
CHAPTER-IV 

A SYNTHESIS OF RATIONALISM AND EMPIRICISM 

4.1. Kanfs Transcendental Approach: 

We have tried to outline briefly in our preceding chapters the traditional 

controversies between the two well known trends of Rationalism and Empiricism 

together with the views of some later renowned personalities belonging to the two 

respective groups. These attitudes, as we found out there, are still uncompromising. 

The two features of the concept of causation which appear to be dominating 

throughout these two trends are: (i) There is a direction of cause, i.e., the cause is 

prior to the effect, and the effect succeeds the cause, and (ii) There is some intimate 

relation between a cause and its effect. We have seen that these two aspects of 

causation did not receive any adequate account as it is evident from the divergent 

~ opinions among these philosophers. In so far as the aspect of direction of causation 

is concerned, it has come to our notice that all the empiricist philosophers have 

accepted the priority of cause to its effect, and favoured the view that cause and 

effect are a mere sequences of events. On the other hand, we find the disagreement 

among the nationalists on this issue. Some thinkers have supported the priority in 

the causation, while some of them have flatly denied it and accepted the identity

relation between cause and effect on the pain of the infinite regress. But the aspect 

of the relation (intimate tie) is the vital issue here. We see the philosophers 

encountering a lot of complexities in handling the problem adequately. The empiricists 

in general could not supersede the Humean conclusion that causation is only a de 

facto regularity of the sequences. In our experience we observe the regularity in the 

succession of events and form the idea of causation on its basis. The concept of 

causation from this epistemological standpoint provides no objective necessary 

relation. The reason is that this sort of relation is not available from the de facto 

regularity in the mere succession of events. The rationalists, on the other hand, are 
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in favour of the view that the causal relation is an objective necessary relation; it is the 

inherent nature of a cause to produce an effect, and it does so necessarity. Spinoza 

holds causal determinism that follows from the very nature of God. Everything comes 

into existence from the divine nature as it follows from the nature of a triangle that the 

sum of its angles are equal to two right angles. Thus things as efffects are necessarily 

related to the Causa Sui {First Cause) as the deduction of a conclusion from its 

principle. Now Hegel identifies both the cause and the effect, and regards them as 

only the two stages in the self-development of the Absolute Spirit or Absolute 

Intelligence. So the process from the cause to its effect is not only spontaneous but 

also self-cletennined. Also, there is a logical consistency in the self-developing system . 

of the Absolute, and one stage in this process is logically implied by the other stage 

as the ground. In Bradley's view. the causal relation is a process of reasoning from 

premise to its conclusion, and hence, the relation is necessary or logical. It is thus 

obvious that the majority of these philosophers have a tendency to admit the Causa 

Sui as the ultimate cause or the root cause of the worldly objects. Now, they have. 

first, identified the Causa Sui with the logical ground or the logical premise, and, 

second, they have argued that the relation between cause and effect is as 

necessary as the logical relation of dependence of a derived conclusion on its 

premise. This causal theory, thus understood, appears to be erroneous because 

they have confused the real cause wisth the logical ground or premise. Again, these 

philosophers are also mistaken in holding that the metaphysical relation of the Causa 

Sui to its effects which make up this world is objective or necessary. is only an ideal 

construction as Bradley himself also points out. If so, this objective or metaphysical 

relation is certainly different from the logical or inferential relation established by us 

between a premise and its conclusion. Thus, the rationalists spend their time only in 

an airy speculation, while the empiricists can have no right to assert any objective 

necessary relation in the objects of the external world. In this case, we may refer to 

Kant's position as an escape alternative. 

While dealing with the problem of causality, we find in Kant the spirit to reconcile 
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both rationalism and empiricism by trying to remove the draw backs already involved 

in both these treatments of the concept in question. This drawback, according to 

Kant, is entirely the outcome of their dogmatic approach. The empericists admit only 

the roleof sense experience in the construction of our knowledge proper, while 

denying at the same time ~he contribution of reason or understanding in this context. 

The rationalist, on the other hand, hold that reason or understanding alone is the true 

source of our knowledge but denies the role of sense-experience in the construction 

of knowledge. Kant is opposed to such dogmatism because we cannot deny that our 

sense-impressions stimulate our knowledge but human knowledge does not end 

with it. On the contrary, it tries to go beyond the mere sense experience to construct 

a universal and necessary knowledge regarding the world. Kant says, "Experience 

tells us, indeed, what is, but not that it must necessarily be so, and not otherwise. It 

therefore gives us no true universality; and reason, which is so insistent upon this 

kind of knowledge, is therefore more stimulated by it than satisfied. Such universal 

modes of knowledge, which at the same time possess the character of inner necessity, 

must in themselves, independently of experience, be clear and certain. They are 

therefore entitled knowledge a priori; whereas, on the other hand, that which is 

borrowed solely 'tom experience is, as we say, known only a posteriori, or empirically''.1 

So Kant argues that the one sided approach to the concept of causality must be 

doomed to failure. Here he points primarily to Hume's criticism of the concept of 

causality which is also prevalent in its later tradition. Hume denies the universality 

and necessity in causal relation on the ground that the necessary bond between 

cause and effect can neither be perceived nor logically demonstrated. Hence the 

principle of causality is neither empirical nor analytic and he, therefore, concludes 

that it is nothing but an invention of our mind. And the relation of causality is simply an 

idea which we add to the perceived succession in time. But Kant does not support 

Hume, and says that the concept of causality can not be derived from the mere 

repetition of facts in a uniform succession for the simple reason that the causal 

1. Kant: Critique ofPure Reason, p.42. 
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relation in that case would be contingent, without being universal and necessary. 

Knowledge based on experience has contingent truth-value; it may be true but not so 

necessarily. Again, the inductive generalization gives us only the comparative 

universality because it is derived from the observation of limited number of empirical 

facts. Thus the empiricist epistemology has certainly its boundary; sense-experience 

can not extend our knowledge very far, and the empericist principle can not help us to 

know the universal and necessary causal relation from sense-experience and 

induction, Kant observes that the Humean position is necessarily the outcome of his 

confusion of the subjective necessity with the objective necessity in the causality. 

Though it has the subjective origin, yet it is a truth which is independent of all experience 

and which makes our experience of the events possible. So Kant points out that we 

can not, like Hume, argue that experience continuously presents examples of the 

regular succession of the appearances on the basis of which we can easily abstract 

the concept of cause, and at the same time its objective validity is verifiable by 

reference to this situation. Because in such a case we will simply overlook the fact 

that the concept of cause can never arise in this way. Thus, the concept of causality, 

according to Kant, must either be grounded a priori in the understanding or must be 

abandoned as a phantastic construction of our mind. Here Kant favours the first 

attemative and holds that the concept of causality is an a priori category of the 

understanding, a transcendental element which makes our knowledge of events 

possible; it does provide the universality and necessity to our knowledge of such 

phenomena. So Kant has a tendency to put our reason or understanding in an important 

place to explain the concept of causality as universal and necessary. Though we, 

as Kant holds, start with experience of facts, the faculty of understanding has the 

capacity to establish the universal and necessary causal relation among the facts , 

and thus synthesises them through the category of causality. Kant claims that his 

transcendental idealism can solve not only the empiricisfs problem of the 

concept of causality but also the rationalist's metaphysical notion of it, showing that 

this concept of causation has its origin in 'pure understanding'. 
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Kant's treatment of the concept of causality is found in the Metaphysical 

Deduction and in the Transcendental Deduction of the categories, but he provides 

the proof for this concept in the Second Analogy. The first part of the Transcendental 

Analytic is called the Metaphysical Deduction of the categories of the understanding. 

If deals, in fact, with the "discovery of the categories" from the system of judgments of 

formal logic. But Kant is concerned with the discovery of the categories in the section 

"The clue to the Discovery of all Pure Concepts of the understanding", a section 

often referred to as 'the metaphysical deduction' of the categories. Kant believes 

that there are twelve and only twelve categories, i.e., twelve and only twelve pure 

concepts of the understanding. Now, making a judgment means using a concept, 

and since understanding, according to Kant, is the faculty of making judgements, it 

can, therefore, be said to be the faculty of making judgements by using concepts. If 

so, then the form of the judgment must therefore be an expression of that category 

or those categories which are used. Then it seems clear that we can discover the 

fundamental concepts of the understanding, which kant calls 'categories', by an 

examination of the forms of judgments themselves, and this is what Kant, infact, did. 

There are three kinds of judgement of relation, viz, Categorical, hypothetical and 

disjunctive. In so far as the concept of causality is concerned, the hypothetical 

judgement alone serves the purpose. This sort of judgment is of the form : If p then q. 

It says that the truth of one judgement is the ground (or basis} for the truth of the other. 

Therefore, the hypothetical judgment is a relation between the ground or reason and 

consequence, for example, "If there is lightning (reason) then there will be thunder 

(consequence). Kant holds that such hypothetical judgement can not be made except 

by means of the concept of causality, and hence, causality is the category here. Thus 

the Metaphysical Deduction hints that the category of cause and effect has something 

to do with the hypothesis or conditional form of judgement. We have seen that a 

hypothetical judgment depends on the relation between the ground and the 

consequence but its intention is that if the antecedent or ground is given the 

consequent follows necessarily. In the same tone, Kant speaks of causality as 

something which is of such a nature that if it is posited, something else must 
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thereby also be posited necessarily. So the concept of causality makes a strict 

demand for the necessary connection between cause and effect. Kant in the 

Metaphsical Deduction has simply shown that there is the 'category of causality' 

which we actually use. In the Transcendental Deduction he has tried to prove or 

demonstrate that our employment of the category of causality is legitimate, i.e., we 

are right in using this category of the understanding. The manner in which the concept 

of causality can relate a priori to the objects is called the transcendental deduction. 

Here Kant argues that categories are the apriori conditions which make our 

experience possible. The objects of possible experience are synthesised by the 

apriori categories, and if it is not so synthesised, then we would have no · 

experience at all. This synthesis is the act of the understanding; it establishes the 

connection between the sense impressions and transforms them into the object of 

our experience. This synthetic activity can not be given by the objects themselves 

because then the relation would be empirical and it is never possible a priori: Now, 

according to Kant, there are two conditions under which alone the knowledge of an 

object is possible, viz, intuition and concepts. Through intuition sense manifold is 

given to us, while through the concepts they are arranged and thus thought of. In that 

case all empirical knowledge of objects would necessarily conform to such concepts 

because it is only on this presupposition that there is anything possible as object 

of experience. Now all experience does indeed contain, in addition to the intuition of 

the senses through which something is given, a concept of an object as being thereby 

appearing. "Cpncepts of objects in general thus underlie all empirical knowledge as 

its a priori conditions. The objective validity of the categories as a priori concepts 

rests, therefore, on the fact that, so far as the form of thought is concerned, through 

them alone does experience becomes possible. They relate of necessity and a priori 

to objects of experience, for the reason that only by means of them can any object 

whatsoever of experience be thoughf'. 2 Concepts which yield the objective ground of 

the possibility of experience are for this very reason necessary. But the question 

2 Kant : Critique of Pure Reason, p.126. 
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arises as to how the subjective conditions of thought can have objective validity, that 

is, how this can furnish conditions of the possibility of all knowledge of objects. Kant 

has discussed this problem with reference to the concept of causality. This notion 

signifies, as we have already seen, a special kind of synthesis. It is evident that 

through the pure intuition of the sensibility the object is given to us, and that is only as 

appearance. In the series of appearances there may not be anything which yields a 

rule of synthesis and so answer to the concept of a cause and effect. But Kant says 

that this concept of causality demands the strict necessity. It demands that something 

A should be such that something else 8 follows from it necessarily. We can derive 

a rule by way of abstracting from experience but this rule never proves the sequence 

to be necessay. The strict universality of the causal rule is never a characteristic of 

empirical rules because they acquire through induction only comparative universality. 

But there belongs to the synthesis of cause and effect a dignity which can not be 

empirically expressed, namely, that the effect not only succeeds upon the cause, but 

that it is posited through it and arises out of it. Then, to the question as to how the 

synthesis in terms of causality (and also in terms of other categories) is possible, 

Kant postulates the single unity or abinding self which he calls the transcendental 

self. The unity of this transcendental consciousness or transcendental apperception 

is one under which the synthesis or connection among the sensous manifold is 

effected. This is what Kant means by "synthetic unity of Apperception". The 

connective activity of the understanding is possible only through the synthetic unity 

of apperception, the one through which the objects of experience first become mine. 

But by what means is the gulf between the categories and intuitions bridged up? 

This subsumption would be no difficult if objects and categories were homogeneous. 

but they are not so. The objects are of sensuous nature, while the categories are 

mental forms. So here Kant speaks of the third something which is of both the 

natures, a priori as well as sensuous. The quality of time is on one side homogeneous 

with the categories since it is a priori. On another side it is homogeneous with objects 

since all objects can be perceived in time. Therefore, Kant calls the quality of time a 

transcendental "schema", and the use is called the transcendental schematism of 
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pure understanding. The schema (the quality of time) serves us an interpreter between 

the intuitive faculty and the faculty of understanding. And every category has its schema. 

Thus the schema of time is a frame work of ideal cosntructions for which the senses 

furnish the bricks and the understanding the mortar. The operation of the understanding 

in its use of the idea of time as an interpreter between itself and the sensibility is 

called the schematism of pure reason. Now, the schema of the application of the 

concept of cause is the regular succession in time; when we perceive the 

successions in time, we apply the category of causality and connect them by 

this relation. Thus Kant holds that the concept of causality gets its application to 

the perception of events by such a schematic synthesis. 

Now Kant in the Second Analogy has discussed the problem of causality with 

certain proofs. As there are three modes of time, there are three "Analogies". In the 

Second Analogy, Kant has defined the concept of causality, and sets out to prove 

that all alterations (in the phenomenal world, the world of science and common sense) 

take place in accordance with or in conformity with the law of causality. He says, 

"Everything that happens, that is, begins to be, presupposes something upon which 

it follows according to a rule".3 Now Kanfs proofs in this context may be stated in 

the following way. He holds that we experience events following one another; there 

is a contiguity between two events where one is a state at preceding time while the 

other is at the succeeding time. In perceiving this sort of succession we come to 

connect the events in time as that which preceds the other, and designate them as 

cause and effect. What is worthnoticing here is that the faculty of sensibility has not 

the capacity to connect the two events which are thus different (the cause A is different 

from B and vice versa). Again this relation is not a mere phantom or a mere 

imaginary construction; the flow of events has an objective relation. In our perception 

we only experience one state either before or after another state but not as the 

preceding state and succeeding state. So this sort of objective relation among the 

3. Kant: Critique of Pure Reason, p.218. 
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appearances that follow upon one another is not detennined through mere perception. 
11ln order that this relation be known as determined, the relation between the two 

states must be so thought that it is thereby determined as necessary which of them 

must be placed before, and which of them after, and that they can not be placed in the 

reverse relation. But the concept which carries with it a necessity of synthetic unity 

can only be a pure concept that lies in the understanding, not in perception; and in 

this case it is the concept of the relation of cause and effect, the former of which 

detrermines the latter in time, as its consequence -not as in a sequence that may 

occur solely in the imagination (or that may not be perceived at al)".4 Thus, our 

experience, i.e., empirical knowledge of events is possible when the succession of 

appearances are synthesised by the category of causality. 

Now, the question arises as to whether the events, which are thus successive 

or which follow one another, do so also objectively. We have, as Kant thinks, not yet 

been able to decide by the above statement as to whether they also follow one another 

in the object. The word 'objects' here stand for the 'appearances' only, and 

appearances are called objects in so far as they are related to our consciousness or 

knowing mind. When it is said that the apprehension of the manifold of appearance 

is always successive, thereby we mean to say that they are so only to the conscious 

mind. Now, if the appearances as objects were things in themselves, then we could 

never be able to determine from the succession of manifold of appearance how the 

manifold are connected or may be connected in the objects (things-in-themselves). 

The reason is that we· are, from the very possibility of our knowing capacity, 

confined to the realm of appearances only, and hence, the things in themselves 

remain ever unknown and unknowable. Though appearances are not things-in

themselves, yet we have to show what sort of connection in time belongs to the manifold 

in the appearances themselves. let us take, for example, the apprehension of a 

house. Here the manifold in the appearance of the house is successive but not the 

manifold of the house itself, since what I apprehend here is not the house as 

4. Kant: Critique of Pure Reason. p.219. 
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noumenon or thing in itself but only the house as appearance. Then the question is: 

how the manifold may be connected in the appearance itself, which yet is nothing in 

itself? To this, it may be said that what we get through the sUccessive apprehension 

is called the representations; when they are connected by the formal condition, 

they constitute the appearance as the object. So appearance can be represented 

as an object if it stands under a rule which distinguishes it from any other 

apprehension, and necessitates some particular mode of connection of the manifold. 

If so, it can not be denied that there is equally and obviously the apprehension of 

succession of events in the case of causal relatuion, i.e., the perception that follows 

upon another perception. It also applies equally to all other apprehensions 

because in these cases also there are successive apprehensions, e.g., in the case 

of the appearance of the house. So it may be objected that the apprehension of an 

event is not distinguished from other apprehensions. 

The above objection can be replied by saying that the connection between 

cause and effect has a particular direction, and that is from cause to effect. This is a 

rule which speaks of the necessary connection between cause and effect. In the 

case of happening (an appearance) where A is the preceding state and B is the 

succeeding state of the perception, B can be apprehended only as following upon A; 

the perception A can not follow upon B but only precedes it. This shows that the 

connection between cause and effect is always irreversible. This can be explained 

with the help of the two cases of perception, viz, the perception of a house and the 

perception of a ship floating in a river. When I perceive a house I perceive its roof, 

floor, walls, windows, comers and the like in succession. In this case of perceiving 

a physical object like house, the question of the concept of 'irreversible order' 

does not arise at all. The successive order of the perceptions of these parts may 

be reversed; they may be perceived in any order. I can, if I choose, direct my 

glance at the house in such a way that I shall begin at the second time with the part 

which I left at the first time. Here I can wander my glance from the upper to the 

lower portions, from the right side to the left side, and, then to perform the same 
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movement in the opposite direction. Thus, in such a case, the successive order of 

perceptions is reversible in the simple sense that the perceptions of recognisably 

the same parts often come in different orders, e.g., wall-window-door, window-wall

door, door-wall-window, and so on. Now, the perceptions of the succession is not the 

sure indication of an actual succession, Though the parts of the house are perceived 

one after another, i.e., successively, this case obviously shows that the parts of the 

house are in reality only co-existent with one another. Kant holds that we are 

confronted here with the sequence of perceptions which have only the subjective 

order that is devoid of all relation to the objective time order of events. The objective 

time order, on the other hand, is not thus reversible, i.e., it is not left to my choice to 

change the order if I like. According to Kant, there are cases of successive perceptions 

which exhibit the fair degree of repetition of similar phases in the same order, and 

hence, this order is irreversible. This obviously refers to the case of the objective 

time determination of the phenomena called events. 

Therefore, in the perception of events, there is a strict rule by which we arrange 

the events one after another in the most orderly form, and this rule speaks of a necessary 

order. In the series of these perceptions [in the case of house] there is no determinate 

order specifying where we have to start, "But in the perception of an event there 

is always a rule that makes the order in which the perceptions (in the apprehension 

of this appearance) follow upon one another a necessary order'.5 Thus, when I 

perceive a ship floating down the stream of a river, my perception of its position 

lower down follows upon my perception of its position higher up the course of the 

river. What we assert here is that the ship could not come into such a lower position 

unless the higher position of the ship had preceded. It is thus impossible that in the 

apprehension of this phenomenon, the ship should first be perceived below and 

afterwards higher up the stream. If is not left to my choice to apprehend this 

phenomenan otherwise, for the reason is that the order in the sequence of these 

5. Kant: Critique of Pure Reason, p.221. 
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perceptions is determined, and the apprehension is regulated by this order. Kant 

holds that there is an objective sequence of phenomena which determines my 

subjective sequence of apprehension. He says, "In this case, therefore, we must 

derive the subjective succession of apprehension from the objective succession of 

appeanances. Otherwise the order of apprehension is entirely undetermined, and 

does not distinguish one appearance from another. Since the subjective succession 

by itself is altogether arbitrary, it does not prove anything as to the manner in which 

the manifold is connected in the object. The objective succession will therefore consist 

in that order of the manifold of appearance according to which, in conformity with a 

rule, the apprehension of that which happens follows upon the apprehension of that 

which precedes. Thus only can I be justified in asserting, not merely of my 

apprehension, but of appearance ifself, that a succession is to be met with in it. This 

is only another way of saying that I cannot arrange the apprehension otherwise than 

in this very succession."6 Thus, here is a 'must', and that is due to the irreversible 

sequence in the phenomena that follows a rule. Kant says that one can not connect 

the higher position of the ship and its lower position with each other without applying 

the category of causality. It is through this relation of causality and through this alone 

that the objective time relation of phenomena is determined. If nothing preceds an 

event on which it must follow according to rule, then all succession in percepti0!1 

would be merely subjective, and nothing whatever would be objectively determined 

by it as to what was the antecedent and what was the consequent in the phenomena 

in question. So every phenomenon must follow in time that phenomenon ofwhich it is 

the effect, and must precede that of which it is the cause. Thus causality is not a 

merely subjective bond of association of two ideas of events which have constantly 

gone together in experience in the sense in which the Humean tradition supposed. 

Causation is not merely an invariable succession but an irreversible one, i.e., an 

objective necessary succession of two events according to a rule. 

6. Kant: Critique of Pure Reason, pp. 221-222. 
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Thus we have seen above that there is a preceding condition which the 

succeeding event follows invariably and necessarily. According to Kant, this 

happens from the preceding time to the succeeding time, and this direction is not 

reversible. We can not reverse this order by proceeding back from the event (that 

takes place) to determine through apprehension that which preceds. This is because 

appearance never goes back from the succeeding to the preceding point of time, 

though the former stand in relation to the later. Now, in this case, then,· two things 

follow: (i) The event which follows from the preceding time to the succeeding time is 

a necessary advance and (ii) the events which happen in time successively, happen 

according to the law of necessity. This shows that succession of events is not merely 

subjective, i.e., it does not happen only in our mind; it has an objective reference, too. 

If there is no such rule that determines the succession in relation to something that 

preceds, then the mere succession in my apprehension does not justify me in 

assuming any succession of the object. So when we experience the succession of 

events, we synthesise these experiences in our mind by following this objective rule. 

Kant says, "I render my subjective synthesis of apprehension objective only by 

reference to a rule in accordance with which the appearances in their succession, 

that is, as they happen, are determined by the preceding state. The experience of an 

event [i.e., of anything as happening] is itself possible only on this assumption.~r~ 

Thus cause and effect are both subjective and objective. He says that we can extract 

clear concepts of them from experience only because we have put them into 

experience, and because experience itself ~thus brought about only by their means. 

There is no doubt that we can have a clear grasp of this rule which determines the 

series of events only after we have employed it in experience. Kant takes this rule to 

be the ground of experience itself, i.e., the condition which makes our experience of 

changes possible, and it is the condition which always precedes the experience 

apriori. As an apriori condition of experience the concept of causality is a universal 

mode of knowledge and at the same time it possesses the inner necessity. That is 

7. Kant. Critique ofPure Reason, p.223. 
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why, when we have the experience of the events, that is, the perception of change, 

our knowledge derives its objectivity, i.e., universality and necessity from the 

concept of causality as an apriori category of the understanding. In view of the above 

discussions, there are two consequences. First, the relation between the preceding 

state and the succeeding state of the sequences is not reversible; we cannot place 

what happens prior to that upon which it follows. Secondly, if the state which 

precedes is posited, the determinate event follows inevitably and necessarily. These 

two sorts of consequences jointly show that in the perception of event when we do 

have impressions of sequences, there is an irreversible order in which the present 

event refers to some preceding state as a correlate of the event which is given; and 

this preceding state stands in a determining relation to the event as its consequence, 

connecting the event in necessary relation with itself in the time series. However, 

Kant examines the faculty of knowing in order to ascertain what its apriori elements 

are, the elements which make our knowledge of objects possible apriori. The faculty 

of sensibility contains two such forms, viz, space and time. It is a necessary law of the 

sensibility that preceding time necessarily determines the succeeding time (since 

we can not advance to the succeeding time save through the preceding time); it is 

equally true in such a case that the appearances of past time determine all existences 

in the succeeding time, and these latter as events can take place only in so for as the 

past appearances determine them according to the law of causality. The causality 

including other categories of quantity, qualtity, relation and modality are the twelve 

categories of the understanding. Kant calls these apriori forms and categories the 

transcendental elements. So Kant's philosophy is called the transcendental 

philosophy or his standpoint is called 'transcendentalism' or 'transcendental idealism' 

in so far as he has undertaken an inquiry into these transcendental conditions which 

make our knowledge of objects possible apriori. What he tries to assert here is that 

the confused manifold is transformed by the sensibility by virtue of its two apriori 

forms of space and time into sense intuitions, while the understanding applies, in its 

tum, the categories like 'causality' to these intuitions and produces knowledge of 
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objects. Consequently, the object, instead of determining our knowledge, is really 

determined by this apriori forms and categories. This is what Kant's Copernican 

Revolution seeks to assert. So, if whenever we try to know anything as events, we 

have to employ necessarily the category of causality of our understanding, then the 

subject matter is, unavoidably, the appearance (i.e., the object as it appears to us 

through the category of causality). Consequently, we can not desire to know or even 

to talk about the world of realities or noumena, and can not, therefore, say anything 

regarding the application of causality to noumena. And Kant denies the ontological 

reality to the concept of causality. There is no causality in noumena behind the 

appearances or phenomena; it is real or valid only within the range of appearances. 

But Kant's transcendentalism fares no better. His claim is that this standpoint 

has been able to provide the solution not only to the Humean problem of the concept 

of causality but also to the rationalist's ontological notion of it. This sort of inter

pretation appears, in the long run, to be unsatisfactory. Mackie says, "But as an 

escape from the difficulties Hume encountered in trying to find an 'impression' from 

which to device 'the idea of necessary connexion', Kant's treatment is disappointing. 

He says practically nothing about what the concept of causation contains".8 We 

have, first seen that he has provided the metaphysical justification for the notion of 

causality in the Metaphysical Deduction of the 'pure concepts of the understanding '. 

All these categories correspond to the logical forms of judgement which we actually 

use, and causality is one of these categories. And this category derives its justification 

as a mode of our thinking or knowing. But this derivation is not reliable. As Strawson 

says, "for anything detailed or specific by way of conclusion, [ Kant's argument ] 

depends entirely on the derivation of a list of categories from the forms of judgement. 

We can place no reliance on this derivation". 9 Even if we could rely on this derivation, 

Kant's argument, as we have seen, would at best prove that every experience 

embodies some category, and does not guarantee any application at all for any 

8. Mackie: The Cement of the Universe: A Study of Causation, p.89. 
9. Strawson: The Bounds ofSense, p.117. 
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specific category such as causation. The conclusion which Strawson says is that any 

course of experience ofwhich we can form a coherent conception must be, potentilly, 

the experience of a self-conscious subject and, as such, must have such internal, 

concept-carried connectedness as to constitute it a course of experience of an 

objective world, conceived of as detennining the course of that experience itself. But 

this is still a long way from a vindication of the category of causation. Besides, 

Kant's argument in the Second Analogy is very repetitive because here he has made 

the same point very repetedly and in various forms, sometimes directly and sometimes 

by way of a redudio ad absurdum. Again, the arguments stated here have been the 

source of some objections. Strawson has raised one important objection to the very 

notion of the causal connection, and designated this objection by the name 'simple 

-minded objedion'. Here Strawson argues that the subjective order of impressions 

in Kant's ship example is not in fact irreversible: ships move upstream as well as 

downstream, and even a ship which is pointing downstream may be carried upstream 

by the tide or towed upstream by a tug which I can not see. But here Kant may be 

supposed to reply that the notion of irreversible relation holds good, and it is justifiable 

only with reference to the context of a particular situation. When on a particular 

occassion I do see a ship move downstream I am not then free to have the impression 

of its lower position before I have the impression of its higher one. Here Kant may 

have thought of one kind of sequence where one always has a perception of before 

and after. For example, the perception of spark preceds and does not follow the 

perception of an explosion.But this is unsatisfactory, for the intended interpretation of 

the perception of this regularity is this: it is only where my perceptions of As have so 

far been regularly followed, not preceded, by my perceptions of Bs that I can interpret 

each sequence as a perception of an objective A-B sequence And it is only because 

there is a rule which ensures that As are followed by Bs with strict universality that I 

can see each Bas following its A in an objective time- order. But what is worthnoticing 

here is that this supposed objedivity is the result of an induction based on subjective 

succession and it appears to be difficult here as to how we can distinguish this 

subjedive succession from the objective succession in the Kantian sense. Besides, 
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the point which we want to establish here through the statements is that Kant is here 

substituting one kind of necessity for another. Strawson in his The Bounds of 

Sense holds that Kant is under the impression that he is using a single notion of 

necessity as well as its single application. In fad, he has not only shifted the application 

of the word 'necessary' but also has changed its sense by substituting the conceptual 

necessity for the causal necessity. Strawson says, "Kant is under the impression 

that he is dealing with a single application of a single notion of necessity. In fact, he 

not only shifts the application of the word "necessary", but also changes its sense, 

substituting one type of necessity for another. It is conceptually, given that what is 

observed is in fact a change from A to B, and that there is no such differences in the 

causal conditions of the perception of these two states as to introduce a differential 

time -Jag into the perception of A. that the observer's perceptions should have the 

order; perception of A. perception of 8-and not the reverse order. But the necessity 

invoked in the conclusion of the argument is not a conceptual necessity at all; it is 

the causal necessity of the change occurring, given some ~antecedent state of affairs. 

It is a very curious contortion indeed whereby a conceptual necessity based on the 

fact of a change is equated with the causal necessity of that very change" .10 By 

referring to Strawson's criticism against Kant, Mackie says that an order which is 

necessary not being reversible in the particular case does not mean that it is necessary 

in accordance with some universal rule or law. According to Kant, all alterations in 

the phenomenal world take place in accordance with causal law. When i see a ship 

moving down stream, I have a succession of subjective impressions, but it presents 

an objective process or sequence of events. It is that the order in which the 

impressions succeed one another is determined and irreversible; it is a necessary 

order and it must conform to some rule which prescribes an objective order from 

which the subjective order is derived. Here Strawson points out an objection citil'!9 

the case of cutting down a tree. When I see a man cutting down a log on the far side 

of a valley from me, I seem one half of the log fell down first and heard the stoke of 

10. Strawson: TheBoundsofSense, p.l38. 
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the axe next. Now, if I had been close to the person, I shouldhave received these 

impressions of succession in the reverse order. Mackie says, .. The fact that the 

order of impressions (on a particular occasion) was not one which I was free to 

reverse does not imply that either they, or an objective sequence of them are 

perceptions, took place in accordance with a rule. Kant's argument turns upon a 

blatant fallacy of equivocation, a play upon two different senses of the word 

necessaty ... 11 Not only the notions of universality and necessity which Kant has 

ascribed to the concept of causality have been challenged but also his transcendental 

synthesis has equally been objected for several reasons. Kant has tried to prove 

that the events are chained by the necessary succession in time- determination. He 

has introduced the notion of transcendental synthesis to make this clear, but we 

have already said that such a view has been a psychological doctrine and fails to 

explain as to how the causal relation is imposed on the succession of events in the 

actual world. Paton says, "The other way is simply to assert that Kanfs doctrine of 

transcendental synthesis is a mistaken kind of psychological doctrine which need 

not be taken seriously''.12 But whatever objection may be put forward against Kant, 

we should admit that the physical system presupposes the necessary connection in 

causality. In common sense and science, it is an underlying assumption that the 

concept of causality involves the universal and necessary connection. And there 

can be no progress in the field of science without this sort of assumption. EvJing 

supports Kant's contention in this respect, and holds that physical sciences 

presupposes the universality and necessity in the causal relation, and it is that which 

Kant has tried to prove in the concept of causality. According to Kant, our mind is not 

a passive faculty but an active one which actively synthesises the manifold of intuitions 

which we receive through the sensibility, and produces a new knowledge. We begin 

with the empirical facts, and then our understanding synthesises them by introducing 

the universal and necessary relation of cause and effect. And this causal relation 

11. Mackie: The Cement ofthe Universe, p.l04. 
12. Paton: Kant's Metaphysics ofExperience, p. 280. 



110 

is one by depending on which we can predict about future events. However, Paton 

remarks, "In all his arguments Kant is maintaining that unless succession were 

necessary, we could not experience a world which changes in one homogeneous 

and continuous time, and that experience which is not experience of such a world 

could not be called human experience at all. Whatever be the obsecurities in his 

exposition, and however doubtful be the validity, and even some cases the meaning, 

of the different steps of his advance, I cannot help thinking that at the very least he 

has called attention to a problem whose very existence is too commonly ignored, 

and that the solution he suggests has not yet been superseded by any other."13 

13. Paton : Kant's Metaphysics of Experience, p.293. 


