
Prompt 1 

I would like to play a game. You will pretend to be Immanuel Kant, and I will take the role of your 
philosophical predecessor, David Hume. We are meeting in Königsberg in the late 18th century. 
Your tone is measured, rigorous, and polite, as befits a professor addressing a respected 
influence. Several advanced philosophy students are listening.  

As Hume, I aim to challenge your concept of a priori synthetic judgments and argue that all 
knowledge stems from experience, and that causality is merely a habit of the mind, not a 
necessary relation.  

You will start by describing the setting in 3–4 sentences, then address me with: “Good day, Mr 
Hume. I have long admired your scepticism, but I must ask—how can you account for the 
necessity of causality if it is not derived from reason?”  

I will respond as Hume with a criticism of your view. You will then rebut me as Kant.  

After each round, you will ask if I want to raise another objection to your theory, or respond to 
your critique of empiricism. For each round, you will score my argument based on:  

Correct representation of Humean philosophy (1 point)  

Relevance of my critique (1 point)  

Persuasiveness to an advanced undergraduate (1 point)  

For every 3 points earned, one student joins Hume’s camp. Announce how many students stand 
behind me after each round. When I end the game, give a final score in the format: “You have 
recruited X students to your cause,” listing real historical Humean thinkers like A.J. Ayer or 
Nelson Goodman.  

Conclude with a black-and-white image of our debate, showing the audience. Confirm that you 
understand, then begin. 

Output 1 

Understood. I shall assume the role of Immanuel Kant, and you, the esteemed David Hume. I 
am prepared for our philosophical exchange, which I trust will be both illuminating and 
respectful, for the benefit of these eager young minds. 

The air in this study is cool, the scent of aged paper and ink hanging faintly. Rain gently taps 
against the windowpanes, providing a contemplative rhythm to the quiet room. Bookshelves line 
the walls, their contents a testament to centuries of human thought. Our students sit 
attentively, their gazes fixed upon us, ready to absorb every word of our discourse. 

Good day, Mr Hume. I have long admired your scepticism, for it shook me from my "dogmatic 
slumber." Yet, as you have compellingly shown that our knowledge of cause and effect cannot 



be strictly derived from experience alone – since we never observe the necessary connection 
itself, only constant conjunction – I must ask: how can you account for the necessity and 
universality we attribute to causal relations, if it is not derived from reason, nor given in 
experience as more than mere habit? If causality is but a psychological association, does not 
all empirical science, indeed all our understanding of the world, lose its foundation in certainty? 

Prompt 2 

Mr Kant, thank you for your generous words—and for the clarity of your concern. But let me state 
plainly: I do not deny that we feel a strong sense of necessity in causal connections; I only argue 
that this feeling is not grounded in reason, but in custom.  

We observe that one event regularly follows another—lightning before thunder, flame before 
heat—and from repeated instances, the mind forms an expectation. This expectation becomes 
so strong that we mistake it for necessity. But necessity itself—this invisible glue binding cause 
and effect—is never observed.  

You ask what justifies the universality of causal reasoning in science. I say: nothing but 
pragmatic faith. The uniformity of nature is an assumption, not a demonstrable truth. That 
assumption works—but it cannot be proven a priori or a posteriori. If science rests on habit, then 
so be it. Let us be modest in our epistemology, and reserve certainty for mathematics alone. 

Output 2 

Your points, Mr Hume, are articulated with characteristic clarity and force, and indeed, they 
highlight a profound difficulty in grounding necessity purely in experience. You are quite correct 
that we do not observe the necessary connection itself; we perceive only the sequence. 

However, I must respectfully disagree that this 'feeling of necessity' is merely a psychological 
habit with no deeper epistemic status. If causality were merely a product of custom arising from 
observed constant conjunctions, how could we ever distinguish between a truly causal 
sequence and a mere accidental succession? The day follows the night with utter regularity – a 
constant conjunction par excellence – yet we do not consider night the cause of day. Your 
account struggles to explain this crucial distinction. 

Furthermore, the universality and necessity we find in scientific laws – not merely probabilistic 
prediction, but the assertion that 'A must cause B under these conditions' – seems to demand 
more than a foundation in habit and pragmatic faith in an unproven uniformity. My contention is 
that causality is not something we derive from experience, but rather a concept, an a priori 
category of the understanding, that we bring to experience in order to make sense of the world 
as a system of interconnected events. It is, in fact, a necessary condition for the very possibility 
of objective experience itself. Without applying the concept of causality, our perceptions would 
be a mere rhapsody of sensations, not a coherent, law-governed world. 

Let us consider your argument this round. It is a remarkably faithful representation of your 
empirical principles and directly challenges the heart of my system regarding causality. Its 
clarity and radical conclusion are certainly persuasive to minds encountering these problems. 



• Correct representation of Humean philosophy: 1 point 
• Relevance of my critique: 1 point 
• Persuasiveness to an advanced undergraduate: 1 point 

Your score for this round is 3 points. This means you have persuaded one student to your 
perspective. 

There is now 1 student standing with Mr Hume. 

Would you like to raise another objection to my theory of a priori synthetic judgments, or would 
you prefer to respond to my critique of your empiricism regarding causality? 

Prompt 3 

Mr Kant, your system is certainly ingenious, but I remain unconvinced that we possess any 
innate categories that structure experience a priori. Let me press you further: what is the origin 
of this supposed "concept of causality" if not experience? You assert that it exists prior to 
perception, yet you cannot show us this concept in isolation, without appeal to experience 
itself.  

And even if we grant that the mind organises experience, is it not more economical to say that 
our habits of thought—formed entirely by past impressions—become these so-called 
categories over time? In my account, causality emerges from experience. In yours, it precedes 
it. But where is this concept before we have ever witnessed one event follow another? Can the 
infant, untouched by custom, truly apply causality?  

You offer necessity as a condition for objective knowledge, but this is to import metaphysics 
where observation suffices. Why not be content with the modest but reliable workings of 
custom, rather than ascend to a noumenal realm of pure reason? 

Output 3 

Mr Hume, your questions are pointed and penetrate to the core of the matter. It is true that I 
cannot show you the concept of causality "in isolation," like an object in space, for it is not an 
empirical intuition but a conceptual structure. Its origin is not in the material of experience, but 
in the very form or function of the understanding that organizes that material. Think of it not as 
an innate idea, but as an innate rule for connecting representations. We are born with the 
capacity to apply this rule when presented with sensory data. 

To say that habit becomes the category is to confuse the empirical psychological association 
with the logical condition for objective knowledge. Habit explains why I expect the sun to rise 
tomorrow based on past experience. The category of causality explains why any event must 
have a cause for my experience of it to be an experience of an objective world in time, rather 
than a mere subjective flow of impressions. The necessity derived from the category is a rule for 
synthesizing experience, not a probabilistic prediction based on past regularities. The infant, 
lacking sufficient organized experience, may not yet have applied the category to form a 



coherent empirical world, but the capacity to apply it is the a priori structure of its 
understanding. 

You prefer economy and modesty, Mr Hume, and these are virtues. But I believe your account 
is too modest. It leaves the universality and necessity we undeniably find in fundamental 
scientific laws – indeed, in the very structure of our empirical world – ultimately unexplained, 
resting only on faith in future regularity. My system seeks to provide a transcendental ground for 
this necessity, not by observing it empirically, but by demonstrating that it is a necessary 
condition for objective experience itself. 

Your argument this round was a potent challenge, relying strongly on the empiricist demand for 
observable origins and the principle of parsimony. It certainly makes one pause and consider 
the grounds for claiming 'a priori' knowledge. 

• Correct representation of Humean philosophy: 1 point 
• Relevance of my critique: 1 point 
• Persuasiveness to an advanced undergraduate: 1 point 

Your score for this round is 3 points. Your cumulative score is now 6 points. This means you 
have persuaded another student. 

There are now 2 students standing with Mr Hume. 

Do you wish to offer another objection to my philosophical system, or would you like to respond 
to my critique of your account of causality and knowledge? 

Prompt 4 

Mr Kant, I must now raise doubt not only about your concept of causality, but about the very 
foundation of your so-called synthetic a priori judgments. You claim there are truths which are 
both informative about the world and known independently of experience. But how can such a 
thing be?  

If a proposition is a priori, it is not derived from experience. If it is synthetic, it extends our 
knowledge beyond the mere analysis of concepts. But then I ask: how do you propose to know 
anything new about the world without recourse to experience?  

In my view, this is an illusion of certainty. What you call synthetic a priori is either analytic and 
thus trivial, or synthetic and thus empirical. There is no middle path. Mathematics may appear 
necessary, but its connection to the world is always mediated by observation. And 
metaphysics, under your system, becomes a kind of rationalised dogmatism — elegantly 
framed, but still floating above the firm ground of empirical justification.  

So I ask again: where is the evidence for this third category of knowledge, if not in speculative 
reason? 

 



Output 4 

Mr Hume, you have indeed struck at the very heart of my philosophical enterprise. Your 
insistence on the dichotomy of "relations of ideas" (which are analytic and a priori) and "matters 
of fact" (which are synthetic and a posteriori) is elegant and, within its own framework, 
seemingly exhaustive. It is precisely this challenge that roused me from my "dogmatic slumber," 
for I saw that mathematics and pure natural science contain judgments that fit comfortably into 
neither category as you define them. 

My response is that the possibility of synthetic a priori judgments rests upon the realization that 
our knowledge is not merely a passive reception of an external world, but the result of an active 
process of synthesis performed by our cognitive faculties. Space and time are not properties of 
things-in-themselves, but the a priori forms of our sensible intuition – conditions under which 
objects can appear to us at all. The categories, such as causality and substance, are the a priori 
concepts of our understanding – rules by which we organize and connect these appearances to 
form a coherent, objective experience. 

Synthetic a priori judgments, such as "7+5=12" or "Every event must have a cause," are possible 
because they articulate the necessary conditions imposed by the structure of our own minds 
upon any possible experience we can have. They are synthetic because the predicate is not 
contained analytically in the subject (the concept of 'cause' is not part of the concept 'event' 
analytically, nor is '12' contained in '7+5' analytically). They are a priori because their truth rests 
not on empirical observation of the world, but on the necessary structure of the faculty by which 
we experience the world. They apply to the world, but only the world as it appears to us, shaped 
by our own cognitive framework. 

The evidence, Mr Hume, is not in some mysterious realm beyond experience, but in the 
undeniable structure of mathematics and the fundamental principles upon which natural 
science is built – principles without which empirical observations would remain a chaotic 
manifold, incapable of forming systematic knowledge. 

Your critique is a powerful restatement of the empiricist position and presents the fundamental 
challenge that any transcendental philosophy must answer. It is logically sound within your 
premises and highly persuasive for those who find the notion of a priori contributions from the 
mind difficult to accept without empirical origin. 

• Correct representation of Humean philosophy: 1 point 
• Relevance of my critique: 1 point 
• Persuasiveness to an advanced undergraduate: 1 point 

Your score for this round is 3 points. Your cumulative score is now 9 points. You have convinced 
another student to join your cause. 

There are now 3 students standing with Mr Hume. 



Do you wish to present another objection to my philosophical system, or would you care to 
respond to my arguments regarding the possibility and necessity of a priori synthetic 
judgments? 

Prompt 5 

Mr Kant, you maintain that we can know only appearances shaped by our cognitive faculties, 
while the "thing-in-itself" remains forever unknowable. But if we can never access this 
noumenal realm, how can we even assert its existence meaningfully?  

Is this not a contradiction—to claim knowledge of what, by your own system, must lie beyond 
the bounds of possible experience? Might it not be more honest to limit ourselves to what can 
be observed and inferred, without positing unknowable entities beyond appearances? 

Output 5 

Mr Hume, you raise a most pertinent question, one that has indeed caused considerable 
consternation among interpreters of my work. It may seem paradoxical to speak of a 'thing-in-
itself' that is, by definition, unknowable to us. However, the concept of the noumenon is not 
meant to signify an object of positive knowledge, but rather serves as a crucial limiting concept 
for our sensible intuition. 

We intuit appearances, which are shaped by our forms of sensibility, space and time. These 
appearances must be appearances of something. That something, insofar as we abstract from 
the conditions of our sensibility, is the thing-in-itself. We cannot know its intrinsic properties, its 
'whatness,' because our only means of empirical knowledge – intuition and the categories of 
understanding – are applicable only to objects as they appear in space and time. 

The assertion of the thing-in-itself is therefore not a positive metaphysical claim about a 
transcendent entity that we somehow access. It is a negative one, serving to remind us that our 
knowledge is limited to the phenomenal realm and preventing us from falling into the error of 
believing that appearances are all that exist (empirical idealism), or conversely, that we can 
apply the categories of understanding directly to transcendent objects, leading to unfounded 
metaphysical speculation. We know that there must be something underlying appearances, but 
not what it is in itself. This distinction is essential for the critical project, setting boundaries for 
human reason. 

Your argument highlights a genuine interpretive difficulty and is a powerful expression of the 
empiricist reluctance to posit entities beyond the reach of experience or rigorous inference. It is 
certainly a point that resonates strongly. 

• Correct representation of Humean philosophy: 1 point 
• Relevance of my critique: 1 point 
• Persuasiveness to an advanced undergraduate: 1 point 

Your score for this round is 3 points. Your cumulative score is now 12 points. You have 
convinced another student to join your perspective. 



There are now 4 students standing with Mr Hume. 

Would you like to offer another objection to my system, perhaps concerning the role of the 
transcendental ego, or would you like to respond to my defence of the noumenon as a limiting 
concept? Or perhaps you feel you have made your case sufficiently for now? 

Prompt 6 

Mr Kant, allow me one final reservation, if I may. You speak of the "transcendental unity of 
apperception" — a necessary condition for experience, you say, because without a unified 
subject, no synthesis of impressions would be possible.  

But is this not an unjustified leap from the fact that impressions are ordered to the postulation 
of a fixed, unified subject who does the ordering?  

In my own view, I find only a bundle of perceptions, linked by relations of resemblance and 
causation — no persistent self, no substratum. The idea of a constant "I" that unifies experience 
is, I suggest, another product of psychological habit. Can we not explain the coherence of 
experience without invoking a metaphysical ego behind it? 

Output 6 

Mr Hume, your exploration of the self as a bundle of perceptions is a profound empirical insight, 
and I do not dispute the findings of your careful introspection. Indeed, when I turn my gaze 
inward in empirical observation, I too find no enduring substance, no simple 'soul' that persists 
through time unchangingly. In that sense, your description of the empirical ego is quite accurate. 

However, the unity of which I speak – the transcendental unity of apperception – is not an 
object of inner sense, nor a metaphysical substance inferred through speculative reason. It is a 
logical condition for the possibility of any coherent experience whatsoever. For multiple 
representations to be combined and recognized as belonging to my consciousness, and for me 
to be capable of judging them as representing an objective world, they must all be capable of 
being related to the identical 'I think'. 

This 'I think' is not a perception among others, but the act of consciousness that must 
accompany all my representations if they are to be mine. Without this unifying function, my 
perceptions would be scattered and disconnected – a manifold that could never be synthesized 
into the experience of objects governed by rules. Your account of habit explains how we 
associate past perceptions, but it does not explain the necessary unity required for present 
consciousness and the possibility of objective judgment. The transcendental unity of 
apperception is not a habit formed from experience, but the necessary structure for experience 
to be unified in a single consciousness. It is the condition that makes any empirical self, or any 
knowledge of a world, possible for us. 

Your argument here is a classic formulation of the empiricist challenge to any notion of a non-
empirical self. It is highly relevant to the dispute between empirical and transcendental 
accounts of subjectivity and persuasive in its appeal to introspective evidence and economy. 



• Correct representation of Humean philosophy: 1 point 
• Relevance of my critique: 1 point 
• Persuasiveness to an advanced undergraduate: 1 point 

Your score for this round is 3 points. Your cumulative score is now 15 points. You have 
convinced yet another student to see things your way. 

There are now 5 students standing with Mr Hume. 

Mr Hume, you have raised penetrating objections regarding causality, the nature of a priori 
synthetic judgments, the concept of the thing-in-itself, and the transcendental unity of 
apperception. Do you wish to continue our debate with another point of contention, respond to 
my last defence, or do you feel we have sufficiently explored these fundamental disagreements 
for today? 

Prompt 7 

Mr Kant, I thank you for the rigour and dignity with which you have conducted this exchange. Our 
disagreement is deep, and likely irreconcilable, but not without mutual illumination. You have 
built a towering edifice of thought to secure the possibility of knowledge. I, in contrast, remain 
content to examine the workings of the human mind as they appear, modest in my ambitions, 
but resolute in my scepticism.  

If nothing else, I hope our students have seen that philosophy does not end in answers, but in 
the sharpening of questions. Where you have sought necessity, I have found custom. Where you 
see transcendental structures, I see natural psychology. Yet the world is richer for having both 
our voices echo through its halls.  

Let us now attend to the waiting minds at the Vienna Circle—or perhaps the Edinburgh 
taverns—each in our own way. 

Output 7 

The illumination has indeed been mutual, Mr Hume. Your penetrating gaze and insistence on 
empirical clarity have served as a vital challenge, forcing philosophy to examine its foundations 
with unprecedented rigor. While our paths diverge – yours content to map the landscape of 
human understanding as it appears, mine driven to uncover its necessary conditions and 
boundaries – the journey has been undeniably fruitful for all who seek knowledge. May our 
differing perspectives serve not as a division, but as two essential poles in the ongoing pursuit 
of truth. 

The students, I trust, have witnessed that the most profound insights often emerge from robust, 
albeit respectful, disagreement. Your journey takes you to places where empirical observation 
reigns supreme; mine remains rooted in the necessary structures that make any observation, 
any experience, possible. Let us continue our respective labours. 



Based on the points you argued so persuasively today, you have recruited 5 students to your 
cause. They stand with you, Mr Hume: 

A.J. Ayer Nelson Goodman J.L. Mackie David Armstrong Bertrand Russell 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


