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To do Thursday: 
● chart 
● The necessity of universal laws give us the form of our judgments about the world, experience gives us the 

content  
● read §30 

● introduce Heidegger: Dasein, the rejection of epistemology and priority of ontology 

 

Chart: 
○ For Descartes the problem is how do I know what I see is things as they are 
○ For Hume we assume what we see is the objects, but the problem is that we never see their relations 

with each other 
○ For Kant, we realise that in order for us to see things, they must be able to relate to each other in time 

and space 
■ we give up Descartes’s problem, realising we cannot know about their relation to each other in 

themselves 
■ we can have judgments about the relations of things as they are for us with universal validity 

● because we know that without this understanding, we could never have any awareness 
of them 

●  

universal laws give us the form of our judgments about the world 
● Hume showed that relations cannot be known from experience 
● on the other hand, without the possibility of relations between things, we could not have experience of them 

o so we do know about relations, but instead of knowing about it from experience, we know that we 
know it because without it we couldn’t have experience 

● but we still need experience to teach us the particular effects 
● Hume’s problem was not the study of particular effects 

o It was not only; how do we know that a billiard ball will cause another to deflect rather than to do 
something else 

o This is the question specifically, but it is only a question because of a far more general question 
o How do we know that the motion of the two billiard balls are connected in a cause-effect relation at all 
o So, we do want to know how billiard balls will move, as well as whether the sun will warm the stone 

▪ But we learn about these relations and effects by observation 
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● And as any observation, they are contingent and they are capable of requiring 
reconsideration as new information comes to light 

▪ But before we can examine or re-examine the cause and effect relationships that our experience 
and our quantified empirical testing indicates we need to be able to say that there is such a 
relationship 

▪ The prior question is not what effect the sun’s light has 
▪ First, the question is whether the sun’s light has effects, and how we know that it does 

● Empirical data are corrigible 
o What effects or cause a phenomenon has can only be discovered in experience and testing 
o We can learn about it, but we can also find out that we were wrong about it 

● A priori laws of experience are universally valid 
o The laws which govern the possibility of experience itself need to be determined with absolute 

certainty and universality 
▪ These laws need to be what could not vary 

● If experience did not obey these laws, it would not be experience 
o “The given intuition must be subsumed under a concept that determines the form of judging in general 

with respect to the intuition, connects the empirical consciousness of the latter in a consciousness in 
general, and thereby furnishes empirical judgments with universal validity; a concept of this kind is a 
pure a priori concept of the understanding, which does nothing but simply determine for an intuition 
the mode in general in which it can serve for judging.” 52 

● How does this differ from Hume? 
o For Kant and Hume we can always find out that particular cause and effect relationships have altered 
o For Hume, however, it is not inconceivable that the law of cause and effect would simply cease to 

function 
▪ We can imagine that a billiard ball would just not have any cause or effect any longer 

o For Kant, the cause and effect relation, if it is a pure concept of the understanding, cannot cease to be at 
play without any empirical judgment becoming impossible 

▪▪ So, for Kant if the behaviour of an object changes we can always look for reasons for thatSo, for Kant if the behaviour of an object changes we can always look for reasons for that  
change in its causal structure. For Hume, we can imagine that it would simply cease to have any.change in its causal structure. For Hume, we can imagine that it would simply cease to have any.  

How universal laws of possible experience are determined 
● the question, then, is how we get there 

o how do we determine what is objective, or what has necessarily universal validity? 
● “The concept of cause is therefore a pure concept of the understanding, which is completely distinct from all 

possible perception, and serves only, with respect to judging in general, to determine that representation 
which is contained under it and so to make possible a universally valid judgment.” 32 

o thus, in order for me to take my judgment of perception, in which I see fire and a house disintegrating 
o and make of it a judgment of experience, such as ‘the fire is consuming the house’ 
o I must ‘subsume’ it under a concept of the understanding which is universally valid and not perceived 

▪ That would be ‘cause’ 
▪ “if I say: the sun warms the stone, then beyond the perception is added the understanding’s 

concept of cause, which connects necessarily the concept of sunshine with that of heat, and the 
synthetic judgment becomes necessarily universally valid, hence objective, and changes from a 
perception into experience.” 53fn 

● “If one analyzes all of one’s synthetic judgments insofar as they are objectively valid, one finds that they never 
consist in mere intuitions that have, as is commonly thought, merely been connected in a judgment through 
comparison, but rather that they would not be possible if, over and above the concepts drawn from intuition, a 
pure concept of the understanding had not been added under which these concepts had been subsumed and 
in this way first connected in an objectively valid judgment.” 53 
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● One object can be subsumed under various concepts: as subject of a predicate, cause of an effect, part of a 
whole see 63 

▪ “John was happy as he set fire to his store.” 
● John relates to: 

o happy as a predicate 
o the fire as a cause 
o his happiness, the store, and the fire as one part of the whole 

o But some concept is necessary for a judgment to be valid for the object 
o Otherwise it would be mere perception, which tells us nothing at all about the object itself 
o “Further, we cognize a priori: that, without regarding the representation of an object as determined 

with respect to one or another of these moments, we could not have any cognition at all that was valid 
for the object” 63 
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table of concepts 
● each judgment must take one concept from each list 

○ so: the sun warms the stone 
■ unity—reality—causality—existence 

○ the cup is not on the table 
■ unity—negation—community—existence 

○ only you can prevent forest fires 
■ totality—negation—causality—possibility 

“This complete solution of the Humean problem, though coming out contrary to the 
surmise of the originator, thus restores to the pure concepts of the understanding 
their a priori origin, and to the universal laws of nature their validity as laws of the 
understanding, but in such a way that it restricts their use to experience only, 
because their possibility is founded solely in the relation of the understanding to 
experience: not, however, in such a way that they are derived from experience, but 
that experience is derived from them, a completely reversed type of connection that 
never occurred to Hume.” 64-65 

 

Why necessary universal validity is all ‘objectivity’ means 
 

 The subjective turn 
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