
CHAPTER VI 

Review of Kant's 'Second Demand' 

L.- 1 J 
I . 

'lbe questicn • How are synthetic a priori judgments 

possible ?' has occurred several time~ in Kant~s Philosophy 

and unlike many other philosophical questions it has some 
' . ' 

peculiarities. It is an important question in p~ilosophy 

and it is so important that it may be c;alled r~volutionary. 

But it has, as a matter fact, been raised for the first time 

a~ a much latt~r stage of ppilosophical development. 
'·' C' 

second, when the question was raised, it was criticised by 

many as a • Ps~udo question •·. Many praninent figures fran 

the riv?l camps, Empiricism and Rationalism, vehemently 

opposed ~he existence of •synthetic. a priori judgments•, 

which are hein<J referred to in this question. 'lhird, though 

.. 
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the question is raised by Kant several times in'different 

contexts, daubt remains as to whether he is asking the 

same question everywhere. It may be'suggested that Kant 

is asking the same question, though not in the same 
.. . 

contexts, and attempts may be made to make.this suggestion 
I 

plausible by producing Kant •·s own demand that. . b• is using 

the expression •synthetic a priori' in exactly the same· 

sense in all his three •critiques•.· But ~ant's own 
I 

practice does not seem to jus ~ify this demand. In the 

first •cri~ique', gritique of .Pure....l!!.!~U., Kant speak~ of 

a new variety ot· judgment1 which is clearly distinct from 

both analytic a priori judgments and synthetic a 

posteriori ones. Judgments of this variety are termed 

Kant demands that this l . . 

variety of judgments is not a mere possibility but we 

actually have such judgments3 • He demands that some 

judgments are both synthetic and·a priori. In the first 

• critique Kant shows how synthetic a priori judgments are 

possible in the field of theoretical exper1~noe. SUt 

synthetic a priori judgments are not, Kant holds, confined 

to this region of experience... He uses the expression 
~'. 

• experience • to include moral and aesthetic experience, too. 
I • 

'rhese two other aspects of experience are dealt with by Kant 

in his second and third • critiques • • Kant holds that we 

have synthetic a priori judgments not only in the oont~xt of .. 
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theoretical experience but also in the fields of moral and 

aesthetic experience. From this it is clear that Kant is 

demanding not only that we have synthetic a priori 

judgments bqt also that we have such judgm~nts in different 

regions· af experi~nce in the same sense, otherwise it would 
I • 

have been meaningless to claim that syntheti9 a priori 

judgments are not restricted to theoretical exper.ience only. 

We thus face two demands a (l) there are synthetic a 

priori judgments1 and (2) in all his •critiques• Kant is 

using the expression •synthetic a priori' in th~ same·sense;w 

in o~her words, we have synthetic a priori judgments in all 

domains of experience in the same sense. 'lhe demand (2) 

will be referred to as Kant's second demand or claim.· 1hese 

two ·demands are not identical, ·though not uncon_nected. 

Moreover, the second demand. has~ at least, an extra signi

ficance in determining what Kant has really exnlored. It 

is usually held that Kant. has explor~d a new ~ariety of 

judgment~ called synthetic a priori, but a denial of the 

second claim may encourage us to change this view for the 

sake of becoming more .precise. We may hold that Kant has 
" realty explored a lot of v&D~eties in a new variety of 

judgment, for
1
the simple re~son that his new variety of 

judgment, called synthetic a priori, fails to maintain an 

unchang~ng identity all thro~ghout his •aritiques•. 
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'!he claims, however, .are not unconnected. '!he question 

whether we have synthetic a·priori judgments in all the 

three 'Critiques• of Kant in exactly the same sense can 

intelligibly be asked only if Kant first recognises such 
I 

judgm.ents in his 1 Critiques 1 • 'Dlls question . would have j:)een · 

not only irrelevant but also meaningless if Kant had shared 

a view simiJ.ar to that of Walsh4 , Q.dn.e or the positivists 

about synthetic a priori judgments. ·Again, any affirmative 

or negative answer that we may please to give to this 

que~tion will require us to recognise Kant 1 s fi'rst claim 

that there are synthetic a priori judgments. 

But these two claims can not be identified. 

Philosophers like Quine and the. Positivists have opposed 

Kant 1 s thesis that there are .;:; ynthetic a priori judgments. 

Their arguments, of coorse, do not conclusively prove· that 

Kant is wrong in demanding t'hat some judgments are synthetic 

a priori. An attempt at the denial of the thesis ot· 

• synthetic a priori propositions •, l1owever, will be 

considered sucoessfuliif we first agree to interpret the 

term •n~cessity• as logical necessity. But why shoUld we 

prefer a particular interpretation of this term among a lot 

of interpretat~oos '1 Moreover, Kant is frank enough t(.:> 
• 

admit that his syno,_;hetic a pr_iori propositions are not .. 
logically necessary in the sense that their denial will 

invoLve self-contradiction. But even if we agree with Kant 
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on his demand that there are synthetic a priori judgments, . 
we are not thereGy canpelled· to accept his second demand 

that we have such judgments, in exactly the same sen~e, in 

all the three different regions of ~xperience --theoretical, 
• 

moral and aesthetic -;dealt with in his three 'Critiques•, 

• ££~!..<1~2£. _gu_£U~~Q(_ ~!lli~ g,L~~!.s-2!. Reas Ot]. and 

££!.1:..~_9!._~udm!!~, respectively. Though these claims 

are different, Kant is not, probably, well aware that his 

second claim does :'ot get established by the arguments t;hat 

• we may put in favour of his first claim, •·there are synthetic 

a pri.ori judgments··. This seems to be the reason why we 

find Kant try his best to establish his first claim only. 

He was, perhaps, convinced that the expression _•synthetic 

a priori 1 was not accumulating even minute changes as it 

was rolling down frcm one • Critique' to another. Kant, is, 

however, wrong in connection with this conviction. ~ 

There is, of course, :a sense in' which it ma:y be 

suggested that in using the -axpression • synthetic a priori • 
? 

in his three •critiques• Kant. is not m~king a n~w stipulation 

everytime. In the first •_crltique • t_he judgmel?t • every event 

must have a cause • has been recognised by Kant as • synthetic 

a priori 1 • '!he expr,:..::Jsion, 1 synthetic a priori~ is a 
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combination of two distinct terms, 'synthetic' and 

•a prio~i'. The meanings of these terms have been clarified 

by Kant ir;t ·the first • Critique •. 11A propos! tion is 

synthetic if its negation is not a contradiction in terms. 

It is a priori if it is not logically dependent on any 

proposition whic;h descr~es senae-inipressions••5 i.e., if 

its truth is not aff e~ted by any experience that we may 

have. Here we thus have two negative descriptions of 

synthetic a priori propositions. 'lhese descriptions 

equally apply to the synthetic a priori judgments of tne 

second and tqe third 1 Critiqu·es • as well as to those of 

the first • Critiqu.e •. 'lhus it may be said that Kant is not 

using. the expression 'synthetic a priori• in his subsequent 

'Critiques• in a sense which is different from the sense of 

the first 'Critique'. But this defence of Karit•s position 

is not adequate f0r various reasons. From the fact that 

the synthetic a priori propositions are not like this or 

that we can not exactly grasp what are they like. Under 

such a situation it is not possible to say that all 

synthetic a priori propositions mean the same thing • 

.. 
Again, it may be true that· in Kant 1 s l?hilos.ophy there 

is not even a ~ing1e instan·,<~ of synthetic a priori 

propositions to which the above negati vo3 descrip,tion:s do 

not apply, but from this we are not w?rranted ~o say that 

by a synthetic a priori proposition Kant simply means that 
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proposi~ion whose negation is·not a contradiction in terms 

and which.is nat logically dependent on any propositiOn 

that descri~es sense-impressions. lhe meaning of a given 

expression is not necessarily a logical product of the 

meanings of the constituent terms o~ that expression. The . ' 

expression 1 synthetic_; a priori 1 , as used by Kant in the 

first 'Critique• is a good example of this. The expression 

1 dog-sleep 1 is another good example from everyday language. 

From the fact that sanebody fails to understand the 

expression 1 dog-sl·eep 1 we can not say that he does not 
Q 

know the use of the terms 'dog• and 'sleep•. In such 

cases· the sense of a given expression can not be inferred. 

just from the meanings of the terms entering into,that 

expression. Such a sense of an expression may·be called 

its technical sen,.;e, as distinguished from its literal 

sense. In the first • Critique• when Kant calls any 

judgment synthetic a prior~, he uses the expression •synthe-

tic a priori' in a technical sense. By synthetic a priori 

judgments Kant here means principles which state the 

conditions of the possibility of theoretical knowledge.'· 
l 

Accor<;Ung to Kant, G.J. Warnock holds, there i,:3 •·a third 

clas~ of propositions, whose existence none of his 
I • 

predecessors had explic·itly· recognized - certain proposi-

tions that must be true if· human experience is·to occur at 

all, propositions that state, in Kant 1 s phrase, "the 
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conditions of the possibility of. experien~e 11 , or, as we 

might say, its fundamental defining characteristics ••• 

But if propositions of this ciass are not analytic and are 

not contingent, ~hen they are precisely what Hume and the 

rest had re .. :ected or ignored - namely, synthetic a priori 

propositians• 6 • The principle of causation, •every even~ 

must have a cause• is, Kant holds, a synthetic a priori 

judgment, for we can not have any form of theoretical 

knowledge, empirical or a priori, without assuming it to 

be true. 'rhus in the Cri tigue of PUre .Reas.._2~ by synthetic - ' 
a p~iori propositions Kant means those propositions which 

state conditions of the possibility of any r.>.xperience in 

space and time 7 • .'I'he case being so, Kant 1 s second claim 

that he is using the expression • synthetic a priori • in 

exactly the same sense in all his •critiques• will be 

entertained only if we can show that.the synthetic a priori 

judgments of the ·~econd and third • Critiques • state 

conditions of the possibility of experience in space and 

time, i.e., of theoretical· experience. If we, however, aim 

simply at the refutation and not at the establishment of 

Kant • s second claim, it will be enough to show that t:qe 
.? 

synthetic a priori judgments either ,of the second or of 
j 

• the third •critique' do no~ state· conditions ·of the 

possibility of theoretical experience. 
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Iri the field of moral experience, Kant asserts, we 

have synthetic -a priori propositions. He, of cwrse, does 

not recogn'ise every individual judgment, which can be 

called moral, to be synthetic a priori. The supreme 

8 principle of morality or the Categorical Imperative with 
_; 

reference to which a principle or maxim of action is 

judged to be moral is a synthetic a priori judgment of the 

second • Critique •. The proposition 11Adt only on that 

maxim whereby you can at the s arne time will that it shrul d 
9 . 

become a universal law 11 , is one of the foLmulations of 

the Categorical Imperative and it is, Kant holds, 

synthetic a priori. But why 1 Does it state any assump

tion without which we can not have any experience of 

objects in space ant time 1 Certainly not. Kant is clear 

enough in asserting that in the second 1 Critique• we are 

not at all concerned with spatial and temporal experience. 

So the Categorical imperative is not supposed to be a 

synthetic a priori judgment in the sense of expressing 

conditions required for the possibility of theoretical 

knowledge; and Kant himst;!lf ,claims to have given a comiJlete 

list' of such judgments in. t:-~he first •critique'. C>.J.r 

experience of the world of objects is.not affected by what 

moral principle we happen to subscribe to. 
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It may be sugqested that in the second • Critique • _the 

expression •synthetic a pri<?ri' _means wha"!= it means in the 

first •critique• for here also Kant has used this 

expression in a technical sense. The categorical imperative 

is synthetic a pLiori in the sense that it states 

conditions .for the determination of what we ought to do, 

in the sense that it supplies a necessary requirement fo~ 

the determination of obligation or d~ty. 

But this suggestion is not tenable for two reasons. 

First, it is not the case that the categorical imperative 

really expresses conditions or assumptions for the deter

mination of what we ought to do. Kant • s categorical 

imperative r~sembles Mill's so-called 'Inductive Methods• 10 

which instead of identifying the cause of a phenomenon 

under investigation eliminates the claim of something to 

be the cause of that phenomenon. According to. the cate

gorical imperati~e, actions whose maxims can not be 

universalised, i.e., whose maxims do not accord with the 

categorical imperative are such which we ought not to · 

perform. 11 Basing his argument upon the sole consideration 

" of man as a rational being, ·~ant ~s perhaps in a position 

to 1 ay down what men should not do - namely, they shOuld 
I • 

not adopt principles of jhdgmerit or conduct which lead to 

or involve inconsistency. · ,·10wever, it is by no meana clear 

that this suffices to determine in any positive. way what 
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they should do 1111 • It may be noted that Kant does not want 

to say that 11 all actions which do accord with the Catego-
. 12 

rical I1nperati ve are ones whi'ch we ought to perfonn 11 so, 

why shoul,d we say that the categorical imperative states 

conditions for determing what we ought to do ? 

A possible answer to the above question is this. Kant 

has definitely ~anted, to say that 11 there are positive as 

well as negative duties ••13 • No such distinction between 

positive and negative duties can be satisfactority made 

unless the categorical imperative is of some help to us in 

identifying a positive duty. So the categorical imperative, 

it is believed, has the required efficacy ~n determining 

what. we should do~ This belief will be entertained if we 

assume that a positive duty of the form • you ought to do X' 

' 14 
can be restated as 'Failure to do X is impeL1Tlissible' • 

But this is an undue assumption, for • impermissible 1 and 

'obligatory• are not contradictory terms; we can not affirm 

one on the strength of eliminating the other. Thus Kant's ~ 

categorical imperative is not a synthetic a priori 

judgment in the sense of stating an assumption for deter

mining what is obligatory or moral. It may be called' a 

synthetic a pEiori judgment.in the sense of exp~essing a 

test of what is • impermissiU ... e •. 

Second, even if, for the sake ot argument, we admit 

that the categorical impeiative states a cond.i:tion for 
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determining what we should do, it does not follow that it 

is 1 synthetic a prj_ori 1 in the sense in which the causal 

pr~nciple •every event must have a cause• is. ·rhe causal 
. 

principle states conditions Of the possibility Of objects 

in space and time, whereas th·~ categorical'· imperative 

expresses a condition or assumption for the determination 

of a moral principle and, in'directly, of a moral action or 

duty. Moral principles are not objects in space ane.L time. 

Thus the synthetic a priori judgments of the first and the 

second •critiques• are not •synthetic a priori' in exactly 

the same sense. 

"' 
In the third •critique• the gritique o±~udgmen~, 

too, Kant rai·ses the general critical que~tion : How are 

synthetic a priori judgments possible ? 'l'his time, of 

course, the question is raised \vith reference t.o the 

domain of reflective judgment, i.e., th~ purposive and the 

beautiful products of nature and art, and not with 

reference to theoretical knowledge of objects or with 

reference to the world of freedom, as done in the first 

o~ the second •critique•. Nbw, ha~ not the meaning of 

the expression •synthetic a priori' changed in this 

•critique• with the change· of domain 1 Can we h-ave 

.. 
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synthetic a pr~ori judgments in the third 'critique' in 

the sense in which we have such judgments in the first or 

in the second critique' ? 

Aesthetic judgment or the judgment of taste is one 

of the two form~ of reflect~ve judgments discussed by Kant 

·in the thi1.-l 'critique'. According to Paul Guyer, Kant 

argues that 'aesthetic judgment is a variety of syntheti-c 

a priori judgment, so that the problem of a deduction of 

aesthetic judgment may therefore be considered ••part of the 

general problem of transcendental philosophy ~ How synthetic 

15 
a priori judgments possible 1 11 • From the expression 

•a yariety of' it may be guessed that Kant did not use the 

expression 1q:)ynthetic a priori' with refert.dCe to aesthetic 

judgments in exactly the same sense in which he used it in 

the other two critiques. And in fact this is the case. No 

aesthetic judgment can be synthetic a priori in the sense 

in which we have such judgments in the first or in the 

second 'critique •. The judgment 'every event must have a 

cause' is a synthetic a priori judgment of the first 

• critique •. It states codditions of the possibility of 

objects of experience. In the second •critique• the 
. . 

categorical Imperative, which is recognised by Kant as 

synthetic a priori, statep the condltion of the determina

tion ·of what should not be. done. · .rn both tl11; cases a 

synthetic a priori judgment states an objective condition 
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or criterion of sQ'JJL:thing, though not of the sqme thing. 

An aesthetic judgment, say, 'the rose is beautiful' is 

neither a theoretical cognitive judgment nor a practical 

cognitive judgment, but a reflective one. A reflective 

judgment is peculiar in the sense that it does not use any 

determinate concept. An aestnetio judgment resembles a 

judgment .concerning the pleasant in being subjective,· since 

it does not. state anything in the object but our private 

feelings that we take in the object. Hence, an aesthetic 

judgment is unable to state any objective condition or . . 

criterion of anything'whatever. This means that if an 

aesthetic judgment is at all synthetic a priori, it must 

be so in a different sense. 

· Kant has given four definitions of beauty. Regarding 

the logical ~tatus of these definitions Kan~ is completely 

silent. He does riot state whether the definitions are 

analytic, or synthetic a priori or a posteriori. But he 

clearly holds that a particular aesthetic judgment has both 

an empirical and an a priori elements. He recognises the 

particular aesthetic judgments like, 'the rose is 

beautiful' or 'the statue is· beautiful' to be synthetic a 

priori. It is, clear that uqlike the synthetic a priori 

propositions of the first and the second •critiques• a 

particular aesthetic judgment, say, • the rose is beaut!iful' 

is a singular judgment considered ·from the logical point 
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of view, since an aesthetic judgment does not join the 

precUcate of beauty to the concept of an object taken in 

its entire logical sphere. It is also obvious that the 

judgment 'the rose is beautiful·• ·does not 'state an 

assumption for the constitutism of objects·. of experience, 

or a condition for the determination of what should or 

should not be done. It is n·ot at all concerned with spatial 

and temporal objects or moral actions. lt is rather: 

concerned with our private feeling that we have in represent-
• 

ing an object to ourselves, the feeling of pleasure. But 

inspite of this we may characterise an aesthetic judgment 

as •synthetic a priori'. A synthetic judgment is that in 

which the predicate goes beyond the subject or in which the 

predicate can be qenied of the subject without any 
Q 

contradiction. An aesthetic judgment is syrithetic for its 

predicate, i.e., the pleasure connected with the representa-

tion of the object, is not implicit in the concept o.E the 

object. When we assert that we take pleasure ~n the 

object, we do so • irrespective of any c~mcept •. 11 It is 

easy to see, that judgments of taste are synthetic judg-

ments, for they go beyond the concept and even the intuition .. 

of the Object in order to add as predicate to that intuition 
i • 

s?ffiething that has no reference to knowledge, namely, the 

feeling of pleasure or pain 1116 • 
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An aesthetic judgment may be called a priori, too. 

In the first •critique• Kant has mentioned universali~y 

and.necessity as marks of a priority. In the third 

•critique', in his analysis of the 'beautiful' from four 

different standpoints or •moments• Kant asserts that a· 

judgment of taste is univers'al -ahd necessary. Kant makes 

an important distinction betv.•een an aesthetic judgment, 

'the rose is beautiful' and a judgment about the pleasant, 

'hot-bath is pleasant' with ·reference to this feature of 

universality and necessity. 

Here it may thus appear that tl1ere is a sense in 

which Kant may be said to use the expression • synthetic 

a priori' in the same sense in all his •critiques•. ·Like 

the aesthetic judgments of the third •critique' the 

synthetic a priori judgments of the first two •critiques• 

are univers~ and necessary. · Moreover, the~e two forms 

of synthetic a pr~ori judgments also may be called synthetic 

in the sense in which the aesthetic judgments ~e synthetic. 

The synthetic a priori judgments of all the three·'critiques• 

are universal, necessary and synthetic. 'Ihus if by a 

synthetic a prio.r··.i judgment ~e mean a judgment which, though 

universal and necessary, can be denied without contradiction, 
I ~ 

the expression •synthetic a priori' may be said to mean the 

something in all the 'critiques' of Kant. 

But there is a difficulty. An aesthetic judgment can 
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not be universal and necessary in the sense in which a· 

logical judgment, or· a synthetic a priori judgment of the 
. 

first or the second •critique' can be. In the first 

·~ritique• Kant identifies universality or necessity with 

objective validity. The synthetic a priori judgments of 

the second •critique•, too, have been recognised by Kant 

as obje~tively valid, though,'to be precise, this 

objective, validity is not identical with the former. 

Objective necessity is the necessity that any determinate 

concept be predicted of a particular object. An aesthetic 

judgment refers to the subject and !'lis feelings. When we . 
say that 'the rose is· beautiful', we are not concerned with 

an object •rose•, i.e., the concept of rose and we do not 

abscribe a property to that object. we are concerned with 

the pleasure or pain which we feel in representing the' 

object to ou~selve·s. ·rhus an aesthetic judQment does not 

and can not claim .objective validity. It is universal and 

neces'sary in a quite different sense. An aesthetic 

judgment does not affirm the predicate of beauty of an 

object taken in its entire logical sphere. rt 'is universal 

and necessary in ·t.he sense that it extends this predicate 

over the whole sphere of judging subjects17• This 

universality is subjective •• 

Even if it is taken for granted that the aesthetic 

judgments are objectively valid, it can not be said th'at 
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an aesthetic judgment is syn~hetic a priori in the sense in 

which the synthetic a priori judgments of the first or the 

second •critique• are1 for an aesthetic judgment states 

neither the condition of the possibility of objects in space . 
and time nor the condition of the. de.terminatiou of what 

should not be done. An aestheti.c judgment does not 

at all state a condition or an assumption of anything, for 

it is independent of all determinate concepts whatever. 

I 
It may be said that though a particular form of 

reflective judgment, aesthetic or teleological, does not 

express an .assumption or a requirement· of scmething and so 

can not be a priori in the sense in which a sy,nthetic a 

priori judgment of the first or the second •critique• can 

be, the general prin'ciple of reflective judgment does 

express an assumption. 'lhe judgment •nature itself is 

systematic• is, Kant holds, the general principle of 

reflection. This judgment i_s sy~thetic ir~ the sense that 

the negation of it does not ,involve us in any self 

-contradiction. It is a priori in the sense of stating an 

assumption for c?nstructing~a system of interrelated laws, 

i.e., a sy~:l:em of experience. so there is no fundamental 

difference between the universal principle of causation . 
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•every event must have a cause• and the general principle 

of reflection •nature itself is systematic•. 

'lbe las't statement is not tenable. ·rue universal 

prin~iple of causation is objectively val~d, it is a 

con~titutive principle. It is a priori in the sense that 

it is the very condition for there being any object at all. 

The principle of reflective judgment, on the other hand, is 

subjective18• It is not a constitutive but a regulative 

principle. It does not attribute at all to the object, it 
. 

only concerns our mode of reflection of it. It is not a 

pres~pposition of the possibility of experience itself, but 

of the possibility of a system of such experiences. 'l'hus 

'!hough the universal law 10f causatibn, the cate9orical 

Imperative and the general· ;__)rinciple of reflective judgment 

are alike in stating a condition of something, they do not 

state a condition or an assumption of the same thing. 'Ihe 

first states the condition of experience itself, the second 

of the determination of what is impermissible ~nd the third 

of the systematic investigation of experiences, already 

obtained by the first. Thus it can not be said that we have 

synthetic a priori judgmentS· in all the three • critiques • 

in exactly th~ same sense. ~ 
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L_- VI _J 

·rhe same conclusion, reached in sectit)n L-V_J, is 

also suggested fr·cm other consideratioos. Kant • s synthetic 

a priori judgments are different from the ordinary synthetic 

judgments, called a posteriori, in being 'independent• of 

experience. Independence of experienca is the defining 

characteristic of a priority in Kant's philosophy. This 

characteristic does not mean the same thing in the coqtexts 
~ 

of, say, the universal principle of causation and the supreme 

principle of morality, i.e., the synthetic a priori judgments 

Of 'the first and the SeCOOd I Crit.i.queS I 0 'l'he judgmen:t 

•every event must have a cause• is not independent of 
I . 

experience in the sense t~at exp~rience is !~relevant tu 

its truth. The judgment will be rejected if a single instance 

of events, 'which has no cause, is recognised. But this is 

not the case with the principlas of morality. A judgment 

which states what we ought or ought not to do remains 

unaiffected by experience in the s.ense that experience is 

quite irrelevant to its validity. The principle that •we 

ought to speak the truth', for example, may be valid even 

if nobody in fact speaks thei. t.LLith. 

However, 1 this notion ol 'independence is difficult to 

understand. We can not determine this 'independence• of a 

synthetic ~ priori judgment by a law of logic or by 

experience. It is only an analytic proposition, holds 

Kant, which can. be logically indepei1dent of experience. 

Again, the question of determining this independence by 



experience does not arise for the simple reason that in 

that case the judgment will cease to be independent of 

experience. 

1J6 

PerhapsQ, Kant was aware that he might ;.)e misunderstood 

and so he gave us·two marks of 'a priority', over and above 

a definition of it. These are necessity and universality. 

As Kant considers each one of them to be a sufficlent and 

necaesary mark of «l priority, let us consider necessity 

only. 

Are the universal la~ of causation, •every event must 

have a cause' and the categorical Imperative necessary, i.e., 

'·a priori • in the same sense ? ·nlis question arises because 

Kant himself has recognised, at least, three different kin~s 
I 

of n~cessity - logical, transcen~ent~ and upcunditional, 

logical necessity is the necessity which can be explained 

with reference to the logical laws. .i:t is only the analytic 

propositions which have tuis kind of· necessity. 'Ihe 

synthetic a priori judgments of the first •critique• have 

only transcedental necessity. Their necessity· consists in 

the fact that we must recog9ise them if we want to have 
0 

e.Kperience that we actually have. '!his necessity is 

conditional, since its reco~ni·t.i,on depend;.> upon the condi-

tion that human beings desire for experience. It i;'> 

hypothetical in nature. This necessity is not intrinsic 
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but extrinsic19 • It does not come up from the necessities 

of thought, for it is not necessary that a human beinc.:1 must 

desire for experi·ence. 
Q 

But the categorical Imperative is necessary in a 

different sense. To distinguish this necessity from the 

transcendental one Kant makes a clear distinction between 

hypothetical imperatives, on the one hand, and the categorical 

Imperative, on the ot~er. The necessity of the Categorical 

Imperative does not refer to our private desires and 

inclinations or any ends to be achieved, for in that case 

it w~ll be hypothetical in character. It is not dependent an 

any external factor but upon the concept of man as such. 

Just from the rationalit¥ of a man •.it can be shown, Kant 

holds, that he will obey t~e cat·t;gorical imperative. 

Rational and moral behaviours are identical. So this 

necessity is intrinsic and unconditional. It is this 

characteristic of •unconditionality' which makes the 

categorical imperative a priori or independent of experience. 

As the universal law of causation and the categorical 

imperative are not a priori or independent of experience in 
'· 

the same sense, the expression 'synthetic a priori' does not 
. . 

mean exactly the same thing in ·all its occurrences in 
~ 

Kant's philosophy. 
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L-. VII. J. 

Each of Kant's three •c~iti~es• iis c~ncerned·with a 

different. cognitive faculty, and each ;cognitive faculty 

has some a priori principles of its own. The first ..... 

•critique•. deals with understanding, the second wi~h aeasan 

and the third with Judgment. Kant's synthetic .. -a priori· 
'. 

judgments are a priofi principles ofi these cognitive . 
I 

faculties. ~e synthetic a priori judgments of all the 

three • critiques • of Kant can not be said to mean exactly 

the same thing, for there is a considerable difference in 

the .status and implications of these a priori principles~ 
9 

Let us consider, for example, the a priori.principles of 
I 

the .understanding and reason. Kant holds that human 

understanding has to become operative if experience, i.e., 

perceptual knowledge, is to be possible. Kno~ledge is not 

just a passive m.anifestation of the giyen. The objects of 

knowledge are not given, they are yet to be made possible 

by the understanding. Understanding, Kant asserts, makes .. 

nature. In this respect ~t anticipates the stand of the 
:1 ,·~· I 

Gestalt Psychologists wh9 hold that the objeqts.of peroep-
· . ..__ 

tion are actively organised·~by the mind in accordance with 

some organis~g prinqiplls~ . 'T.he ~~jective va+idity of 
, • . I 

these principles of the understandi.ng is guar~teed by the 
,-.:' . ' . i .:._ . ' ' 

fact that we can not have any object vf knowle¢ge without 

them. Each principle st~tes a condition of the possibility 
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knowledge are not given, ~hey are' yet to be ·made'• possible 
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by the understanding. Understanding, Kant asserts, makes 

nature. In this respect Kant anticipates the stand of the 

Gestalt Psychologis~s who hold that the objects of percep

tion are actively organised,by the mind in accordance with 

some organising principles. 
I • 

The objective validity of 

these principles of the understanding is guaranteed by the 
. . . 

fact that we can not have any Wbject of knowledge without 

them. Each principle states. a condition of the possibility 
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j • 

just a rule or principle which organises the particular but 

is such that it • actually produces the particUlars which 

are judged to be instances of the universal_ .Qlle'. A 

particular moral action,, so Kant be~ieves, i~ fUlly deter

mined by the universal moral concepts. 'rhe status Of the 

synthetic a priori ·moral judgments, thus, get:? differentia

ted from the status of those of the first .or the third 

.'critique •. tf we are allowed to say as Kant has really 

said, that a synthetic a priori moral judgment expresses 

a condition or test of a morc;U princi~le at;ld indiriclly of · 

a mora+ action, we should say that it·expresses not only a 

necessa~y but also a sufficient condition thereof. ~us 

the synthetic a pJ:iori moral judgment implies that our 

intellect has a 'real use' which is opposed by Kant in the 

first •critiqu~·· 

There is another difference in implication. Kant's 

synthetic a priori judgments of the first 'critique' do not 

require us to cross the limit of the phenomenal world, they 

rather imply that we are confined within the world of 

appearance. 9 They. state conditions not of 0bjeots as they 

are, but of objects in spac:~ and time. Though Kant . ~· 

recognises the synthetic a priori judgments, like, •every 
I • 

event must have a cause' to be objective, they are objective 

only in the epistemological sense and not in the ontological 

sense of the term. They are objectively valid since we 
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must take them for granted if we are to kn·ow phy~ical· 
I 

objects. 

The synthetic a priori jud9ment of the second •critique•, 

the categorical imperative, on the other .hand, requires us 
' 

to go beyon6l this world of appearance. Th'::! first formulation 

of the categorical imperative states J 'Act on that maxim 

whereby you can will it to be a universal law•. It is quite 

clear that we can apply such a test only if we presuppose 

that a rna~ is morally free. It is also clear that a self 

which is to be L.egarded as free to choose between alternative 

courses of action must be distinguished from a self w~ich, 

1 ike other phenanenal events, is conceived to be governed 

by causal laws. this free self, the autonomous self of 

i<artt•s moral theory, falls in the ncumenal realm, anq it can 

not.be an object of theoretical knqwledge. Thus it is 
I . 

unplau~ible that the synthetic a priori judgments of Kill1t 1 s 

_three •critiques• having considerable differences in status 

and implications among themselves, are •synthetic a priori• 

in exactly the same sense. 

.... 
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