Chapter IT

| Historical Background for Twentieth

' Century Concepts of Causz2lity

’l?xeuP‘re..:Socratic '///‘/‘/‘J

1Tis a gene : im-linﬁophy, that whatever

. begins to i ' ave ause of existence. This

- is commonl} en s-ranted in all reasonings,
without afiy proof /g 1. or de ded. *Tis suppos’d to
be founded Fulta oy o be one of those
maxims, *, they may be deny’d with the lips,
'tis impo 5 for men i hearts really to
doudbt o -

Western thinker inquire into the first

cause of our cosS natural science. He

maintained*‘ ____;________; ------- ‘1ement of every

thing in oufw

ﬂlu éﬁzmsm éi’WGEJDﬂ ﬂlﬁcmp Thales

suggested was more elaborately carried on i in the next

Redbkibb 1oy pERIEEALE Elﬂﬂrﬁl ‘naxinenes

(588-%24 B.C.). The former asserted that a substqnce

1David Hume, A Treatise of Hum2n Nature

(Harmondsworth: Penguin Books, 1069), p. 126.
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underlylng all phenomena of experience would be boundless
and infinlte,' whereas the latter reverted to an
empirlcfglly_-qbservable substance, air. \round; two
centur?iégf vliv:at'er this line of thought JritTuanded

Aristotle .’;_s.notio_n of material cause.

Tﬁdieé’ meth ated until Parmenides (born

about 510 B.C.),

an oisier cont@

of thinking, n

mporary of Heraclitus and
o Sdﬁg introduced a new way
Hl 1nvestigation.

One result was #hat /AFistotle ovmulated the first
theo:éetical Y/ A ept of cause in Western

philqsbphy.

‘The no efri i nt cause began to take
Shape with I:rnpe 356 B.C.). According to him,
our universe is gg:r_’ﬁ;_yt motive forces, namely,

TLove and Stz , "The universe

undergzoes a .' ion and devolution as

To.explain naturaial

one or the oger force dom:mates.

’nhenomeﬁ uﬁs@% ﬁﬁ‘@%ﬁﬂﬁﬁw ew as one of

his own Tour causes, the ef f1c1ent cause.

IMININ VAN 18, e

B.C.), however, claimed -that all things were composed of

o B
“Albert E. Avey, Handbook in the History of

Philosophy, 2nd ed. (New York: Barnes & Noble, 1963),

s 15.




particles which he called ‘seeds’ which were present in

the physical vi_qr];d in infinite number, and that there is

one force reg:ulating the universe, namely Nous (Mind ). -
Nous (Mind) ¢aused a rotation of the mixture,
resulting in ‘a2 separation of objects . . . hair, for

example, can come only out of hair, there must be
hair present, even though concealed, in bread . o .2

According to aXag;0; everything comes into

existence out bf - self. In short, as he

.#77 J = 8
called "homoicy‘ e ﬁ iple of Homoeomereity).
Later, Aristod o ‘j | '{:;_,‘,\ ciple into the theory

f final ceause emerged.

seen that Aristotle

Milesians,'ﬁgp'ﬁanégptféxf~_ ) s by Plato, that of

hat of final cause by

Anaxagoras.

¢ a Y, : :
ﬂu‘g Q’% %q %%g ';l}fﬂ%ary for us to
state Arigtgtle’s foury causes 1£ some detail. ;

| Q;W’]‘ ANTIIEU NINRT a%a

36. B. Kerferd, "Anaxigoras of Clazomenae," The

Encyclopedia of Philosophy 1, ed. Piul Edwards (1967): 115.

B1pidg.



The Classic Period (430-325 B.C.)

sristotle (384-322 B.C.), pictures his famous

four causes as follows:

. . . One only knows a thing when one knows why it
is, its reason . . .

In the first place, one calls cause that which
composes a thing, and that from which it arises. Thus

one can sy in thi that bronze is the cause of
"the statue, and Si : ‘the cause of the phial; and
‘way of ing to all things of the

one applies
n 3 second sense, the

same kind.(Mat
cause is t 1 of things; it is the

essential g and its kind. Thus

in music tk ave is the ratio 2:1,
~and, in * 1€ ;. itVis number; and with

number, : whi ters into its

definition.(¥o _ hird sense, the

caguse is £ I hich movement or rest comes.

Thus he ase, has given advice to

ich are =2ccomplished;
hild; and generally
which 208 e cause of that which
is done; the “produc chanre is the cause of
‘ : Fficient cause.) Fourthly,
and the go21 of a thing. Thus
lalking. If we ask, "Why is he
~"Tn order to be well," and
‘$hat we have the cause
of the (W= This iz appries to all the
intermeGiar: ) bo./the attainment of
the final end st mover has started the

movements For example, dieting.and purgation, or

drués and #%he instruments of the surgeon can be

re ‘ : only difference
is m gmw&gm instruments. -
) ' :

(Fiddl cause. p

QR ALDSAUNA DDA wree, o

5A.ristotle, "Pwo Concepts: ‘Cause’ and “Chance,™"

in Readings in Philosophy, ed. John Herman Randall, Jr.,

Justus Buchler, Evelyn Shirk (New York: Barnes % Woble

Books, 1072), pp- 133-134.
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eipldnafbrj principles are applied to explain not only
phgsicglgobjectsfbut1also all events or changes occurring
inééﬁr.univérse; for instance, a biological evolution, a

political development and so forth.

Aristotle’s four causes were to play a major role im -~

Western philosophy untl
Ages. T o

fb least the end of the Medieval

The Medieval A
on caﬁsalify was

mainly Ari . For thi 2 n, I shall proceed to

the Renaissanee

. a notion of causality in
connection W1th ngtg;;m 7 ' e began to emerge, ; '
eSpeqiallyfyf: k s I 8qL1526 A.D.), the

founding fa#;?JA % Tngland.

on sdéid. that we can enter the kmgdom of nature, :

G as e e Il
ar ‘;é to have
undérstood its antecedents or causes and that

ge of cau gal relationships isgthe greater part

aﬁﬁcanafﬁm URIINEAY

Subsequently, his v1ew was elaborated

considersbly by thinkers of the Modern Period.

OMaurice Cranston, "Bacon, Francis," The

Fneyclopedia of Philosophy 1, ed. Paul Edwerds (1967): 238,
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The Modern Period (1600-1900 A.D.)

During this period causality received a creat
deal of attention from bhilosophers. Yet, the central
‘notion of causality during the early part of this period
still involved the traditional one, viz. that of efficienf ,

cause. Let us begin with Descartes’ point of view.

René Desc.@“%@o A.D.) claimed that God
was the creato;ﬁl &hir@s meesns the ultimate
| X\%Though his method of

enquiry into o : ‘;t‘ ion, namely, methodical

cause of the

doubt, is mode 4 O causation is not so much

S me my understandlng of a
iy has in it more objective

s sent finite

y the natural light

mpch (reality) in the

8 iy the 1de§E£§§t
supreme God ,wﬁu@x
reality) then 'éiae i,

efflcie and 2 “the effect of that.
cause. r whe ask. could the effect cet its
reality om, if not from the Cause? And how could

the dﬁve it to the effect unless it possessed

E% Qﬂm]?wg‘f]ﬂﬁjsomethlng Cannét
Qmmm']ﬂl NYQ )

' 7pene’ Descartes, "Meditations on First

Thilosophy," (Third Meditation) in The Philosophical

Writings of Descartes, Vol. 2, trs. John Cottingham,

Robert Stoothoff and Dugald Murdoch (Cambridge:

Cambridre University Press, 1984), p. 28,
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The meneration after Descartes gives us Benedict
De Spinoza (1632-1677 £.D.) Spinoza contended |
thateGQd was the cause of all things. In addition, he
elaberated DescarteS; notion of causality by identifying
the power of God with the laws governing nature. In &

Theologico-volitlcal Treatise, Chapter III he writes

that:
By the help he fixed and
unchangeablé order of e _or the chain of natural
events: for \ ore and shown elsewhere
that the™inivetse s of , according to which
all things“exist and are ined, and only
another name : nal decrees of God, which
always rolve eternal truth and necessity. So that
to say tThat everything happens according to natural
lews, and' tg Say iha rery hqsg is ordained by the
decree and nance is the same thing. Now

ddentical with the

the foregoing, Spinoza

identifies God w:.t-yga

» in other words, aecording
to him, GJJ ' that the concept of
’ 7 ueiﬂe of not only God’s
decree, but a}so the laws of n2ture. Manifestly, he

visva @ 4734 BT ) o e

sciencewhich was deluging Europe at tha time.

ARIANN I ﬁJVI’l’J‘WEﬂﬂEI

_ ‘BBenedict De Spinoza, "A Theolorico-Political
Treatise," ch. III, in Works of SPINOZA, Vol. 1, trs.

R. H. M. Elwes (New York: Dover Publications, Inc.,

1951), pp. 44-45,




13

Moreover, Spinoza also diétinvuished the'nqtion 2
of cause into two categories; namely, an immunent-céﬁse
and a trénseunt cause — the former is "one which -
produces 2 change within 1tse1f, 16 in the case of a man -
who produces his own voluntary motions and thoughts "9 :

the latter is one "which produces a change in sométhing
10 :

xkxe\ /’ b
However 32-1704 t,D.) disagrees

svw of all things.’

ing to the idea of

else,."

w1th Spinoza
Locke analy®s

power. To i ource of the notion of

The mind, svery day informed, by the Senses, of
the glteratiln of those simple Ideas, it observes in
i y notice how one comes to an
another begins to exist,
flecting also on what passes
7 ring a constant change of its
Idoash sometimes by t wpression of outward Objects
on th §gn_g3. and 80 b the Determination of
its owry Ghoi gnd—conciudin ¢ from what it has so
constahtly obs g )eeti, that the like
Changes will fo: fure made, in the same
_ things, by like \gents, and the like ways « . .
and so comes by that Jdea which we call waer. Thus

ﬂemf*m PR THE:
B I I 5@ IE Eauy-lﬁol- "cd:gnﬂ f] @ E}anyclopedla

of Philosophy 2, ed, Paul Bdwards (1967): 57.

end, and ¢ ags;t““r,
which was not  before
within itself, and ¢

1OIbid.

M somn Tocke, 'n Essay Concerning Human

Understanding, ch. XXI ed. Peter H. Nidditch (Oxford:

The Clarendon Press, 1975), p. 233.
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In short, Locke regards causality as power. And

' the power we consider, Locke further says,"is in
reference to the change of perceivable Jdeas. For we
cannot observe any alteration to be made in, or operation
upon any th;ng."anhis,implies that we cannot observe the
notion of causality directly, but only through reflection
or awareness of the;,' own operation. Yet, Locke
holds that the ;&: ) ﬁn is objective, not
subjective. . ;_'_-:- '

a es!ﬂfﬂﬂ"f- ..::ffﬁﬁhiis twofold; viz. an ‘
active pow hu%@;. e former is able to

e make somett ble to receive any
change. Thu g to be called a cause
will possess any thing to be called
‘an effect” wi sive power. But Berkeley
dlsagrees with ngkgw-«f

=-_ge Be: (168t Vi ;.D.) argued against
& Tocke’s noéj Py a Accéﬂding to Berkeley,
%ﬁﬂlﬁ&lﬂmi@wﬁé}ﬂoﬁ . are visibly
ineluded in them. So that one 1deae§r°§b§§g€cgf
q ﬁbﬁmﬁxﬁoﬁ Emeqof_j rgva]kcél aﬁy atlé]eratlon in
121144, , pp. 233-234.
)

13George,Berkeley, The Principle of Human
Knowledge, ed. G. J. Warnock (London and Glasgow:
~ Collins Clear-Type Press, 1969), p. 76.
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To back his argpument, Berkeley reasoned as

follows:

'+ « . since they (all our ideas) and every part of
them exist only in the mind . . . 4 little attention
will discover to us that the very belng of an idea
implies passiveness and inertness in it . . .
insomuch that it is impossible for an idea to do
anything, .or, strictly speaking, to be the cause of

anything.7 ’
Neverth %agreed with Locke that
i e L ’

the objects W : @ all idezs. To trace

the cause of

these ideas, whereon -
it whie | and changes them, -
That this cguse cannot be any ality, or ides, or
: " fideas \, " C, must therefore be a
) m that there is no
bstance: it remains therefore

corpores
51 incorporeal active

that the

% Spirit, Understanding and
Will are ~*;_;;___________Mmgee =3 Spirit is one simple,

undivided, .gﬁreives ideas it is

called the Un%prstandlng, and as it produces or . . .

oromefll W e Eﬂ BN A
'ﬁl’ﬁ' AN TN A Y

%1pid., pp. 76-77.
151vid., p. 77

161pid.

01692¢
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tppealing to Spirit in_his'ahalysis of causation,
Berkeley is called an immatérialist or idealist
philosopher, He holds that inanimate bodies cannot act
causally uponione another. From this principle, he
concluded that what are called natural efficient causes
are really signs of wh

ollows them. In The Principles
of Human.Knowledzif*?:‘

8 that "the connexion of

ideas does not'guq:*tn’ T g of cause and effect,

but only of y : he thlng signified." 17
An example to -}
The fire e8 ; cguse of the pain I
suffer yeching it, but the mark that
forewarns ' #¥s o the mnoise that I hear is not
the eff o that motion or c? lision of the

ambient bo y but the“sign thereof."'S

Thus, me, it follows that "fire
does not cigse hﬁ“‘f ‘=0 .regularly followed by it
that it isl+ 5 long as ’the Author

of Nature ai}a&: ‘rmsﬁ‘ (Principles, §107)“19

ﬂuﬂawﬂwSWBWﬂﬁ
ARIAYD I INGIAY

Ibid.,
B1pia.

ng. B. Action, "Berkeley, George," The
Encyclopedia of Philosophy 1, ed. Paul Edwards (1967):

2025
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of subjectivity. LIJ\Q%W/

" he calls Mind,

~ thought aﬁgptiﬁaﬂﬂalitY*

e

Furthermore, at this point, necessary connexion
becomes an empty concept. Yet, it is of much impdrtance
for these who believe in the theory of natural efficient

cause.

But, in Befkeley’s point of view, there is no such
connexion in the external world. Rather, it is the matfer
ercéiving and active-being
ﬁ_é‘d Myself; "nelther our

S

L N i

s Ly .
',

thoughts, nor " passio no _formed by the
imagination ‘ | n other words, a man’s
. 2 Q&.\

thoughts o
And then, i

some active being.

2=y

atise of Human Nature

was anonymo ’s view of necessary

- . '—l
b

oV
N0 o

connexion fo

[

David Humg;f%? 1=1776 A.D.) opened a new era of
S AN T } ik
: it i - )

pet are grounded

| :
au;L and effect. He,

thereﬂlu ijavﬂ ﬂmwmﬂﬁmh in A Treatise

of Humén Nature and in An Enqulry Concernlng Human

BRI SR P 395 B 2 e

of cause and effect: Finally he affirms that:

on the postﬁlated relatlon ol ¢

aoBerkeley, The Principle of Human

‘Knowledge, p. 66.
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"« o o« the knowledge of this relation is not, in any
instance, attained by reasonings a priori; but arises
entirely from experience, when we find that any
particular objects are constantly conjointed with
each other.2

In so Speaking, Hume sets himself forth as a
. genuine empiricist. And, as Macnabb says, his empiricism

may be summed up in two

roposz.tlons :

ved from impressions of
hat is, we cannot even
nt in kind from

(@)

be proved by reasoning
ered in, or inferred
from

on of causality likely
has three co" gent s there is spatial contiguity,
as he said '_'t 3 t 'S are consider’d as
causes 'or’ effects _7_ e ,.”'-'i iguo s."_ZBSecondly there is
temporal, as Hu:u" :"2f5s that of PRIORITY of time

ﬁ‘iﬁ TQuiry Concerning Human
Unders% ﬁig;g ﬂa Ef]esan (Chicago:

ﬁ“ﬁ’lﬁﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁuﬁm NYA

221). G. C.MacNgbb, "Hume, David," The
Encxclonedia of Philosophy 4, ed. Paul Edwards (1967):

7G.

25Hume, A Treaztise of Human Nature,rp. 123.




ol ol . ;
in cause before the effect." Upon these two points,

Hume was hotly attacked by some of the twentleth century e

phllosophers.Aqowever, in the present chanter, we will
not look 1nto these controverslal issues. For T am
conf1ned myself w1th1n the extent of historical’

background for twentleth ventury concepts of causallty.

other two abo = , is because, before
‘ ‘ icular, Descartes and
the Schola ' 1sidered « d effect as having a.
| i, \artar careful enquiry into
the oriéin'a : - }f the not 'of necessary connexion
‘between exfer } .*-¥t fJu3'vsserts thats: |

We are‘never ot:is { 1'1ngle instance, to dlscover

nnexion « . o which binds
/e only f:.nd6 that the

ﬂ‘lJEJ’JWEJWﬁWEJ’m‘i
’QW’W a&mm NWI’J‘V]EI’IQ d

251b1d., D. 125.

26Hume, An Enguiry Concerning Human

Understanding, pe 67.
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~ This implies that causal knowledge in the form
of ‘A causes R is not one of lorical certainty.
prervence of A alone does not neceusarlly lead :to B,
but logically Dcssibly £0 not-B, Finally, Zume concludes '

thus:

hat this idea of & necessary
ises from a number of
cur of the constant

e« o« o that after a

It appears « « o
connexion among

repetition ¢ ' es, the mind is carried
by habit . _of one event, to
expect it Stomay ., of the :Lmaé:.natlon

from one g ot Fo 1ts tendant, is the
i mer on from which we form the idea
Not_hing_ farther is

-

idea of power, ! on, Hume believes
himself that these ‘o re identical; he proceeds to
examine whﬁ:he;' ﬁ:f from reflexion on
the operati ;. ; be copied from any

internal impﬂssi — ef !Dm, it is widely
additted  that:f o

ﬂ‘LJEJ’mtJ‘V]TWEJWﬂ‘ﬁ

« « » conscious of internal power° while we

' fe 1 that . . . we c the or our body,
Ao R R
M T imbe, raises a

271vid., p. 871.

28Ibido, Pe 69.
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‘new idea in our gmagination. T%is influence of the
will we know by consciousness, '
qu 1nstance,vLocke proposed that ideas of
reflection came from our consciousness of our mental
processes, and Berkeley claimed that en immaterial

substance, namely,: Spirit Mind, Soul, win or Myself, .

be the cause of all 1der/s, includlng the idea of
But, @mpﬁ-of this, Hume affirms
that this in( £ wol on _is "a fact, which, like

all other nh ‘ ar ) ,_ - be mown only by

necessary connect

experience . ness of our mental

processes or Mind. To .-‘ m, Hume writes: ". . .

J"l qn

were the power - .:vr guse discoverable by the

mind, we.\coul . ac , even without
experience; and might ‘s‘,_ pronounce with ce:étainty

"From the first.

- conjecture what

Q‘W'lﬁﬂﬁ‘im EJ‘WI’JV]EJ’IGEJ

3°Ibid.

31 pia.

{ e i
| ROFUANDN HDIVUINHYIINT

p - )
AEIPINTUNUR I )



After ﬁis reasonings, Hume concluded that "our
idea of power is not copied from any sentiment or
-consciousness of power within ourselves . . ., like that

: 35

in other natursl events," With this conclusion, it is

obv1ous that T{ume wants to reaect Locke?’s ideas of

,%teley 's view that Snlrlt

e:ﬁol@ the cause of our all

reflectlon.

And, in order
or Mind, or th

ideas, Hume e

¢ o e 1N L€ U, - =

body — whezre #re’ Obser ion of the latter to
follow 3 it former, but are not
able to ob he tie which binds
together on, or314'he energy by

which the mind producesithis efféct.

as follows:

Be & ot, tl'@ouvhout all nature,
any one instance of connexlon which in conceivable

by us. Alf ‘vents seexﬂ-éntlre 1oose and separate.
On ever can observe
an t o:mted but never

_confiected. ind as we can have no 1dea. of any thing

Nilgiko T b

35Ib.'i..do, Pe 724

4 . '
5 Ibid., pp. 79-80.



sentiment, the necessary conclusion seems to be that
we have no idea of connexion of power at all, and
that these words are absolutely without any meaning,
when employed elther in phllosophlcal reasoninfs or
common life.

This conclﬁsion implies that we are unable to-have

rational insight 1nto the necessity of the unlformity of

iod., This doctrlne was

:@75 B.C.), a contemporary

fines Skepticism as:

exnerlence, ‘and leads g?me back to Pyrrhonism or

Skepticism in th
founded by T

itude, which opposes

ny way whatsoever, with
llence of the objects
brought firstly to a

and, emphasized only

the eﬁmj m ﬂ T%ﬁmknowledge.
9 W'W NRER] ll‘lﬂ'TW] JupH

351bid., p. 80.

Humean Skep71C1sm, on the other

36Sextus Empiricus,“Outlines of Pyrrhonism," in

Greek and Roman Philosophy after Aristotle, éd. Jason L.

Seunders (New York: The Free Press, 1966), p. 153.
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Before closing Section VII of An Enquiry
Concerning Human Understanding, Hume tries to define
’a cause. But, he says it is impossible, because the
ideés which we form concerning the notion of necessary ’.
connection are imperfect. We only experience that
27

"similar objects are always conjointed with similar;"

Nevertheless, for the ﬁ of the definition of cause,

Hume writes:

. tW ',,e a cause to be an object,
followe ) all the objects similar
LOWe y objects similar to the

ords ‘where, if the first object
‘had not be @ 1 never had existed.38

another def:.nltn.o —‘“! and call it, an object

. ""'5“‘:-—' =

followed ce always conveys

the thou

i

Uponftgse two deemtions Hume relterates that

o B AHEHG P M o

_%ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁﬁ%ﬂﬂﬂ?ﬂﬂ?ﬂﬂ

‘7’7Hume, An MquliConcemlng Human

Understanding, pe. 83.

381pid.

391via.



25

foreign to the cause, we cannot remedy this inconvenience,

or attain any more perfect definition . . .?40

According to the foregoing definitions, it follows
that Hume eliminates the notion of power, as Berkeley
considered it so obvious that a man's ideas must be caused

by some active being, S s himself or'God, from the

concept of causalify. Oz ¢:=§ber words, Hume proposed a

&ause as constant
conjunction:-—',—!i’f AR |
i

ok the very basic
nceived of at least
. For, if granted that

tion is true, the
surprising that

Skepticism. Among

influentiel.

determfgé uel' Kant (’1’724-’!8ulL Aslls)
NN m;‘;ﬁm 55“““’ %

scie ant advancement in Science,

Kant believed, demands that there be something which ties

80144
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héppeninps together in an ordered manner. In approaching

this problem, Kant considers causality to be one of the
principles of order used by the mind. Now,. let us see how

~ Kant presented his thesis.

In A Critique of.Pure Reason, Chapter III
(Transcendental DQ trine HE Eudgment),-Kant proposes that

; namely, the phenomenon

and the noump m@ object of our sensible

intuition (a ntlty), whereas by

noumenon "w thing & &8 it is not an object

of our sensi e i om {¥"u other words, an object

b2
He deflnegﬂyham &B,’

ﬂ'ﬂﬁlﬁ] %ﬁtﬁﬁ% wuﬂﬂrﬁfjn of causallty,

the' table of categor*es is prov1ded below on the

| fammmm mm ‘V] e A%

qummanuel Kent, A Critique of Pure Reason, trans. i

Norman Kemp Smith (Trowbridge & London: Redwood Press
Limited, 1970), p. 268.

%21pid., p. 143.
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Table of Categories

Of Quantity
Unity
Plurality

T o . 1
of Qualiiﬂﬂ'——iif _ . Of Relation

Reali =4 '\ .Of Tnherence and Subsistence
18 bstantia et accidens)

ality and Dependence
Cause and effect)l

" Community

procity between agent.
and patient)

)

J
Doss:.b111ty - Imp0851-111ty

ﬂutfﬁzmm i Lbimpil

T IR B FRUTE e oo

of ynthesxs that the understanding contains within itselt -

a priori.

*S1vid., p. 113,
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: From the above table c: categories, it can be seen
that Kant classifies the notion of causality under the
third Vroup entitled “Of Relation: Thus, accordlnr to Kant,
the concept of Causality is a pure a priori notlon that
provides a necessary structure for the understandlng to

organize and thus, perceive what is given to it in

sensation. Experie ‘ e, Kant says, "does indeed show
that one appea - cus follows upon another, but
not that thi A ,"#0r in other words,
appearance whigh"dfes/not e;with categories, '

. @B ever r object of knowledge,
and so wotu a n g | e o« o Since it has in

itself t exists only in
being kng ing at a11."45(A 120)
In th with Hume. But in
:Tresponse to Hudle f?f?’: icidm, Kant introdueee the
concept of cetegén 7 e interpret certain events
of type ‘ < of type ‘B
according tﬂ 3 cea every time water is

heated at noqpal atmosPheE}c pressure level, shortly °

eG4 UM ARG s spntne

catego in our mindy these are 1nterpre&yd as connected

g Voot aedby leark}| Bbedding) ) fe, arﬂur nind does

MIbido, o 1390

451bid., p. 144,
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not possess the ’Causaiity and Dependence * category, we

could never have the concept of caiuse at all, despite our

senses

Yet, Kant says: ". . . the categories have

meaning only in relation to the unity of intuition in

t is, apart from our mode of
& no use.
.-J
T —

.;N“hat Kant attempts to

reconcile ra edism wl BMpiY : If his attempt is

space and time."

intuition, the

successful, 2 Ske regarding certainty of

The i‘em conceptﬁ, here Kant means the

il o B B Y ranssng 1n o

mind. Accordlng to him, these.fundamental,concepts, or in

ﬂh‘ﬁlﬁﬁ ﬂﬁ@.&%&%ﬂ’] ’}%&l qsa:s_& obgective.

“6Tbid., D. 269.

471pid., pe 139
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He concludes:

Thus the relation of appearance . . . s § - PRI
necessarlly determined in time by something: precedlno
in conformity with a rule — in other words, the
relation of cause and effect — is the cond1t10n of
?he obgectlve validity of our emp1rica1 1udgment 48
(A 202

From'abo‘ statements, Kant implicitly -
sary connection between
certain precedi i i ain antecedent events.

erive these pure

concepts o #standing from. e perience . . . are
entirely v 112), but only through
"transcendenta ) The word affinlty,
XKant defines of the manifolf
appearances i e nlformlty in nature.

Chapter I3, JBook T at’d ngthue of Pure Reason, as

fUEIMNINGING
PIRINTAHMINGIAY

Brvid., ps 227,
1bia., p. 139.

*Tbid., p. 140,
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That nature should direct itself according to our
subjective ground of apperception, and should indeed
depend upon it in respect of its conformity to law,
sounds very strange and absurd. But when we consider
that this nature is not a thing in itself but merely
an aggregate of appearance, SO many representations
of the mind, we shall not be surprised that we cant®
discover it only in the radical faculty of all our
knowledge, namely in transcendental apperception, in
"that unity on account of which alone it can be
entitled object of all possible experience, that is,
nature. Nor shall we be surprised that just for this

very reason this unityy can be known a priori, and _
therefore ag necessary./ Were the unity given in itself
independently the ©4rSt source of our thought,

this would n 8 sible. We should not then know
of any source fro h could obtain the synthetic
propositions &se 31 a universal unity of
nature. ¥

accidenta T ed, which would fall
far shor y interconnection that we

thej would ¢ e to be derived from
the objecis of nature the es; gnd a8 this could
teke place s rie egy*hggge but a merely
have in um vwhen v pas

*qfi_%atureﬁ" (A 114)
\ :

. étiterqte thét, according

- '>‘

e .

5 e o o pﬂéupposes
:J%Et .-

something upon whiéh . éfaccording_to a rule.

e 'l-‘:.’,' » : "rrl‘h '?F:‘ y
such a ‘v

—
o
e

-

In conrormfﬁy with” ’
conditionw3?4:T“f9—’fa 1ing to - hich the effect

i

+there must be the

“invariablyigna"ﬁ._ i

human experiefice. must be im/compliance with the law of

e 1410 DRI Mt ereon
ARIBIHIMIINGIAY

q ‘

21bia.
2Tbid., p. 218.

531bid., p. 222.



For a further examination of the notion of
causation, let us consider Mill’s view. Let us see how
Mill developpédvhis notion of causality. According to Mill,
the law of caiusatiron is univefsal. He asserts thus:
We recoynise a law which is universel . . . all
instances whatever of succession being examples of it.

This law is.the I.aw of Causation. The truth that
every fact which eginning hag a cause, is -

co-extensive HWWrience 54

After ﬁu—essenl:ion—od‘--unlversality of

‘ \s\ufflcient condition. He

causation, Mil

says the caus

and riegative't Jrethern d*:ﬁi;ﬁllustrate his
definition of dar ill “s‘eé the example of
a person who eafsjof & p dish and dies in
consequence. ating of the dish),
Mill says:
e o o Some combination or
other consequent: as,

-_  of the dish, combined
itution, a particular

state ofpresent health, and perhaps even a certain

stat of atmospheres the whole of which
SRR RS e
ca e n, or, in other
rds, the set of antecedents which determined it.
real Cau s’ the whole.of these ‘@htecedents; and

9 ESKRD iﬂkiﬂ“ﬁﬁ INYTRY* o=

54John Stuart Mill, A System of Logic (Iondon &
Colchester: Spottis Woode, Ballantine & Co., 1970),

Pe 2384

551bid., pe 217
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56

one of them exclusively of the others.

Mill finally proposed that he had discovéféa'fivé:ﬂ-g
czusal methods of experlmental inquiry (but carelessly .:
- this chapter of his Loglc,ls tltled ‘ot the Fbur Methods of'
Experimental Inquiry s 0 ;llustrate them, 1etvu$:_ -

consider their canons as quoted below.

all the 1natances
L, of the given

above mentioned:

If an instance i the phenomenon under
investigation. o 14 an instance in which it
does not occw ‘ ircumstance in common

- save oneg, that one occurrin ez onlj in the former;
the ci alone the two 1nstances
differ
indispe

Eﬂabl the cau“ 153% gieaghenpmenon.sa
R Iieans
1Ingnay

561bid. 5 Do 214,

57Tbid., p. 253.

581pid., D. 256.
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3. J01nt Method of Aimreement and leference.

k£ 4 two or more instances in which the phenomenon
occurs have only one circumstance in common, while
two or more instances in which it does not occur have
nothing in common Save the gbsence of that-
circumstance, the circumstance in which alone the two
sets of instances differ is the effect; or the cause,
or an indis gsnsable part of the canse, of the
phenomenon. L

Mill?’s sybolis

part as is known by
ffect of certain

the ggenomenon is the
ts. ,

Subduct
previous
antecede

sct-of that phenomenon,
hrou

or is ¢ ect- some fact of

causatlonis

ﬂ*ﬂiﬁk’é%ﬂ%"ﬁ"w 113

Uprmc - a “be, A7 °BC - "bc, "'BC - a"'bc,' A - g

QW’laﬂﬂiﬂJ wfnwmaa

59rnm. , p. 259
€01p3d., p. 260.

611bid., pe 263



Obviously, Mill explains causation in terms of
observable relation. This is contrary to the intuitionist
view of the causal Dr1nc1nle. Mill saw that Hume’s
analysis of cause &8s 8 constant conjunction could be
easily rejected. For there are events that are constantly
conjointed by other events; for instance, a succession
efe is no causal relation between
’&s theory, Mill offeréd his

=

of day and night, but &
them. Thus, to el"; T

sufficient co

Condition.
If asked, wha onsi are. combustion,
Mill’s ans ‘
2 stible material. 2. There is

e 3« There must be
fditlons are present, the

a temperatu‘e‘Q>
oxygen. When .

Or 4 4 t§; Jf'”' ation of condltlons,

By il
1ther an e;;Lt or a state of a s tance or a state of

g S YT N\ A

conditiéon is the cauae of the even -

’Q AR, Qﬂ@mumamm B8 oreri

62John Hospers, An Introduction to Philosophical

Analysis (New Delhi: Allied Publishers Private Ltd.,
1977), p. 292. '
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his so-called ‘Four Methods® for discovering causal

connections- namely, (1) the Method of Agreement, (2) the
4 Method of lererence, (5) the Joint Method, (4) the

Method of Re31dues, (5) the Method of Concomitant

Var1at10ns.

Aftei Mill, we, enter the cbntémporary period.
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