[ , CHAPTER II .

Imp. ication of Synthetic a Priori Judgment
LT 7

It has been suggested in the previous chapter that Hume's
brilliant empirical analysis of universal causal relatifon
worked as .a g;reat stimulus to Kant's discovery of |
‘synthetic a briori judgments'. At some stag:e of his
philosophical development Kant was influenced by extreme
rationaliém or, what may be called, "pure or ideal’ .
rationalism"l.. This form of rationalism has reéognised an
unlimited powér of reason or thought. 'L;nought by itself
is in a position to produce necessary or certain knowledge
which is true, about this world. Biut it is H\.}me's analyséis

of the causal judgments which succeeds in 'changing Kant's
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faith in'the power of reason. Hume's analysis of causal

© judgments, says N.K.Smith, "awoke Kant from his dogmatic
slumber, and so ultimately led to the raising of the logical
ﬁroblem in its widest form :- how synthetic a priori
judgments, whether mathematical, physical, or metaphysical,.

are poss;ble"z.

The;éuégesﬁion, of course, 1s not wrong, but it'might
be misleadiﬁg. It might be thought that Hume's analysis of
the causal principle logically leads to Kant's thesis that
there are synthetic a priori judgments, or that this
analysisAand Kant's §hesis can not be accommodated together.
This ambiguity may constitute a good logic for 1nvesti§ating
the real  implication of Hume's analysis of the universal law

of‘causation in our attempt to realise the significance of

Kant's thesis that some judgments are synthetic a priori.

. Hume's :analyéis of causal relation impiies not that
there is.no such relation, not that we have, in fact, no
science; but that the causal relatiqn can not_meah moré than .
mere concommitanqe or regularity, that.we,can not claim for
science any superior status than what is enjoyed by the
contingent empirical judgments, "that the principle of ¢
causality has no possible‘rhtional basis"3, 1In the words of
grof. Smi th, Hume's position on cgusal rqlation may be

stated as i |



“The principle that every event must have
a cause, 1is neither intuitively nor
demonstratively certain. So far fraom
there existing a necessary coanection
between the idea of an event as something
happening in time and the idea of a
cause, no connection of any kind is
discoverabla by us"4, .

Hime is conscious that the universal caus§l principle, :
‘every event must have a causa{ claims §0 be necessary :and
every necessary judgment is a' priori, Again, he 1s also
conscious that this causal principle is not analytic but
synthetié since it can not 59 justified simply by logiéal
laws. Thus it may be inferred that though Hume himself did
not recognise the axistence of syntnetic a prlori judgments,
he could realise what' such judgments would have been like,
1f possible., From this it is not guite unnatural to get

at the suggestion that the implication of the admission of
synthetic'a priori prositions liés in the consequence of the
denial ofvth?se propositions. And it can not be deniea that
Hume is obviéusly_right in thinking that thﬁ denial of :
syntﬁeticia priorli judgments destroys the basis of science
which claims certailnty, makes certain knowledge impossible,
But Hume was, perhaps, wrong in taking this to be the whole
story. The feal implication of this denial may be much
more devastatihg than Hume Ehought it to be. It might be
sald that thé negation of the existence of synthetic a'

priori Ju;igménts destroys not only necessary knowledge or
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science but also the possibility of émpirical.knowledge,
which does not clalm to be necessary. This is also clear
from Prof, Smith's statement when to express Ként‘s
continued belief in the Idealist view of thought he writes 3
"Though pure'thought never by ltself amounts to knowleége
~— therein Kant departs from the extreme rationalist
position = only through it is any knowledge, empirical or

a priori, possible at all"s.

L i 7

The great merit of Kant's thesis ‘'some judgments are
syntheticva ériori‘; it is thought, is that i1t saves us
from accebtiﬁg some unpalatable consequences, e€,ge, there is
no science, experience is impossible, and so on. From this
we might be gempted to assert that Kant's thesls secures
everything tﬁat wé miss by Hume's denial of synthetic a
priori judgment, that this thesis implies that Hume was
mistaken in his denial of synthetic a priori judgments. We
could assert this without hesitation if Hume and Kant had
deﬁied and affirmed, respectively, the same thing. But this
does not seem %o be dovious. Kant himself, of course, believés
that Hume has denied exactiy what he has affirmed in the

statement; 'ﬁhere are synthetic a priori judgments'. 1In



other words, if we commit_ourselves to Kant's thesis, Qe are
to admit physgical science; and if we refuse to admit it, we
thereby miss even empirical knowledge, which, Hume himself
was n‘ot ready to deny. This may be taken to be the real
implicatién of Kant's thesis, ‘some judgments are ‘synthetic
a priori', Let us see, in what folldws, how far it is ttue
that Kant'sléhesié has this implication, and whether it has
this implication without any further assumption; whether the .

affirmation of Kant's thesis implies the falsity of Hume's

denial of synthetic a priori judgments.

l” 111 7 | )

Hame sdbscribes to the doctrine that all tfue
propositions are either anélytic a priori or synthetic a
posteriori. Hume's cpnclusion that there is no synthetic
a prjori proposition rests upon this dichotomy 5f judgments.
If for the sake of argument we admit this dighotomy, we can
not deny Hume's conclusion without contradiction. Agaid,
assuming thathant is not log}cally wrong in affirming the
exlstence of synthetic a priori judgments, we can easily
draw the'céncidsion that Humé and Kant have not referred
to the samé thing'when they denied or affirmed ‘synthetic
a priori judgments’.

P

!
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The saﬁé conclusion will follow even if we proceed in
a different way. Both Hu&e and Kant.have admiéted that we
can deny any. synthetic judgment without self-cqntradiction.
They have also admitted that we can not so deny any
analytic proposition. As because Hime has denied but Kant
hés affirmed synthetlic a priori judgments, inspite of ﬁheir
fundamental agreement on the meahing of 'énalytic‘ and
'syathetic* judgments, they can not mean the same thing when

they deny or affirm ‘'synthetic a priori judgments'.

If we dmit thils conclusion, we can not but hesitate
to concede to the c¢laim that the affirmation of Kant's
synthetic a prieri Jjudgments implieé that Hume was mistaken

in denying synthetic a priori judgments.

L7

Can Qe hope to find any possible way of showing that
Hume will deny what Kant has affiirmed by the statement,
some judgments are synthetic a priori' ? Our answer to
this can be affirmative. From what has been already said it
is clear that Hume will not.admit of any such propositions
which state something about the world and yet claim to be
necessary in the sense that they are justified simply by
logical laws. This is quite justified, but not a bold step

at all., We can not expect that the synthetic judgment; s will
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be jLétified;by the law of'contraﬁiction 1£f we glready .
define syntbétic judgments as those judgments which canfbe
denied withodt self-contradiction. "The contrary of every
matter of fact 1s still possible; because it can never
imply a contradiction, and is conceived by ‘the mind with the
same‘facility and distinctness, as i1f ever so-conformable

to_reality"sﬁ

Hume will also deny another kind of judgment, He has
J | ,
identified synthetia judgments with the enpirical ones and
such judémentﬁ, according to Hume, are contingent, Now, if
any synthétic judgment claims to be more than contingent, it
will be impossible for the simple reason that the only
justification, that Hume could discover for any synthetic '
judgment, i.e., judgmecnts concerning xqatters of fact, was
experiencq. Let us state it in Hume 3 own words 3 f
"When it 1s asked, what is the nature of all
~ our reasonings concerning matter of fact 7
the proper answer seems to be, that they
- are founded on the relation of cause and
l effect.' When again it is asked, what is
the foundation of all our reasonings and

conclusions concerning that relation ?2 %t
. may be replied in one word, Experience®/,

Sense-eXpérience can not justify any discrimination
between any ord nary empirlcal statement, like grass is

green' and any principle of physical science, like, ‘every -

‘event must have a cause', In other words, to Hume all
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synthetic jddgments are of the same status. He will deny
all synthe£ic judgments which preten@ to be more than

contingent, i.e., not contingent in the ordinary senselof
the term — ‘judgments which can not be justified by seﬁse

-experience.

Kant's éjnthetic a prioril judgments arélagAthis kiad,
He holds that there are propositions which state ‘the |
conditions of the possibility of experienceé, or the funda-.
mental def;n}ng characteristics of experience. Such
. propositi‘ons are not analytic for 1f we deny that there is
human experience, no contradiction arises. But again, they
are not~like§ordinary contingent prgpositions. If the truth
of a propositioh is tgé condition of the possibility of
experience itself, there is no poiné in seeking the verdict
of experience to know whether it is true or not. Thus if
we assume that there is human exXperience, we can assert
those prOpositiOn§ a priori. It is this kind of prOpoéi-
tions which Rant calls synthétic a priori, and Hume will
definitely deny thiem., Thus it 1s not quite unjustified to
hold that the affirmation o§ Kant's synthetic a priori
judgments imblies that Hume 1s mistaken in denyiné synthetic

a priori judgments. .
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Hume}ha% identified synthetic Judéments with empirical
judgments, and such judgments are, he says, contingent.:
Thus if any judgment claims to be more than contingent and
yet to be syqthetic,.it is not possible. The‘jﬁdgmentS'of
sclence are 6f this type and so science is,lHume will say,
impossible, ‘The whole gamut of knowledge or Judgment is,
according to Hume, axhausted by  dnalytic ahd empirical |
judgments.

Kant;isiconvinced that there are synthetic a priori
judgments in mathematicgand iogicg and so, he argues,
science is possible. This means that the existence of
synthetic a ﬁriq;i Jjudgments makes siience possible. But
we should raﬁher say that if the judgements of sciences are gycnh
that they-cléim more than to be contingent in the ordinary
sense but'leas than to be logically necessary, then the
recognition Qf synthetic a priori‘judgments implies the’
exiséence of §cienée. This is, no doubt, an important fact
about the synthetic a priori~;udgments. But what is more
fundamental about them is something different. It is this
that 1if wé'exclude synthetic‘a priori judgments from the
class of judgments, the class of judgments will thereby be -

rendered empty. It is not simply false that all synthetic
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Judgr‘néntsgare: empirical, but. that'it is absur:i. It is m')t
possible to have empirical judgments without recognising a
different t;lrﬁe of synthetic judgments., which are not as
contingent as the empirical ones. They are, what may be

called, Kant's synthetic a priori judgments.

But how is it that empirical judgments lJ:'equ:l.re. some
other judgments which are not themselves empirical 2?2 This
is not unnatural. ‘There must be, accordinyg to Kant, an’
element of compulsion, some kind of necessi-tir, a universal
element, which distilnguishes a judgment from-a fiction or
mere Opini;'on,: from a psychological association of ideas,
Judgment is uot a matter of caprice, In B.l43, Kant has
made a clear distinction between a psychological associa-’
tion of ideas, and objﬁedtive unity of given representations
or judgment. - In a psychological association the relation
between the ldeas is casual and contingent; but in
judgment this relation is no longer arbltrary. It is govern-
ed by a law that is linked with the unity of the self. - This
relation is nicessary even when the judgment is not
concerned to assert the relation as necessaq!r. In other
words, it holds good even if the judgment is empirica.l..i The
empirical | judément, "all bodies are heavy" does not assert
that if we Support a body, we feel an- impression of weight,
it does not aésert; that this impression ;t1a'y be different for

different persons at different times. It asserts that the .

¥
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impressions of ‘body’ ‘and 'weight' are combined in the
abject itself. I cambine them not simply because I am
pleased to dq that, but because I feel some sort of
compulsion. This implies that tﬂere are some principles or
laws.behind the organisation of the sense-impressions into
a unity. This is, perhaps, true even in the case of the '
so-called emotive judgments, which may not be called
judgments '1f judged by the more or less well accepted
criterion of ‘truth-~claim'., This principle of ‘organisation
can not be supplied by the brute facts of experience; it is
to be imported from outside of experience., This should be
obvious from the fact that.a principle of organisationlcan
not itself bé one of the items to be organised; from the
fact that in a logical argument no' principle of that
argument can be a concluslon of that argument. Moreover,
if the principles are to ge recéived from the. impressions
themselves, ény organisation'will be as better as the
other. There will be no intelligible way of distinguishing
between a 'mere psychological association of ideas and a%
Judgment; ‘a mere opinion and knowledge. The principles are
to be a priofi. Again, the principles are not énalytical.
They have no;intrinsic necessity. They would have possessed
intrinsic necéSsity 1f it were impossible for human
eXperience n&t to occur. But thls is not the case. Tﬁéy

can not, of cburse, be denied 1f there is human experience
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or kﬁéwledge; but the denial. of hﬁman experience does not
involve any self-contradiction. Thus with reference to.
human experience these principles are both a priori and
synthetic, These principles are the conditions of the
possibilify of experience and we have alreedy seen that
Kant's synthetic a priori judgments express such conditions.
Thus the synthetic a priori judgments are to be recognised

' not only for the sake of a speCiai type of experience called
science, which claims to be necessary or, at least, moreg

- than contingent; but also for empirical knowledge, wﬁich
does not so'claim. ‘his is thought to be the full impliea-
tion of synthetic'a priori juagments, and, perhaps, Hume

would not have denied them if he could realise this full

implication.
L VL7

In connecfion with'what has been stated as the full
implication of:syntbetic a priori judgments two issues
might be suggeeted. It is true that for the validity of
the statement, "no forms of kpowledge, even empirical one,

is possible without synthetic a priori- judgments™ we need

not know whether anybody happens to admit- it or not.
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Hence, we can avoid the discussion of the question as to
whether Hume would not have denied synthetic a priori
judgments if he could realise its full implicétion. But
the validitf of that statement réquires a certain
conéeption of knowledge and this conception of knowledge
does not enj;y universal consent. It rquifes that
knowledge is alwa}s judgmental. Judgment is systematisa-~
tion; it dinvolves organisation or interpretation which
requires,synﬁhetic a priori principles. One such
principle recognised by Kant is, "every- event must have a
cause", But it might be said that we can have knowledge
which is not discursive. It might be claimed that we have
knowledge'even when our awareness is simply an awareness of
an existeﬁce, and not of an existence of a certain sort.
The indeterminate or "Nirvikalpaka" .perception recogm':sed
by the Ny?ya-philOSOpherslmay be used to substantiate thdis
claim. It is, of course, not necessary, for our purpose,
to establishior destablise this claim. But what is
important-is‘that the view, "even empirical knowledge is
not pOSSible without synthetic a priori judgments" can not
be accepted without reservation; for its validity will be
affected by the existence of indeterminate perception, if
there is any. ‘Thus we should rather say that no forms of
knowledge, e@en empl.rical, is pogsible wiphout the

recognition of syntrmtic a prlori judgments, provided
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judgment is’thé unit of knowledge,

Another issue, which 18 not unrelated with the investi-
gation of the implication of synthetic a priori Judgmentd
deserves attention. We have secn that judgments require
some principles of organisation, and we have élso seen that
these prigcipléslafe to be synfhetic and a pri&fi. These
principles are’Kant's synthetic a priori judgments. Kant'g
efforts are]diﬁec§ed to establish that there -are such
principles, but he has fiot established that these principles
are judgment, :‘Moreover, there are definite objections
against descriﬁing them as judgments. The most reasonable
objection, perhaps, is that a prinéiple which makes judgment
possibie can not itself be a judgment, for in that case we

shall have to ;dmit that for judgment to be pé sible there
| is no need of any such principle. Walsh writes "synthetié
a priori judgments fall in a class of their own, and it may

even be suggested that they are not judgments at-all“e.

The reiatiOn of this lssue with the investigation, here
undertaken, 1isithat 1f these principles are not judgment,
the investigation losas its meaning and Kant's very problem
of "syntheth a priori judgment” is reduced to a pseudo

_problem.

. o ‘ B
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No form of knowledge is possible, we héve seen'abéve,
withOut'the ?ecognition of synthetic a priori judgments.
Synthetic'i' a priori knowledge, in its turn, requires a new
conceptioh of mind. According to Kant, we cén'not have
synthetic a briori knowledge if we conceive human mind after
the fashion Of the emgiricists or the rationalists. A&ccord-
ing to thém, knowledge is mere analysis - either analysis of
universal a priori laws or analysis of the manifold of
experience revealed in sense. For both of them, mind is
passive ih knowledge, But for Kant, mind is not simply a
“clean slate" upon which experience writes the whimsical
wills. Our mind supplies the required principles for
organising the discrete senge-manifolds into experiencé.
Thus the existence of synthetic a priori judgments implies
a conception. of mind, different from those of the
rationalists and the empiricists., "If we assume that the
human mind is purely passive in knowledge, we can not
explain the ei priordi knowlédge which we undoubtedly

possess"g; ’

1 - _
The TxiStence of synﬁhetic a priori judgments implies °

a setond change also - a fevolutionary chgngeviﬂ our

outlook - a change which is not unrelated with the change

in the conception of mind. We can not have synﬁhetic al
o

'
!
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a priori judéments, i.e., judgments expressing conditions
of experience if such conditions are to depend upon the

world we expérience rather than upon our own faculties that

§ H

we emploYVin'eXperiencing the world; for in that case th
synthetic a priori judgments, according to Kant, will be
reduced to contingent empirical judgments. Hence, thg |
existence'of synthetic a priorli judgments implies a
fundamental change in phllosophical method. We should no,
more stick to the long cherlshed idea, "our knowledge must
conform to objects" b%F subscribe to a new one, "objects
must conform to our knowledge" instead, This revolutionary
change has been described as 'Copernican revolution' by
Kant himself. By this revolution Kant does not suggest
that -mind can‘creaye things, as far as their existence is
concerned, bj'thinking them .."What he is suygesting is
that we can not know things, that they can not be dbjects
of knowledge for us, except in so far as they are subjected
to certain a priori conditions of knowledge on the part of

the subject“lo.
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