top to: the bottom or. from the]tn""

:xbottom tb the top.: In this case the order of our percep-_7t

'ttions ls rever51b1e. In the first example, the perception

d*_jof the change A—B is necessary, insofar as A must be per-ﬁ”"

fceived before B This 1s a conceptual neceSSity Kant,__d;fn
4i@however, concludes that the sequence lS cauSally neceSSi-'{>}'
"tated Strawson argues that Kant's argument is based on
A‘ta shift 1n meaning of necess;ty - from a conceptual nec-.
'1ie351ty to the notion of causal necessrty Kant s error_d**i

.;results from bellevz_ng that _,‘v - 4/

- to conceive this order of perceptions as necessary is _'
""equivalent to- conceiving the transition or change from A
~ to B.as ctself necessary, as . falling, that is to say. N
-under a rule or law of causal: determinationy L, oo oo ST
S ‘the necessity invoked -in the.conclusion of. the L
S argument 1s: not\h'conceptual necessity at all; it {s the '~ e
. causal cessi y of the change occurring, given some ante-;f'” :
- _,vjcedent state of affairs.- It is a very curious contortion -
"~ indeed whereby. a conceptual necessity ‘based -on’ the fact f
"+ of a'chan e is - equated with the causal necessity of that
,}w,very ch g 59; ‘ S I L

- 59P F Strawson, The‘aounds Of Sense (London-‘ f}fff“fffffff
Mathuen & CO. Ltde' 1968)’ pc 15@.41f§3,”‘”” ; - 'N,“R
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Strawson descrlbes thlS alleged argument of Kant s
-as a "... non sequzmufbf numblng grossness. n60 |

. In the follow1ng°sectlon I Wlll argue that thlS
alleged non—sequltur is non~exlstent. A reconstruet;on |
and 1nterpretatlon of Kant's argument in the Second Anal—d '
ogy will be undertaken, 1n .an attempt to- demonstrate that‘
the non-sequltur charge is not Justlfled. I Wlll argue,
however, that what the: Second Analogy proves 1s that ‘the ¥
pr1nc1ple of causallty 1s tled to . tlme determlnatlon,b

. namely determlnlng the order of objectlve succe351on, and -

PO o
Alf the prlnclple 1s necessary for determlnlnc objectlve B

i

. time. it. follows that it is necessary For consc1ousness in.

.-lgeneral o o El‘\a




v
Like the-majority of Kant's claims; the thesis‘of
.the Second Analogy is much more modest than usually sup-
posed." At no tlme does Kant argue that the laws of 501ence _
.can themselves be dec1ded a;nnort or that the laws,.onCe.»'
dlscovered, are unalterable and hence, in thls sense, nec-
essary. he laws of nature are a purely empirlcal goncern
" since the objects which we are deallng;with are sensible
objects. One can.seebhow this problem arises thouéh . If
the Princlple of Causallty is synthetic a[nnort and Lf it'
finds applicatlon 1n the empirlcal world, then when we‘ ".i’ .
judge WO entrties to be c;ﬁsally\related it appears that' «‘E_E
we are alsogudqlngthem to possess a necessary causal re-
lation to one another.' However it is not Kant s the51s
that,if A § B-are causally related‘this relationvis a .
necessary causal relation hut that if’A &:é are evente
they must be causally related to something. FOr example,
if a’ person s death is an objective happening there must -
be some’ causal explanation for their death but the occur-;»'
.rence of the cause in the future dOeS not necessarlly meanhf;
that another person w1ll dle.t If a pérsog§died from a
fheart attack we are not warranted in concluding that if
.anyone experiences{a heart attack in the future then nec-."
essarily that person w111 die. The only conclusion which ;1th]f
i'1s warranted and which I propose to defend 1s that 1f a

b

Pedson s death is an event in our publlc, ob]ective, w°rldff
S R W o

A 4



‘then thatvperson's death has a_causal explanatiOn, i.e. |
.has some cause..‘ B | |
FlrSt of all, a rough characterlzatlon of the

Kantian method’ of argumentatlon Qay be in order;‘ Trans- o

V)

.cendental arguments,‘as they are sometlmes referred to,. "v-

begin by asklng what is true of our, conceptual scheme and v
vproceed by asklng what must be- true, iLe. necessary 1n
"order for us to possess the scheme whlch we 1n fact
Apossess,.and therefore what must necessarlly hold of this
scheme np order for us to draw the dlstlnctlons whlch we-
;1n fact draw. We mlght begln by observrngothat’we do drawa o

A
a dlStlnCtlon between:. ‘the’ objectxve world and the subjec—

-5

'tlve world between the world of 1llu510ns and dreams,,andif-

‘the world governed by the laws of nature. Furthermore, we

\

‘draw a dlstlnctlon between objectlve tlme, e.g. clock

_\\lme, and subjectlve tlme. We say, for example, that the : & yi

lecture seemed to drag on- for ages although 1t really

',lasted one and one—half hours. For all persons attending L

. day is one anf‘one half hours, although one person may |
feel: that 1t dragged on for ages while another may feel .;;f~
‘.athat tlme flew Whlle she attended the 1ecture. B o

‘?.'

It 1s characterlstlc of Kant and many of his fol—-

'~flowers that they do not questlon the valldlty of the dis— .“QAJ

-tlnctlons we . make. It has been argued by hls opponents
that Objectlve tlme is a construct out of subjective time ;QT°'

bjand that, therefore, subjectxve tlme is basic.and objective

vl e
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L

time not-a necessary condltlon Ior Conbb¢uu

Strawson‘
has descrlbed such phllosophers as rev1s1onary metaphys-

f
icians and those of a Kantian bent as. descrlptive metaphys—"

1c1ans.6-l However, 1n order to defend a conceptual scheme -
it is not sufflclent merely to descrlbe 1t It is,/I feel,di'
incumbent upon those who regard themselves as descriptlve,
‘metaphy51c1ans to argue for the Valldlty of the dlstlnc- '
tlons 1nherent 1n our conceptual scheme. If one 1s golng
o argue for necessary categorles on the bas1s of those
Adlstlnctrons, then 1f one s dlstlnctlons are/of quest10n~ .
'-~ab1e valrdlty the certalnty of the categorles deduced fromrf ,f”t
_them w111 never be free from susplcion.i Taklng this 1nto }h'
A'con31derat10n I would llke to proceed by arguing for the
'valldldty of. the'dlstlnctlon between obgectlve and subjec-:5;-37
r‘-tlve tlme.{ That ls, the the51s at hand 1s that subjectlve_}h~
r*—*——t&me—;s.only possible and explrcable in reference to ob--'n'f“
"Jectlve trme, and therefore objectrve tlme cannot be conch"'
B struoted from subjectlve tlme.;fc" f | . | :
- - An objectlve world however, goes hand—in-hand.litﬁffgidi
'Wlth objectlve tlme.; It mahes no sense to talk of an ob—f;f;;jt
~.Ject1ve world which is necessarily only accesslble to me,;ehh;'
* + fon the reason that events do not occur in anyone's time'”;rgif;s
'”?f”ex::;%imy own. There 1s no publlc background against |

Wthh events occur, so one person cannot ask- another when'j'"

61P F. Strawson, Ind1v1duals (LondOn-: Methuen?&tigd :
_'-co. Ltd., 1969), pp. 9-1077 oncons,; JeEmeR T

/
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a specific event occurred All we are ih possession of, v
yon this thesrs, are our own private experiences. We might‘
:hnumber our experiences but’ another person cannot compre-f?‘
hend this system Since he: is, by definition, excluded from
dsharing this temporal system., It is only if these persons‘t

,,are ln‘90886551 n of a public or common temporal system
\‘-»i

'Jective happenings which do not occur at a specific time
kregardless of the time of their apprehenSion are not ©Ob-. .
*~3ective Since they Would actually occur at different timesr ff"
It makes no sense, either, to say that something occurred
but was not apprehended, since only if it is apprehended,
.‘ibecomes a numo.' of a subJective series, does it acquirevf;".
o ytemporal properties. However, to term a happening objec--f”
'_'tivewhosetemporal existence is dependent on its apprehen—hlﬁ
.‘rysion is merely to play w1th words. h'. p.' | _‘} y\» B
| : We have seen, then, that objective happenings’must R
=£:possess temporal properties in independence of the ordervcf
r{;of their apprehension if we are to speak meaningfully of
#‘an objective world.' That is they must possess an order
- {a;of their own.. An objective world appears to be inseperable
Y” ?3 from an ébjective temporal order.l And Since consciousness

‘“vof the objective is a necessary condition for conscious-"‘
'>4ness of»thT vvvvv subjective, COHSClouanSS of an objective temp-f":
‘ “f-,oral order is, a ﬁndnorh also a necessary condition for f7f57” :

conSCiousness of sub;ective time.‘ f}
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' Subjective trme can: only be explicated against a
temporal system which is objective.. It is empty to talk

of 1ectures dragging on for ages or seeming to last only

minutes, unless we know what it 1s for something to last

~an age or a- minute. It is only by reference to objective

R \._,———»——n—— —

. . /q e,
eitlme“fhaﬁ'oﬁe understands subjective time._ Similarily,it

-

i::*isxonly*by reference to an objectlve world that we can

N

3comprehend what 1t 1s for a person to retreat into a world; 5:;5
B of fantasy., It only makes sense to speak of 1lluSions
' agalnst a background Wthh is non-illusory. _‘ifﬂ}f,f*if*ftrff}:

There 1s a- feature of obgective time which 1s a

*concomitant of its being objective, that 1s, it is a uni-»"" |

| ttary s; stem.k .

A unitary time—system is one- in which all temporal ascrip- -
- tions ~.all: dates- and durations - are. directly relatabla"‘ »
it makes sense inside such a‘system to ask of eVery sup- -
~ posed- happening whether it preceded -followed .or was sim-
' .;.'ultaneous with anything else which is taken to happen.62

o

A temporal system Whlch was- not -a. unitary _
,fswould never completely fulfill the requlrements of being :%i;f;

-hfobjective- For,'in such a system 1t 1s possible for

'*'levents to occur which neither precede, fOllOW or~pccur
'it;s1multaneously wrth other events.i That is, they occur

";’but Possess no tempOral POSltlon in regard to other *5figf?5fﬁ

TN W H. Walsh ‘"Kant On The Perceptlon of Time" : :
-._1n Theopirst Critiaue, edited by Terence Penelhum and’ J ;QQ*'“
SJy MacIntosh T“elmonf, California'> w sworth Publishing 5‘;;53}

--------



' T-h,lt 1s impossible to establish the existence of a causal

= | laws.A In answer to the questlon whlch happening precededz

. events whlch have occurred, are occurrlng and will occur ;-h,_

- In thls system we are notgallowed to ask for example,

"‘was and what w1ll occur? Perhaps we should conclude that

;‘zcould not order two events,

T,stove and the heat being turned on, on the basis offcausal::

'_ d1d either.% But a world in which Zhere r 'no mean

e b e ” . .

..‘A‘

events. Indeed, 1n such a system it would appear that all ,Lsg

possess no temporal propertles wrth respect to each other.phfh

2S

'Qwhether the Great Depre351onk preceded the Second World
.War.ﬁ But, we may ask, 1n such a temporal system 1s there IE;:“

o fla present where the present is dlstlnguishable from what

thereols no tlme if a temporal system 1s & system where we:fjbf

- may ask 1f X occurred before, srmultaneously wrth or a%ter G

. '-i \ L (.: , S _,‘ SR R ‘_ e v
L, = B LS . o . E ",.

In a temporal system which was not a unitary sys-]hﬁ'ﬁ*

ﬂtem, 1f that 1s p0581b1e, some of our means of verifying

A

f“athe occurrence of events would not be at our disposalozgrfﬁf;f}

“agffFlrstly, the verlfmcatron of an order of happenings vis &

]

"ff v1s causal laws would be 1mp0351b1e, lndeed causal laws

l

would themselves be 1mpossrble. For, 1f nothing ever pre-vfhff;

| ffcedes, follows or occurs slmultaneously with another event L

v;" A

: 'w?f'law by reference to a constant conjunction of two variablesirféj

”lvftln the past (to borrow Hume s descrlption) Therefore, we,;?'

“’Ejthe water boiling on the ;fliﬁd




'which there is. no objective time..lﬁf' "!:since objec- ,f-'

'f.'tive time is. a necessary qpndition for consciIusness of

e,

f.subjective time and further Since we. are, in fa cor
J"Lsc1ous of the subjective 1t‘Yollows that we must be in

h:fpossessron of a-unitary objectg$e temporal systemt

It has been argued, then, that an objective uni-”«4;7

'~rvtary temporal system is a necessary condition forlcon-‘igi;ff

‘f"wisc1ousness.5 ThlS may not appear to be of elgnificant im—ﬂt"
'pOrtance to the status of the Principle of Causality whichff

[tls,‘after all, the 1ssue at hana.l However as has been 'i}f“e

‘?fepreVLQusly stated,rthe question of determining temporal
‘"*lrelatrons among objective happenings and the status oé theiji
-efPrinclple of Causality are not wholly divorced by Kant-,,v;“

1<ffi At the beglnning of the Analogies Kant informs us’ that

f“ﬂc'The general principle of the analogies is.‘}All appearancee ;?“%2:::;
.~ = are, as regards their existence, subject a prtori to rules-. -
-r,idetermining their relation to one. another 1n one. time.5

And later he states that -

L v,f Since time however, cannot itself be perceived;*the de-
e _'termination of 'the existence of objects in time can-take
Pl ace .only through their relatibn in- tima 1n general and
‘therefore only through cOncepts that connect ‘them g préori
.:fince these: always:carry, necessity ‘with: them. it follgyﬂu
vgthat experience is onily possible through a: represenzaﬁiou
_of necessary connection of perceptions.64

',63Immanue1 Kant,!Critique of Pure Reason’. . trgns

' by Norman Kemp Smith (New “York:  -§ :;%ig,j,c.ﬁ.reﬁﬁ l955)1'°
p 208. o L T e .

6“:rb1a. . 'p. 209,
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And srnce there are three modes of tlme, Kant con-;p

L}

'cludes that there w1ll be three rules determlnlng the

ex1stence of every appearance Ve ln respect of the unity-f~x

S Of all tlme "65 . : . . @ .

Later in. the Second Analogy e are told -“;ﬂﬁ?fﬁfrrf*

-1If then, it is a necessary law of our sensibility, and,y_
therefore - fbrmaZ condztzon of all’ perceptions, that =~
' ;‘the preceding time. necessarily determines ‘the succeed-‘f‘j‘ o
- ing.(sincé I cannot advance to the succeeding 'time save - .
"I through the: preceding), it is also an’ indispensihle lav 00
" of empiricadl representatton of the time-series that-the . '~ = -
.- .appearances of past- t ne determine all existences in- the-wi*‘i,'v.
"succeeding time, and| ‘that- these latter, as events, can. oo e
~ take place only in so far as the appearances of past =~ .~
- time determine . thngk existence in _time, ‘that is, deter-;' KR
" 'mine them according to-a rule. For only in appearanaesx;"*”"
. can we amptrtcaZZy agprehend this conttnuzty in tha RS
‘ ;connectcon of ttmes e . L ,l a;'"

Thls argument for the aznnort status of the Princ~_[d

‘”4j1ple of Causallty lS regarded by most CrlthS as unfortun—lg”

"'*fate, to say the leastl. Kant has been crrtrcized on the

ﬁali7grounds that ln thls argument he transfers the propertie3§g;7

'1Hof tlme to the appearances, appearances becoming exemplars¢pr

i.fOf mOments of tlme._ He 13 crltlczzed for claiming ehatﬁf;']

*T:Eftlme is composed of 1nd1v1sible npments and hence that
” i?;temporal order. Thls leads to a spatialization ofvtime

"'{¥i° clock 1s located. ,_ﬁpffatvh

\

'4[moments are what they are 1n virtue of their‘place inzwhe'“f”'

Th:fand therefore allows one to ask, for example)fff~

Ibld., p. 209

‘

661b1d., p. 225.% ;;énefjﬁfx?péilprwltef
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- o . ; }‘- | ;vydETU';agi}ff, ;l,"1-44t}'
Kemp Smith correctly observes that this fourth |
proof dlffers from all remaining arguments for the “3”10”‘,td
status of the Principle of Causallty. However,_thrs proofipt
when 1ntegrated With ‘he remainder of the Second Analogy ”

and w1th the Analogies as a whole mrght not be the faux (”

pas that th@ critics usually suppose lt to be.; Kemp Smithffg
|- o

&
R .

correctly observes that .f;ffi?}stig,jgi;,.;

I .}.,despite the artificaL character of the standpoint, the ,'

U argument. serves . to’ bring prominently forward t's central-,

~" thesis, viz. ' that the principle of causality is yresupposed A

-~ din all: consciousness of ‘time; even of the subjectivity suc—.];"”
*_cessive Also by emphasizing that time in and- by itself : ey

‘can never be ! an object of perception,' and that the relat-. o
ing'of appearances to. 'absolute time is possible’ only

'~f'“through the: determining of tHem in their relations. to one

successron and therefore of time.. For, i;'tt,y

""Critique Of -Pure. Reason" (New YoﬁEf'”;EQ_;

. another; it supplies the data for correction of. ics own x;}f":*
7-starting—point.6 SN L g e D D

In the followrng pages I wrll attempt a reconstruc-;;?

e

thn of the fourth argument in order to demonstrate that

thls argument does, 1n fact, support Kant's "central

thesrs.?} It w111 be argued that the Principle of Causal-fs;”

1ty is,a necessary condltion for consciousness\of temporalf*ff

: is the‘ :
fbrm of inner sense, that rs of consciousneih, then lf}thefiff
employment of the Prlnclple of Causality is necessary fo |
conSC1ousness of time 1t 1s¢zjbrtunn a nece sary conditiog‘iﬁf

for consciousness in general.:;,;

67Norman Kemp Smith A Commentar: Tor Kant'}

1962), pp. 373’3



;7T{lfuture and Ehe present’had no place.; In short, We cannot

rtffpmust have at our diSPOSal some means °f representin the‘
‘*vffftemporal order. Kant s answer 18 that it iS the Priﬂc*ff

ff:flples of, the three Analogles whlchjafeithe requisite“p‘:n-

L . Lo

'h Flrst of all we should observe that our consc1ous-f.'
ness 1s temporal It mlght however, be supposed that
"1consc1ousness need not be temporal but could be of the

_ . g
~non-temporal varlety.: But what 1s usually 1nVo1ved 1n

v

%talklng: f0r example,‘of God's conSC1ousness belng non-'tﬂ:'
5utempora19 \It is, not, I §Gbm1t, 1mp11ed by such talk that
ito G°d Femg°rﬁl concepts 9055959 1lterally no meanlng._r,”"f“
-f;fWhat 1s usually meant 1s that to God everythlng 1s known.
Lp}at once there 1s no development of hls knowledge,; He ,,“

'A*knows atonce all true prop051tlons.v we, howeVer, cannot

'zconcelve of a world 1n whlch the cdncepts of the past, the

"w}concelve of a world 1n whlch there was no temporal system.
P __We cannot, in respect of appearances in general, remove R

"~ time itself; ‘though we can quite well. ‘think - time as void TN

. of:appearances. . Time s, therefore given a przort., In '
.~ . it alone-is’ actuality of: appearances possible at all.’ _;, e
'z"Appearances may, one-and all, vanish; but time. (as the

. 'universal condition of. thei‘ossibility) cant'i'ot itserf
‘“‘beremoved68 R S

f However, sxnce tlme 1tse1f cannot be perceived and

7551nce tlme 1s the form of 1nner sense or con_clousness, We }}7

[

L c1ples In the case under conslderatlon itfzs the'GA

68Immanue1 Kant, Crlthue Of Pure Reason' trans

”7by Norman Kemp Smlth (Newaork~~ St “Martln 8. Press, R
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L prlnclple of the Second Analogy, Hhe Prrncrpie of Causal—,

’-1ty, whrch makes possrble the representatlon of objeotive 3
'fsucce351on.' e | | | S |
The Prlnerple of Causallty 1s the prrnciple we ?‘VT;E
must employ in any actrvrty of eStabllShlng the objective e
order of successrve events._ However, as Kant lS contrn-fJ
L ually remlndlng us, ftrme 1tself cannot be percelved.

~ni”Events do not come w1th therr dates stamped on them. :Tne?ff”

‘-j-‘temporal posxtlon or date ofwan event 1s not a perceptible

;”-VVF?of tlme s1nce moments a%e themsel

.”feature of rt, and nelther can' d‘maa h”events to moments

ves not perceptible.ﬁj ,;fV*
‘an event 8 date is'a Tﬁgical construct out of" its temp— T
“oral relations with other events. One can ‘no more recall
_';an event's date’ by recalling what it was “like than one: can
.7 Tecall what forebears and progeny a man had by recalling T
. what he was 1like. It follows»that we ‘cannot establish. the uT‘*V"~F'
;_'temporal order of. past events by recalling their dates and
."" ordering them upon ‘that’ baeis'vrather ve must establish
: 7mbeir order, and then date them.?9 :
The clause ”rather we must establ;sh the'r order ~

*5“a29 then date them" 1§ the key to Kant's argumen,..-

‘“;}prevrously been stated, dates of events are not perceptlble

,_j;ﬁffeatures, and hence there 1s nothlng in the order:in which B

'ﬂf:{*events are épprehended whlch guarantees that:the order'of

‘i "“mfrbconnect ghgse*two states in two says,

i \

3.'&apprehensron 1s the order of thelr objecthe occurrencef*

"I perceiVe that appearances follow one another, that 1s,u
_ .that there is a-state .of things ‘at, one time ths opposit
.. of which was in’ the pteceding time.v Thus I'am"really co
SRR necting two- perceptions ‘An ‘time: vk But imaginatiou can

g0 that either ‘th

e 69Jonathan Bennett, Kant 5 Analytic:{Cambridger
: Unlver31ty Press, 1966), p. 226 e
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- one or the other precedes in time, For time cannot be per-
ceived in itself, and what precedes and what followe cannot, .
therefore, by relation to it, be empirically determined. in

- thé object. I am conscious only ‘that my imagination sets |
ﬁ».-,one state before and the: other after, not that the one
recedes the. other in the objéct. - In other words,
”:ttve reZatzon of" appearances that follow upon
- not to be determined through mere . perception
gat this relation ‘be *known as determined ‘the
jetween ‘the two states must be so.thought. that
' determined as necessary which of them nust -ba -
,efOre, -and which of. them after, and that they can-.?‘ S
u;-laced in the reverse relation 70 Q{ e _,.,~"- , j;'gb.;ff

? This argument for the necesszty of the Principle

fsality has been termed by Bennett, Kant s ordering

ant.?} ObViously, this argument 1s concerned with

Jective ordering of events while calling our atten--f?g

1 to the problems inherent in thls ordering.; There rteﬁ’

&

f e features of a succeSSion which we appeal to if we

“ng bread and 1ater conscioue of seeing bread

ned and Wish to claim that the order{of apprehen—f?ﬁf

0

v SLOn:wdS the order of occurrence I must be able to appeal

SA

to other conSiderations since “15 an eventAS‘date is notf

':ﬂ perceptlble it is nbt recollectable eithe};¥;riﬁ.;¢_

L 70Immanuel Kant, Critique Of Pure Reason,‘ trans.,,“rg
;.by Norman Kemp Smith (New York St. Martin s*Press, 1965) .
. pp 218 219'*7?;~1. v , y o

-;,%' L ‘Jonathénwséhneﬁ ,;Kantls;Anal" f“’*’
- UhiverSL‘y.Press, 1966), p.,ZZ?rjv*“;uﬁi,f‘
e, s,
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be able to remember, for example ‘— that the clock read

N

'_eleven o clock thatdit was Stlll mornlng, that it takes .~ff
approx1mate1y four hours to make bread and that 1t was

flate afternoon when T returned and saw that the bread-mak-‘

lng Qad been completed. To date the order of occurrencé T

‘*m

‘fof thettwo events one must be able to refer or have re—"

<%

>,course to other obaective con51derations ox facts. It is ,q_j

--by taking 1nto conSideration these facts concerning the

3

o objective world that we may establish or verify the order

~in which these events occurred._;;_'”'

73

Hf However, it may be obgected that on this account

we have not established that objective happenings are { fj(f"”

“‘facausally determined.‘ It lS sufficient that we can appeal

"to objective con51derat10ns over and above our perception
'm_‘of an event. To this 1t must be objected that the princ—171“7
. g S
*giple of causality 1s necessary not only for our establish- '“‘

; inng the order of events but also for establishing the

"*lTﬂoccurrence of evenun of objective happenings._ijifﬁjv"'

.H:ti For example -‘lt might be argued that we can well

\ . 9

“',1magine an objective but non-caqsal w0rld In other words,‘-g:

‘dff;fthough it’ may be true that objective time is a necessarY

”“fcondition for consciousnessu this d°eg demonstrate that

Aran objective world is not n‘eessarily a causal worldg,ti-r,

- 537events occurring 1n objective time are causally related, ,;ffff
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‘and 1t certalnly does not prove that they muﬂ:be 0 re-

lated However, lf lt can be shown that it is only by em—'

.oloylng the causal prlnclple that we are able to establish

<

Ml rather we must establlsh thelr order and thed date

"'objectlve successron then we may conclude that an objec~_

O - \
tlve world 1s of nece931ty a causal world

It has been sard before that Bennett s phrase E

'them 7% is the key to Kant s argument.. The problem 1s how_;‘

we are able to establ;sh events, 1 e. publrc objectlve ‘-7-jf

]happenlngs., We are unable to s1mply percelve events since,@

'flrstly, tlme is not percelvable and secondly, events do

;gucce551on

“

“:,tthe order of occurrence and the order in whlch @he occur- :

not come w1th thelr dates engraved upon them.. But rn the

"apprehen lon of an. event the successlon is ‘a necessary

;:v hat the order lS the same for all who per-"'

}icelve rt. However, one does not Just percelve a necessaryv';

;?nsuccess1on.v For example, lt may be the case that due to ]fh
L speclal c1rcum$tances the succéislon may be pez-cemqad in" .

iﬂfthe order B-A when actually the eventcmmamedin the order iﬁf

"'v-_'_"A.-B.;~ What then allows us to draw a dlstinctlon between

”"Jhrence was percerved or entered consciousness? Kant'

5iranswer to the questron just raisej is, of course, that a J?

vl_‘sequence A—B is objectlve rf the events are connected in -

ﬂ..

accordance wrth a rule, the rule\ff nEcessary succeSsion

ot

- '-'}','.7}41:}3__'1'.&‘.. )P 226 Lo
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In order to get a grlp on thrs problem I would
like to return to a discussion of ob3ect1v1ty. Ve find

- in the Critique’ Of Pure. Reason that Kant turnSIfrom d184
)
cussrng the nature of an object to explorlng the charac—:
¢ l
terlstlcs of obJect1v1ty. Representatlons lead -a-double

lcfe, as objects of consc1ousness or alternatlvely, as

representations of objects. But in" what manner, Kant asks,
can- obgmnw exlst in a world of mere appearance.

What, then am I to. ungerstand by the . question° how the
manifold may. be connected in the appearance itself which
yet is nothing in itself?75: . _ -

Two characterlstlcs of knowledge are unlversallty

-and neceSSLty. For example, 1f one knows that 'All S'

are P's' then one cannot change that fact by s;mply tear—

ing it up and re—wrltlng 1t to sult one S fancy. In order
. to correctly represent the state of affalrs one S Judgment
' must conform to 1t. The obJect forces or coerces one s e
mind- to connect S and P 1n a deflnlte manner, 1f one 1s to -
‘hcorrectly represent, in a judgment, a certaln state of |

aiaffalrs..

(V ces @ proposition is. true- preciaely if ic connects in judg—’ o
. ment what is connected in the object. Now, 1if the object
cannot be a distinct entity from the representations of it,
and if at the isame time it must serve as the grOund for
" thedir objective connection ethen the object must be. simply
..a speczal way of organzztng the representations. ... :
: . Our probZenn then, i8 not to find some entity om
v whzch we ean’ pzn the: ZabeZ 'obaect r but rather to find

o 75Im.manuel Kant Crlthue Of Pure ﬁeasOn, trans.m_
by Norman Kemp Smith (New York ' St Marfinr'"Press,{~f_
1965), P 220 B BERETL L
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some order of the manszld whtch ig d%ffbrent Sfrom the

“order of subjective. consciousness and has the requtszte : \\\;
marks of objectivity.76 . v . [ Ny
| Before dlSCUSSlng this further I would like to “&\

take the liberty of quoting from Kant at length._

The principle of the analogies 1s: Experience is possible :
only through the representation of a necessary connection '
of perceptions ‘

Experience is .an empirical knowledge, that is, a knowledge o
* which determines an object ‘through perceptions, It is a o

synthesis of perceptions, not contained in’ perception but ¢ ‘
+itgelf containing in one- consciousness the synthetic unity

of the manifold of perceptions.... -In experience,78 how-

ever, perceptions ¢ome together only in accidental order,

so that.no necessity determining’9 their connection is of

can be revealed in the perceptions themselves 80 - -

" . . ' K

However,.

‘e since experience is a. knowledge of objects through

perceptions; the relation [involved) 4in the existence of

the manifold has to be: regresented in experience, not. as-.
- it comes to be construed8 in time but as it exists ob-
,'jectively in time.82 ST '

_ 76 Robert Paul Wolff Kant's Theory Of Mental Activ-:~~
: lt% (Cambridge, Massachu?etts- ‘Harvard University Press,

’ 77Immanuel Kant, Critique Of Pure Reason,, ‘trans,
by Norman Kemp Smith (qew York: S'} Martin 5 Press, l&ﬁSli_i_i
208 . ' o ‘ :

78Read'intﬁitioniorQconSciousness..f o
. ' 79Readaﬁnecessity~determining"'es objective judg-'
' ment.; AP _]_' . j:'l”lg_ _]‘f ! ,v" _"i; S e
SR 80Immanuel Kant, Critique Of  Pure Reason, trans..f”f'
S by Norman Kemp Smith (New YorE~ St. Martin s P_ess, 1965),wm

. P 208 209. .

By fj_: 81Read as it is apprehended.,:.‘gyi“ptffgiit~‘"J"f"
82Immanuel Kant, Critique Of Pure Reason trans.’ij

o by Norman Kemp Smith (New YOrK' §t. MartinrsTess, 1965)', L

‘5 . o .
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In other words, experience of objective succession
is only poss1ble by employing the Principle of Causality.
And since conscxousness of the objectively successive is a f
'«_necessary condition for consc;ousness of the subjectively
-suecess1ve, therefore the Princ1ple of Causality lS a -
"fbrMorm, a necessary condition for conSCiousness of suc~.‘
- ce551on in general. However, thlS is merely the short
answer so. let us delve nto this matter 1n more detail.
. ; First of all, wl began by n8t101ng the shift in
; talking of objects to that of object1v1ty. Since~we areh*
‘consc1ous only of our representations we must draw the
'subjective—objective distinction w1th1n those representa-'"'
tions Thus theiobgect becomes a spec1al way of organiz—:';:'i
- 1ng the manlfold as- apprehended Therefore, We are ifu"
’searching for modes of organizing the manifold that will_/;}f'
,j".'enable us to distinguish representations of ob,yecta asg. '
‘opposed to representations qua mental contentsb 'tlfijfw;‘§7
___________________________________ §§W9f§?f.t° correctly represent the manifold we ff'“‘
-._or rules. Experience of objectlve happenlngs, events, iSifad
”,.only pOSSlble 1f we submit our apprehension of the mahi-'iﬁf?f-
i fold under the rule of the Principle of Causality.p ljfﬂ‘ffinf
s, appearance, dn contradistinction to the representatieu 2 1”1:"”°
‘jof apprehension, can be’ represented as’ an object distinct'-]'“' ST
from them only if it. stands under a rule which’ distinguidhel T

”';“it from every other apprehension and necessitates
ijarticular mode of connection of the manifold.i Thenabﬂect
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' 1s that in the appearance which contains the condition of":'- f$_* :
“this necessary rule of apprehension.83 - _' v o

Slnce the,order of the subjective series is the -
order 1n whlch the sequence entered conscxousness, or

was experlenced wnaare not forced to adjust to 1t How—.j

- ever, thls is not ‘the case Wlth regard to the obJective

'serles Thls is. the serles Whlch possesses an order 1n
‘1ndependence of. the order of apprehen31on. Although one

person may percelve it in the order A~B and another per— _
.

o son 1n the order B-A, due to. lighting condltions, perspec-j

tlve, reflectlon of llght etc., the ohJectlve order is~
91ther A—B or B-A and- not both There 1s muzorder of con-ff.
nectlon 1n the objective series.' If we are to have ex-,»

perlence (emp1r1cal knowledge of an ObJECt) we must see .

'
{0

the se&uence as,‘alllng under a rule of necessary connec-fjf{

?tlon,‘; e we. mus see the sequence as determinlng 1tself.

:Only 1n so dorn' can we be in posse551on of an object

t

"M.Whlch coerces our mlnd to Judge its order in one particu--fﬁ"'

ei.,ilar fashlon. If we fall to do so we will have not met the_ftg”

.;;!ﬁffallen by the wayside.

requlrements of ObJect1v1tY (universality and necesaj_f“

"f_ftherefore obJect1v1ty, and emplrical knewledge willﬁh
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elther sequence as th objective sequence. However, in

the’ perception of an event A-B we cannot reverse the o
.A'

”j'order. We are forced to regard or conceive the order as’
AR

'1tself necessary, as possesseng an order 1n 1ndependence
- of how we may have perceived 1t. Both Norman Kemp Smith“‘
‘and Robert Paul Wolff have stated this pOint su001nctlyv“'

«+s the mind is compelled to view the order of succession, 13:
~in terms of the category of causality, as necessitated
and therefore as’ objective, .The order is a necessary.’
" order not’ in the ‘senge that A must always precede B, that
- A 1is the- csuse of B, ‘but that the order, 1if we are .to- SRR
"'apprehend it correctly, must in: this particular case be N
~ conceived as necessary. ' .The" succession, that. is, need R o
.- .not be conceived ag & causal- one, .but in ‘order to be con-
“ “ceived as- objective succession it must: be conceived -as
rendered necessary by connections that are causal.84

.. _The real- point of the argument_... is not that ve' must I
perceive’ B pfter A, but that.we must represent or think . = -
B after A, Objectivity is-a characteristic of cognitien, . .
’,not of apprehension. It {s therefore expressed in Judg- ”hfjﬁ
“ments which- assert a connection of representations, How- .
.ever the representations enter- consciousness, they must Lo
be thought in the order AB.85 svg,g ~;.“,- ;:.ijj 4.» TR

Y

' Let us. for aamoment con51der Hume._ As we saw in

8§ Hume denies that«there.exists eny nec-}}};

'iiiff 84Norman Kemp Smith,&‘fb

‘V'Y_-’p, 369-_".{‘: Rl



| | | -v..ss
f:repeatea!assooiations of two{objeotsfanceeding;and‘oon;,;:
tinguons toionE“anotner}» The‘mind,Vafterorepeateo assoc:
1at10ns of two objects, acqu1res a tendency to 1mmed1ate1y ;
thlnk of B when perce1v1ng A, a propen51ty so strong that '
it glves rlse to the 1dea of necesgary connectlon.fx' |
An event however, 1s not a succe551on of renreeui ﬁ
sentatlons (qua mental contents) _ To speak of ObJeCtS or
i eVents, as opposed to mental contents, commlts one to an |

objectlve world, and therefore object1v1ty.. An event, not

belng “;.. a. mere succ9551on of perceptlons«ln conSC1ous- }‘

\u

ness..."87 but ".ﬁ.,a happening e the sucoeSSLOn of one

88

state upon another 1n objectlve tlme" therefore involves

. obJectlve successlon.. And Since Objectivity ipvolves nec- !A?
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o ‘ v o
1lghtn1ng is succeeded by and is CQntlQUOUS to thunder, ‘

T howevef we do not conclude that 1lghtn1ng canees thunder.; ﬂ.i
| Rather, they are dlfferent aspects or effects of the same L
| vphenomena, an electrlcal dlscharge.‘f_c :bififgf”ff’i.f-;a»;t
Hume s next move lS to stralghtforWardly deny that:c

: ) o .-;
'we have any ratlonal ba51s for bellev1ng 1n ob)ects.gqvezen;;‘

e .,there is only ar single existence, which T shall call in-- L

3 -differently object or perceptwn .+ understanding by both AN
- -of, them what any" ‘common’ man means - by a hat, .or_shoe, or ‘gg,;r”.tgx;,
, stone, or. any other impression, convey d to him by his R
S senses - S R ) .

Optlng for thls posxtlon leaves unexplalned the

:”3,:dlst1nctlon drawn bétween object;ve and SUbJGCtlve succes*;ff

“1"°;31on.ﬂ Let us look agaln at the prevxous example regardingicf

'difff3213-216.

;%2?119htn1pg and thunder.; If We 1dentify ijects °f.p°r°ep'ui*f

:5f{tlon and our perceptions of”the ”we mnst”“oncludewthit

M'L~L A, Selby-Blégef(Oxforif’;m

”-de A. Selby-Bigge (c



'“fl’{causes to whlch ﬂ is causally connected.,;eff ij‘ybfif5ﬁjﬁg§f§

house succe531vely, but a5519n them to the<mmw t1me.{f«‘
. .Q objective co-existence 18 even more puzzling than objec-l | -
ive succession, for the latter at 1ea§t finds it exemplar C
“in- subjective c;onsciousnese.92 S CREHPSA o ,? w o
For a moment 1et us vxew thls problem‘from the per--5~;
: soectlve of the verlflcatlon ofenwnta.. That-is, how does
| one verlfy that one has experlenced the occurrence of an {tf°~5
,: event, as opposed to an 1llusion? | : b; " l
| . Usually,‘;hen we embark upon a course of action to.
\verlfy.the occurrence of an event we search for a cause or
causes which would explaln our experlenCe of 1t.: We norm- f"

ally Wlll ohly allow %hat B is ‘an objective happening if

‘we can flnd some evidenoe for the operation of a cause or;ffﬁ’”

A For example -~the majorlty of us annually exper-ﬁﬁtifg
;-1cnce that horrendous task of filing one 8 income tax, ni*;ff?:

Tﬁ;fbased on the somewhat obscure information released‘by the;iﬁ}vf

“:”5,;?Federal Government., Suppose tbatfyou_ha"’

"oxlncome tax formr Further_suppose-that‘io. have




' ‘happenlngs your frﬁgnd 1aughs and produces his magnet.'z

pins begin to move apparently of thelr own accord Your ,

:"flrst reactron would probably be to- thlnk that you must
e'be mentally exhausted to 1mag1ne 5“93 happenlngs.‘ Howeveq,ij_

as’ you begln to appear more and more distressed by theSe

TR

The upshot of thrs example lS, of course, that if o

- we. cannot drscover at 1east an apparent cause for our per—-ﬂf,

=\

"ceptlons our 1nit1al reactlon 1s to reject them out of

'hand as flgmentifof our 1magrnatlon. mbpt 1s, we reject

' ,the perceptlon asva perception of an objectrve happening

]occurring in 1ndependence of us..eon the other hand, when

”1;we are made aware of qpcause capable of producing this 3

OO

'ioccurrence we immediately regard our perceptioncas a per-'ﬁf'

:‘f,ception of an event. Alternatlvely, when a person holds

: uto the belref that x 1s an objectrve happﬁning when we

have searched for a cause or causes and found no indica_z]:wi

;f_dtion of the exlstence of any, we usually regard this per_nggf,

‘f V!lson as one who rejects rati@nality.A?

‘f”;extent to whlch the Principle of Causality is embedded'invui{

7:”fore the horse. Ratner, the cOnverse"of this pos—

”1_‘dtrue., In order to establash that an even has indee

:*'our conceptual scheme. };j}a;;f.gﬁ"’""'

Such examples do not

r}Prove concluslvely that all objective happenxngs possess o

‘TJ*f?one or more causes but they do bring to the surface?tne

A pnilosopher who believes that we firs oﬁ'..
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_ ~occurred ve must be able to connect it causally W§th an-?

-_other event.A That is, if. A-B 1s an event A & B must be

RN

,causally related or alternatlvely, the occurrence A—B /af

| causally related to another event or events.l'*7'“

In order to see a. happenlng as possessing an order ﬁf.

}:iof its: own we must see 1t causally nece881tated.; It is a
l.?mattEr of contlngency the manner 1n whlch the event is {3
: causally relatedlmxt,one thlng that is not a matter of con-ﬁ?‘
3t1ngency 1s that 1f the occurrence A—B ls an event 1t is '1it{
fcausally related 1n some fashmon to another event or isf’litlﬁ

: events. j'ﬂ*gf/:}j ;.ﬁ:cf’

~"7'we do not know that we are cognizing ev nts exeept when we i
" know. that eVents aze causally related: 14 ‘a way in which: sim— R
., ultaneous stites’ of affairs are. ot causally related 93 Sl

A

..“ .

T 93Lewrs Whlte Beck, "The‘Second Analogy/And The j“':ﬁ

;{G?Prlnclple Of Indeterminacy," in The. First Critique -ed.: by
- Terence Penelhum and J.J.. MacIntosh |
‘f_Wadsworth Publlshlng Co. Inc., 1969), p. 91.

1:.a.Vforniaz;lﬁfﬁ

:'.
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B 4 do ‘not intend to present and dlscuss all of the C
. |

: ¥
common objectlons ralsed agalnst Kant's analysis 1n the

Second Analogy In the precedlng pages we-have had occaéjj7if*

"1Q131on‘m3dlscuss objectlons ralsed agalnst Kant hoWEver atﬂ'"

]

] thlS poxnt perhaps a dlscus51on of some of the ObjectionSf;fih

"'_ralsed by Shopenhauer would be prof1table.9$‘”

Kant has argued that 1n the perception of an "

| event, as o&posed to the subjectlvely sufcessive, the or-t}pif'f’

“‘hder of our perceptaons is. bound down, 1s irrever31ble._;;,;'s

'yFor example —'1n the perceptron of a house,we may elther j}ff&f;;

‘,‘percelve the house from 1ts foundatlons to 1ts roof ,or

| ,alte natlvely from the roof to foundatlons.. Whereas in

"‘g, the perceptlon of an event, qg. a shlp salllng down—\lg

*ﬂ_Vﬁare analogous,'lf we could drag the ship upstream,weﬂ

. stream,_we cannot percelve the event except 1n that Very fff:;;fi

f.”order.. Shopenhauer has obJected that the tWO examples i,ﬁt,f |

Tcould reverse thlS order JUSF as we can reverse the orderf“**~r*a

,‘fof our perceptions of a house.r In both of the efamPlasf

o ,hange in our perceptio+s is necessarily determined by'
', the ovement of a body, only in the case of a honse 1t ;s

.
__~§_;

{94
, cOnnectlcut'-

See A C._Ew1ng,;: R
Arc On Boo[S:




the other cage’ it is %e ship.- Hence one succession is '
: quite as objective as the other.95 A

' Shopenhauer s obJectlon is a result of a blatant
. mlsunderstandlng of the pornt of these examples. HOWever,‘:ﬁ_;
-Shopenhauez 18 correct in thlnklng that if- suh;ective;endv\+“«w
h\objectlve succe331on are to be contrasted then there 1s
’thot suff1c1ent reaSOn to regard the movements of a shlp as
‘ tobjectlve.. For,,ln the case of the house we do not in an

, L .
'Fglmportant sense remnee the perceptlon- there are two eventsv -

as” there would be 1f we were to drag the Shlp upstream o
' Thls objectlon though does not possess the force it may in-ijkjf
,rt;ally appear to. Kant would not claim that if one were

Co ‘observing the eye movements we would 1peo facto regazsd.ishem.

‘*fj”as subjectrve.; In the case of the house our eye movements

.l“‘hare subjectlve 1n the sense that our perceptions are de'pg{'{ig

B *Qtermlned by them and not by the object of our perceptions.

.;However, 1n the example of the Ship our eye mofi;’nts do sug;e_

"anot determlne &he manner in which the ship sails ffﬁ

[

.h'f,hstream or downstream.a Rather, it is the movement of th@:if?q;}T

Qf'fffshlp Whlch determlnes the order of our perceptions;

.jtcannot reverse the order of our perceptionsrmerely_ 3

A

order and in these

’1*fﬁélook1ng upstream.; It is the object which determines;the;

,“f"...fcases We apprehend the subjective order ofiour'nxp g
.. ences’as’ correspondin ‘to, and explicabl:";ly through
‘-}», objectiVe aequence 91V?V‘9F3'- In hold; g-to: this distin

» 95A c Ewing,
(Hamden, Connectieuts

Kant sz,eatmen'.Offfausalit,g
Arcnon“Boo"s, 969) ]




- Kant is not oncerned to deny that even in- the order whfhh :
", is determined by the-subject's purposes or caprice objec-
tive factors Jare likewise involved.  The fact that the AU
- foundations bf a house: suppért its roof, and will there-
fore determine what it is that we shall’ apprehend ‘when we
turn the eye upwards,- does not render the order of our
'apprehensions any the less subjective. But that this or-
der is purely subjective Kant could never have agserted.96

A second ObJeCtIOn ralsed by Shopenhauer is that
'Su¢céss10n 1n tlme is not sufflclent to establlsh the ex-;‘
1sten0e of -a causal Sequence:neIf we 1dent1fy the Objec—';':d
f.ﬁlve SeQuence w1th the causal sequence then, for example,'
because nlght succeeds day we are forced to conclude that}iffhju
. day causes nlqht. Or, 1f a person léaves a house ana a F{;stw

‘tlle falls from the roof then, atcordlng to Kant's analy-ff;{'
is th 1s the person =3 1eav1ng the house whlch causes thef;t;f'"
tlle;to fall.: Shopenhauer, then, 13 charging that Kant s |
.hhanaly51s 1eads to absurdities.;} ‘ | g ».s;i'..-.",
S In answer to thls objection we may say, firgtly, j;;‘“hi'

1that Kant never clalms that the lesson to be learned from

) ;;the example of the Salllng shsp Wa}?that the ship ups:ream_ﬁfﬁff

.;ncaused the Shlp to be downstream.:vfffﬁem,}

”1»]fple 18 to make us awarevof the way we. in‘facvfcperatglp
","That 1s, :.n the apprehension of an event we. zpao faato‘

1:f;regard 1t as a causal sequence.‘

1ﬁﬁf¢§:j§31f,n‘*

However, "f"

/

i Norman Kemp_Smlth, A CommentaIYvTof”ant 6 "Cri'
'-thue Of ‘Pure. Reason" (New ¥oik:, Humaniti 5 Press, 1962),
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. o

L N -
N : .

- to be determined through nere perception."97 The cases

N ‘U)
just Clted are merely more. compllcated ver51ons of a sim-

ple cause—effect relatlonshlp, e. g. the red hot stove be—
1ng the 1mmed1ate cause of a Chlld s burnt hand In the o
other examples the relatlonshlp 1s not qulte 50 . stralght-«

forward, ‘since we must look for other condltlons which 'E{W

N make. the sequence a causal seqUence. It is not sufficlent 2

merely to say that lf B succeeds a then A causes B.' It_is
- the. duty of a’ scaentist to dlscover other condltions -

X, y, z see (for example -~ a loose tile, hlgh winds the

'_slammlng of a door, gnavitatlcnal forces) WhLCh make that

'h sequence a cauSal sequence, as a result of the sum. total

| sequence A-B 1s an svent then xn addition to all other ?';' )

- relevant condltlons, if anY, A causes B._{taiTTﬁ;;{;-a:"'*

'*}' Objectlvé by dlscovering which_causal 1aWS ope“ate"in

by experience of the objectlvely sutcessive conflicts

Y

of all relevant causal condmtions., Kant 1s not claimlng
LY
that 1f B succeeds A then A causes B, but that lf the
O

S

A further objectlcn whlch Shopenhauer raisqs’fs

that we are capable of dwtmguwhmg an event from a subjec-': L

wlth h:.s clan.m that we can only z‘eoagmaze@ succession as;‘fi

B 97Immanuel Kant, Criti”ue Of Pure'Reas . kran
by Norman Kemp Smith (New ‘York: St tin’ re

:‘.( e



_ 64
‘its. determination.
Pernaps the key to answering'this objection is in
becoming aware of the difference betWeen wotdsjlike‘disé
tinguiSh.and'those like recognize oridiscover. Whereas,
in this context dtsﬁmguuﬁzls usually used in the sense of
perce1v1ng clearly by one of our sense,_i e. being aware‘
or conscious of, the words~ .recogmze or dzscover have more_.in :
Acommon with cognitive abilities - to.ieatn that X-is_a
tact,'to_claim'that X is a.fact, to identify as ;;_, etc.
Shopenhauer Seems-to confuse our‘being awate.of events
w1th our establishing that an . event has occurred TO'

'quote A.C. Ewing' s SuCClnct statement on this p01nt -

.Such objections seem to. confuse the consciOusness of an event .

as causally determined by some,’ as' yet unknown, law with the
discovefy of particular causal laws. Kant's. contention is
' that, when we recognize a .succession as “objective, we, 1p8o -
facto, recognize it as . causally" determined by some unspeci—

. fied and unknown artecedents, . not that, before we can recog-

' nize it ‘as objecthe, we must first find the particular
causes by which it is actually determined 98 - -

_ Throughout the Second Analogy Kant argues that

event—con501ousness,>1f not equlvalent to, at least 1m— _
» plleS con501ousness of a neoessary order in time. Con— .
. .SC1ousness of thls 1rreVer31bility ;s the type of con-

SClousneSS bound up Wlth event conSCiousness.
Cees consciousness of necessary order in time and 80 of
-causality is found to be implicit in. human consciousness
from the. beginning. But this 1s not the same’ as saying

b

98A C EW1ng, Kant s Treatment of Causality

" (Hamden, Connectlcut. fhrchon Boéks,‘1§697. p.,88. :

,é P
. . ..-{qo‘
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‘major steps of Kant 8 ar ument for e synthetic a;unort»
g

: Transcendental Aesthetic was that time is the form of con—-"
sc1ousness. By qombining the conclu31ons of the Trans-'f.w.lA

,fcendental Aesthetic and the Transoendentar Deduction we.

'_conSCiousness in general Finally, in the Second Analogy

'"follow1ng

s s .

65

. that to be conscious of a given event as objeccive we must ‘
first come to know the particular causes which determine ’
_ 1t. The point is not that objectivity is inferred from
the discovery of a particular causal connection,. but - that

it is simply another aspect of the same: concept as neces=
sity.99 R , :

At this p01nt it might be Valuable to set out the

status of the Princ1p1e of Causality. Firstly, from the L
Transcendental Deduction lt was concluded that conscious— L

ness’ of the objective was a necessary condition for con-3 |
: L\

sciousness of the subjectiVe, ie.- conﬁ.iousness in gen-";
‘eral, and s;nce we cannot deny that we. are conscious it
_follows that we. are conscious of the objective.' Sec0ndly,-“'

,one of the two major conclusions to be drawn from the‘jff,f“_“f‘i

may infer that consciousness of‘objective time is a nec-:‘f\;ff"

A

‘essary condition for conSCiousness of subjective time. i e.,§<'_1

1t has been argued that objective time implies a necessary

: order in time Whlch in turn lS equivalent to a causally
}neceSSitated order in tlme. An argument stating the basic

'Asteps of Kant's complex argument might be similar to the

991bid., p..89



( l()

(3), |
: “_objective time

(4)

(5)

V"(j)ﬁ
‘AjectiVe time -

;*g)

o)

(10)

S A

X is consciousbx 1s conscious of tlme

"Q \»_"~
S X is conscs.ous-?x is conscious o.f

the concept of objective time 3 the

- concept of a necessary order in- time

'the concept of a necessary order in time
= a causally nece581tated order in time

(6) " ”‘.ﬁ

Co causally necessitated order in‘time e

.Z_the concept of obJective times a

'the concept of objective tn.me: a. caus- 2
"-ally necessmtated order 1n time af,”f]i R

X'is conscious of oBJective time 9 a

.causally necessxtated order in time

X is consca.ous > a. causally necessi—

tated order in time BT DR

'. TA = Transcendental Aesthetic

*Ai*

l.Jection which I would like to consider.,

o

Transcendental Deduction _*.:?:

The preVious discussion brings us to a serious ob- ;'fd

e

"7(1) (2)

i-ig}Second .
ig_;Analogy

<fSecond S

TD

(4) (5)

“x is conscious.bix lS conscious of ob-’*_q:.;.jt

,»_A,,

(7) (8)

In the Second

‘.TA*rx .

:d:(GJfff;t?.i

'n:‘Analogy Kant claims that "The apprehensxon of the manifold

'_of appearance 1s always succ9351ve.-

3'}1C°uld be 1nterpreted to mean that we can Only aPPrehena '}; L

"100

R Lt

.

B by Norman Kemp Smith (New YorE
L 1965), . 219. e o e

T S L J

100Immanuel Kant, Critique Of Pure Reason, trans. ;ffs'77

This statement

St. Martin s 5 ss;



the successrve and never the o-existent or: permanent. In}f
the followxng quotatlon A.C. EW1ng charges Kant WIth com—f~:
mlttlng a formal fallacy - the fallacy of circular argn- |
ment ”~‘V'= = '>_[”T"_fi.“; '] 1'. | ff_f,f |
. Kant denies it to- be possible to. distinguish the co—exist- o
_ent and thé’ sequént in any single case by simply having e
‘reptesentations that co-exist as opposed to: representations S
"that follow each others and denies it on: the ground that SRR
' .our apprehension is always successive. I, AR
| To such an argument lt has been straightforwardly
denled that all apprehension 1s successive._ Cognitive
| psychologlsts have claimed to have drscovered what they
term meuaz fzest They claim that the model of a per- . |
SOn S consclousness of hlS environment being a one dimen- 5 ey
f; 51ona1 succeSSLOn of objects IS much too crude.,g ther,.vf%':.~s
they claim to have found fzelde of perceth.Ons where\qe |
apprehend ndt only the successive but also objects which
co-exist and endure.t If we appeal to 1ntrospection this

is. certalnly borne out, for not only are we conscious of

' ; the suCCe851ve but also of the co—existent and permanent._u 4f377

In defense of Kant it must be poanted out that
Kant never clalmed that the apprehension of the manifold
19nmreh; succe551Ve, so that awareness of the co-existent

becomes 1mposslble. o
Our apprehensoon of the msnifold of appearance is always
successive, and is therefore always changing._ Through it
alone we can never determine whether thie manifold ‘as.

S

R CU 1°1A C Ewlng, Kant's Treatment 0f Causallty
(Hamden, Connecticut.i Anchor Books, 1969), p. 82. :

- ‘.



Sy 68 L
- object of-experience, is coexistent Or in sequence.lo2 P
. The Second Analogy is not dependent on the claim
"fthat all our apprehens1on ls by nature successive, indeed' ?:
..it may be that such a claim, lf true, would undermine the}n~'""
\nthe51s of the Second Analogy., For, the lesson to be 4¢j];‘
. jlearned from the Second Analbgy and the Analogies is thati'j>
lf:ﬂthe PrinCiple of é:usality 1s needed not only to distin-j?friiai
5qu18hcﬁdect1VesucceSSion from subjective succession but J
also objective succession from objective co-existence.;b
: ‘For example - because we can reverse our order of percep- f:fhff"
‘itions of a house we know that they are not governed/by the .i,:”.
“law of neceSsary succession in time. ; '}_chfs?fu’““"' ,;
| Considering Kant S argument with reference to vis- -
v;ual fields we would say that 1n a visual field we may/be -

Subjectlvely conscious of the co—existent, however any 7":AQ;1

N

m.change 1n thlS visual field involves succession.“ I would

f“submit then that Kant d0es not wish to deny that we can

‘ A"xfperCelVe, be subjectively conscious of, two CO“GX13tent

/

'cV;:obJects.‘ Rather what he wished to bring to prominence was

"vfthe rather uncontrovers;al claim that change involves suc~f?f}fvff

R "lozImmanuel Kant Criti'ue Of Pure Reason trans..ﬁ“fﬁf“"“
~t. e by Norman Kemp Smith (New For K: .St. Martin's Press, . . .0
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