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_ The significance of g# what has come to be known as
ﬂﬁant's principle of causality"/;an be easily misinterpreted
or missed entirely, even after repeated readings of Kant's
attempt to justify the principle in his Second Analogy.

The purpose of this paper is to reconstruct Kant's argument
about causality and to consider some important objections
to it, in such a way that the sense of the principle of
causality may be~p£g§éfi§ understood.

Before I reconstruct Kant's argument in detail, I
shall give some indication of the reason that he thinks
that the principle of'causality is essential for causal
investigationsg}and;fWo ﬁéjor-objections to Kant's argument
»ean*be*ske@éheé out- in anticipation, ef—it. Then after the
reconstructed argument for the principle has been presented,

I shall return to the objections to show that they are not
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telling against a’ properlty understood sense of the principle,
As Lewis White Beck and Wrynn Smith have pointed out,1
the purpose of the principle of causality,_according to
Kant, is not to determine directly the connection of a

a particular cause with its effect. Such specific deter-
minations are the task of empirical investigation, utilizing
experimental-inductive methods, such as those of Hume and
Mill, or a deductive=nomological methodésuch as that of
Hempel. But while observation, experiment, and reasoning

from empirically generated causal laws can determine what

the cause is in a pé%icular case, Kant argues that we



Lambert - 2

cannot by these means alone determine that some causing

actually occurs in a particular case. Nevertheless, the

empirical investigation of causal connections always

presupposes that some causing is actually going on in the

phenomenal field or "in the object." Nothing could be

more self-evident about scientific investigation, than

that we assume that something has a cause, and then try

to determine what it is, But how do we come to make the

assumption that there are causes in the first place? and

can this assumption be true or false in particular cases?

To Kant these are not idle questions; for unless our

assumptions about whether some causing is going on are

true, we have no point specified at which our investigation

into particular causal connections can Justifiably begin,
The purpose of Kant's *transcendental analysis‘/is

to inquire into the nature of our prior assumptions about

causing, and to determine the conditions of their truth.

In the process of his analysis, Kant shows, though not

very clearly, to be sure, that any particular causal

judgment ("A causes B") depends on an assumption about a q;

) FieLd ) L <e )
corresponding phenomenalVor "object™ "B happens, comes c;,
into existence, or constltutes an event!)s ané #hat €he ‘}L‘EZ\&~
truth of this assumption, depends on the validity of the 1;1,
principle of causality-§"everything that happens presupposesgq-

a preceding state upon which it follows according to a

rule"y.
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There are two major objections to the causal principle,
each of which takes aim at a crucial aspect of Kant's
analysis‘oéiit. The first objection tries to undermine
the validity of the principle, by alleging a fallacy in
Kant's "proof' in the Second Analogy. A.0. Lovejoy, P.F.
Strawson, and J.L. Mackie, among others, have argued that

Kant commits the non-segquitur of attempting to derive a

universal and necessary rule of succession, either of
perceptions or of the appearances themselves, from a

single instance of an irreversible order of perceptions. VT

" If this objection holds, then we could not, according to

Kant's analysis, determine the truth of the prior assumption
that empirical investigators must make about the presence
of causing in the phenomenal field.

The second objection seeks to lay to rest our qualms

WHTH THE jj
™ y s
about the validity of the causal principle, ﬁyfclaimiﬁé | {{i@
!g rd ’f"i:
that we do not require it in order to know that an event i ﬁk&*&;

Ft PAENT
has in fact occurred., In“defense of a "Humean® view.of

events and causation, Jeffrie Murphy has argued that we

can immediately recognize that an event has occurred, by /gcgf

2 xi t"’"
means of an "event-impression."3 The prior assumption of Lq%’%
A ; " . " : " ¢ c%
causal investigations, that causing is going on, is %l -,
Gfimp vy

presumably determined by observing repeated instances o /. “?‘

similar events, each of which in turn has already been

g
"1ntu1t1vely" known to oceur through an even%*lmpresslon.gziZQQW
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Murphy concludes that the ""discursive" procedure of,ﬂii:dg;%bs

27 % {
A ) \‘ »'\ ‘1\}'{? X
i ‘%,“‘ "M ) 4 /J‘ ‘{6 [ XL&’, Vi %’
g £ - /e \ 4 oom }@ ‘) -
“ C\g MV,
© > g 275 M



Lambert - 4

applying a principle of causality to determine whether
an event has occurred is superfluous.

With these objections in mind, I shall now reconstruct
Kant's argument. Since my purpose is to make clear what
Kant means by the causal principle and to show that the
above objections rest on a misunderstghing of its true
sense, my version of Kant's argument does not focus entirely
on its validity as a "proof.," This job has been done
elsewhere.u My reconstruction runs as follows (references
are to the A and B editions of Kemp Smith's translation):

The representations of the parts of a manifold are
successive, and though they may succeed one another in
an irreversible order in apprehension or perception, it
still has not been determlned whether the parts are also
successive in the obgect (B235/A190) A subjective
su009331on éof representatlons§ is always arbitrary, in
so far as it cannot show by itself how a manlfolé fof
appearance3 is connected in the object (B238/A193) What
precedes and what follows cannot be dgtermined in the
object by relation to time alone (Béji), and the objective
relation between app?arances cannot be determined from
mere perception (8234)

Yet we have some clues about possible succession in
the object from perception: if the manifold of appearance

-

contains an eventygan objective succession of states or a

coming into existence of a state$,” then the order of
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perceptions of the states is irreversible in apprehension
(B237/A192). That wéhhévé such an order of perceptions in
apprehension is at least a necessary condition for determining
that an event has occurred.
But something other than a given g&er of perceptions
e is Eé&ﬁ%féé% in ordédr to determine what sort of connection
Ao in time beléngs to the manifold of the appearances themselves.

(Y] .
The concept that is derived from the succession of

P\ 4 representations in apprehension must agree with an object,
?ﬁﬁ% succession of the appearances themselvesé,iin order
that we may know that an event has in fact occufred. For
"truth consists in the agreement of knowledge with its
object" (B236/A191).
P Now\appearance)can be represented as an ohject distinct
/- ;; from ;ngrepresentations in apprehension, only if &% THE AN
(eppearance) stanqﬁ under a rule necessita#ing}a particular

€, ;{,'I‘,“[

| # 1
connection of the manifold (B236/A191). %If we are to think

MOEE SPECIT

e w: of the appearances as successive in the object, then they
ks Mo must conform to the principle of succession in time, in St
T b TG THE Pl rot o
%p .. & accordance with the law of cause and effect;féf we are to f;fgi;;;i?i
Qiu(} think of the appearances as coexistent in the object, then AND 1T, .,
~\;{f ‘15# they must conform to the principles of the permanence of
éh'h?kii: substance and of coexistence.¥
4?;§i 5%g, Since a state cannot be apprehended as coming into
s

existence out of an empty time (B237/A192 and the entire
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First Analogy), only by reference to a preceding state in
which the succeeding state did not already exist can the
succeeding state be thought as coming into existence.

But only if the subsequent state is, as to its existence,
determined in time by something in the state preceding it
according to a rule, can we know that the subsequent state
did not already exist at the same time as the preceding
state (B247/A202).

Thus, ine¢wder to determine whether appearances are
successive in the object, their relation must be so thought
that one appearance is necessarily before, and another
necessarily after, and that they cannot be thought in the
reverse relation (B234). Each appearance, viewed as
consequent, is assigned through relation to preceding e
appearances, a position determined a priori in time (BZHS/;ééﬁ).
Only if one state follows upon another according to a rule,
can a succession of states be assumed in the object (B2407A195).
In so far as objects of experience are under conditions of
succession, the principle of the causal relation of the
sequence of appearances is valid of them (B247/4202).

We now have a way of thinking about an object, such
that‘if we can get our perceptual concept Fof an irweversible
order of representations in apprehension§ to agree with it,
we can know that both an event and some causing have actually

occurred, For if perception is to contain knowledge of an
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event as actually happening, it must be EzLé;ﬁé%éé;i
judgment in which we think tPe appearanges themselves as
determined (BZ@?/AZOE?,w\%;:esaﬁzgg;;Qé éynthe31s of
apprehension can be rendered objective only by reference
to a rule in accordance with which the appearances in their
succession are determined (B240/A195). The objective
succession is the ordet of-%;; manifold of appearance;
according to which, in conformity with a rule, the perception
of one state follows upon that which precedes (B239/A194).
Experienc;;(knowledge that an event or some causing has
in fact occurre@i?becomes actual when appearances i A (F
regarded as deférmined in time, and as an object referred
to bgﬁa connection of perceptions according to a rule
(Bzuk/Azom ;

Tortuous though it may seem, this reconstruction of
Kant's argument should help to reveal the misinterpretations
on which the objections to it rest. With respect to the

first objection, it should be clear that Kant does not

commit the alleged non-sequitur of deriving a necessary

rule of succession or causality from an irreversible order
of perceptions, Kant says that only by first regarding the
manifold of appearances as an object under conditions of
succession, with one appearance following upon another
according to a rule, can we then determine that the

corresponding perceptions also follow one another according
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to a rule (though they may in any case have an irreversible
order in mere apprehension)., If this rule were in fact
derived from the order of perceptions, then it would be
pointless to think of a succession of appearances in the
object with which our perceptual concept of succession
might or might not agree; for our concept would always
agree with its "object' on this assumption. Only by
thinking of the relation of appearances as determined in
advance by a necessary and universal rule of succession,
can we have an object or possible event with which our
sequence of perceptions may agree ¥and thus be evidence

of an actual eventy., It is Kant's great insight that such
a necessary and universal rule is an a priori function

of Judgment, and can never be discowvered simply by
perceiving and comparing repeated instances of events,
much less by havi?g a single instance of successive
perceptions (B245/A1953?

We have seen that the second objection involves the
claim that we can dispense entirely with an a priori
causal principle, if two conditions are met: first, that
we can determine that an event or succession of states
actually occurs without employing the causal principle;

and secondly, that we can then determine that some causing

is going on by observing repeated instances of this succession,

.Ngw?ghe might argue that though the use of the causal
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principle could be avoided, it would be helpful to do so
only if something were wrong with this usage itself, or

if one could find a more effective means of determining
that some causing is going on,%Kant, as I have pointed out,
thinks that the causal principle is essential for this
determinationy,

W Murphy, Mackie, and other critics agree that the
employment of the causal principle has one major drawback:
that it does not fit in a description of our intellectual

5

history. This accusation goes beyond the silly charge

r A onyy \F T

that children, morons, or even scientists must understand
the Second Analogy or wait for others ?gjéive a valid proof
of the causal prinoiple,-%n”vr&eﬁm$e?£;ow that an event or
some causing has occurred) Murphy argues that in order

to determine that an event has occurred by means of the
causal principle, one's perception must be made to "go
through" a conceptual criterion in a "discursive' way,
Recognition of an event by means of the causal principle
is mediate, as opposed to the alleged immediate recogntion

we obtaln from an "event-impression," ﬁbﬂ Murphy deesqﬁb,

;’t the discursive approach to event-recognition
® e /WA‘& {u( o) ! “? &

is
rest of us take 1mmed1ate, intuitive, and apparently
more effective road of event-impressions. On this view,

we decide that an event has occurred directly from the

(A
-
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&~ *’ETTe Kantian method must use; S0 tha‘t ‘_the mOYe to a “6(2?&#{1&0
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) wggéfgconceptual level er any further crlterla of events
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would be a waste of time.

S

U iﬁ;%*,réé However, there are two ways in which Murphy's objection
- .may not be telling. Beck has made the interesting point
33’%45}“
that the *integrative functions" of the nervous system
usually perform the task of regulating the imagination
/gﬁjaccording to rules of succession and coexistence, in such

a way that the rough equivalent of a conceptual dimension

plays a role in our ordinary immediate recognition of

— - s,

6 . " b ke d .
‘ events, On this view, Murphy's distinction between
/7 intuitive and discursive recognition of events breaks down, 0

as does his relegation of the causal principle to the pages .~

T .
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of the Second Analogy. One might then ask why Kant A }\ “1

distinguishes the intuitive element of knowledge from its.

?5 discursive element. Apparently, he does so only for -
purposes of analysis in the Critigue. As we have seen, P

for Kant both elementsfiperception and judgmengiiare
necessary for knowledge that an event has occurred. The
problem is precisely to discover the relative contribution
of each element, in such a way as to reveal the conditions

of true for false) judgments that events or causes have

occurred.,
W TH
The second problem .fer Murphy's approach involves an
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#internal¥ inadequacy of the “Humean' notion of an
intuitive recognition of an event by means of an event-
impression, Ima reeent—article, S.C. Pattenngointéiout
that on the basis of Hum¢s principles governing impressions,
one cannot have an impression of a succession of two states
or an event.7 According to these principles, each idea
or impression is absolutely distinct, and the things or
states to which they refer in the objective world are also
absolutely dlstlnct;,@mtane ca;?%;ve at best a succession
of impressions, each of a state in the objective world,
but never an impression of a succession of states or an
event itself, One is then thrown back to Kant's initial
problem: that is, how one determines whether a given
succession of representations refers to a succession of
states in the object or to a coexistence of states in
the object.

If this interpretation of the principle of causality
has indeed overcome the two objections outlined above, then

an imppptant positive insight follows., As soon as one has

~determined with the principle that a succession in the

object or an event has occurred, one has also determined‘

Qw1th absolute certalntyi that the event has a cause.

“instance of successive perceptlonsritogether with the

;%a principle3 to determine whether an event has occurred, the

Ay
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sometimes troublesome need to rely on repeated instances
of succession for determining that causing has occurred,
characteristic of the impression-regularity method, is
eliminated,

One can c&ﬁbiadg\f?a

at least very helpful, a%a
"/‘

_—

of eﬁbirical investigation.
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