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The Problems of Causation in Contemporary
Western Philosophy

is Shows us how the
notion of caus losophy has develonad.
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Tet us begin with the problem of causality and

temporal precedence.
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3o _Caﬁsaligy ahd Temporal Precedence.

‘Since in our deily life all known things are in
time, we often observe one event occurring before another;
for 1nstance,va llghtnlng flash is followed by a thunder
-clap, hot weather comes before perspiring, after putting

gy precedes ruesday, a day is
g&/ er a cock crows the sun

t of brevity, I shall

heat to water-lt boils,

follpwed'by'afnigh“
riseé,,and so fo
| —

call %he event: ..end that which follows

B. In some ca e an A, we glso see

a B. Without
least within
never precedes: experience). We,

therefore, beli reason to say A

the cause musﬂp_'if y im time. That is,

temporal occurrence of the cause before the effect is a

necessa.rﬂ uﬂci}%g ‘ﬁ'ﬁ el FélaBion to nold.
WA Mﬂ@ﬂér&l b4 %) Y4y risososners

who has advocated this the81s. Tet us consider hlS view

first.

In The Problem of Knowledge, Chapter 4, vii,
which is entitled “Why cannot cause succeed effect?’ Aiyer

writes:
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It is, 1ndeed, necessarily true. The use of the word
cause’ is such that if one event is said to be the
cause of another, it is implied that it precedesS .« o o

the event which is said to he the effect.

"To justify his claim, Ayer further claims that we

.

cannot conceive how something which does not yet exist

influence.

‘can already be exerting it

' @cession view appears

to have probleoE::ZEggrdrﬂg i:::::n thesis, *A causes B®

implies, amongiaﬁﬂéiﬂfr' "‘sf“pqg-:des 3", But 1% is the

' of contemporaneous
causal connect A | T1i J totle’s final cause,

However,

\ é& aised as an objection

Let us take 7 ultaneous and causal

connection ngweon Aand Bf ’ to give an

'illustrationwéf this, Iw ite Gasking’s

E}gue against the

‘”Wﬁfﬁz‘rw"ﬁm SREATS

‘1t 1 glowing bec ause it is at a tem rature of

SRR A

sample o baI]of iron g

1A. J. Ayer, The Problem of Knowledre

(Harmondsworth: Penguin Books Ttd., 1956), PP. 170-171
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1,000‘C. and begins glowing at the same instant.zir

. .
contemporaneous,
locomotive that
"i
»
-

or > k
Metaphysics of Causation. There, Taylor has argued
that there are many clear-examples of causal connection
wherein those cbnditions-thét constitute the cause and
those that constitute © L, are entirély

@ j@)g before the other. As

an illustration m

objec aylor examplifies "a

: 1.;$‘§th‘-b" He says, in

moving with it, that i ;Jf_;‘:A péral gap between the

former’s motion e ‘ "’ er®s motion. Thus, obviously,

‘one’s hand ap .?»,u E . gjng while writing. “Ignoring

the questlon oﬁkwhat causes the hand to move, Taylor says:

= s FRBANENTIY AR e -

, -~ ] 1 E]
. L 2 L] 13 [l
g Douglas Gasking, ausatlon an eclpes, in

Human Understandlqg, ed. Sesonke and Flemming

(California: Wadsworth Publishing Co., 1966), p. 60.

3Richard Taylor, "The Metaphysics of Causation,"

in Caussation and Conditionals, ed. Ernest Sosa (Oxford:

Oxford University Press, 1975), p. 39.
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caused by the motibn of the hand . . i And, manifestly

\

both motions are contemporaneous,"4

But C. J. Ducasse disagrees with Gasking and
‘Taylor. According to him, what is called a cause will "
precede what is called an effect. His strategy is to

vyay that the above are not

treat causality in such 2

-

hypothetically _ ¢ } £ causality,

recognizing is not true to some

of the ways is actually used,

as follows:

Consideri 'a,”f>'”~5- ; K . . . the change C
is said to sufific: « « « to have caused,
the change K, yzE

¢ ing a time and through
a 5paceu . : Y agt I at the surface 8.

g a time and through

ang _ durt
'rFI at the surface S.

2. The ¢
inning at the insta

& space

e Qmﬁé%ﬁﬁiﬂﬁ% RGBS auriag the time
awmﬁﬂmum’mmaﬂ

47vid., p. %0.
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during the time and throuszh the space of K.”

Ignoring. (3), it is noticed that the account in

(1) and (2) implies a cause precedes its effect.

Yet, Ducasse’s definition of cause is not
~adequate. TFor, many changes like C’s occur before the ,
tyny causal relation between

‘&us consider a succession
— " - .
‘énce in our every day 1life,

changes like K's but

them. As an examp

of a day and ZéEEEEEE& We

(Ignoring the

vide a day and a night

into parts. Fo er sﬁccessivelyf)

night occurred during

.--'_‘:.,_r’:‘;i_l‘;il—'_.‘
beginning a
says a day c#&

) T —

forodebad 1 tedehdss) dédrding to Ducasse,

begﬁizki.cause acheive$ its effect, it hasyto last for
some

JANTLARAI LA EIREL vever 10 0o

%ﬁe otﬂéuhgiiectionﬁye may brine against Ducasse’s
point ofivi
U

50. J. Ducasse, "On the Nature and the

Observability of the Causal Relation," in Causation and

Conditionals, ed. Ernest Sosa (Oxford: Oxford University

Press, 1975), p. 116.
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caused to b011 by first being heated. Rather, it boils as
soon as it is heated to a certain point. And arain cause
and/effect are 51mu1taneous. There is no rap in‘time at
all. One might say that water does offer some resistance
to the heat, and that the heat must overcome this
resistance before boiling occurs. But then we need only

add that the heat is no

VZEFe of the water’s boiling until

/,

that resistance is

view, I think

unclear, cent

performing an exercise, but ‘desire of

being heﬁ?ﬂz]eﬂuwj w /fﬂaﬁ two expressions

are obv1qg in meanlng. The former refers to

possess jﬁqnmﬁﬂﬁ 'ﬁ"ﬁ]“ﬂ’ﬁ‘ﬁe will

ter his performing an exercise, whereas the

i
that causes h

latter refers to a state of mind arises prior to his
performing an exercise, Thus, according to the opponents
of Aristotle’s final cause, the cause of his performing
an exercise — desire of being healthy in the future,
still occurs prior to the effect — his performing an

~ exercise.




as

Whether Aristotle is right or wrong on this point
T shall not analyse his view here. This is becsuse my
purpose is only to show that temnoral priority mey not

be a necessary condltlon for the causal relation.

. At this stage, we can conclude that the

"/j;d its effect does not

alweys include e &emporal Gifference with the cause

e —
earlier than the -3 rhaps the temporal

condition is ¢
antedate the effe

he cause may not

ceed to the main views

\\\

of causatién u vi! o' ‘i%{_ sophy. That is the

”;j-

ﬂummm'swmn‘a‘
QW']ﬁNﬂ‘iﬂJ NW]’WEI']& El
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3,2,1 Cause 88 Neéessg;i;Conneétion; 
In modern t1mes, the association between causallty-
and nece551ty could be traced back to Spinoza, "Given a
deternminate cause, the effect follows of NFLESBII and
_ wifhoutAits cause, no effect follows "ot as 8 mattei
of‘féct, fhe convi,:‘ SL;/ elatlon of necessity
between a caus s held by all
: 'intﬁitioni3§s , and the Scholastics.
. _ Yet;-this th . e.[Hﬁme_&énied that

such connec g that is called a

cause and 2 ! offect. Hume regards
‘a necessary ¢ oni/asiia ,f lection within our own
minds. That is# ing accustomed to an

~ event A constantiy/éongoineddhy =n event B, the association

g ‘a customaryﬂ}fl

ﬁq IET:TTF?V connection has
5 ' been defiénd some contemno 3 osophers. Among -
TR BT thi: 0

6Benedict De Spinoza, Ethics, Book I, Axiom ITT,

.'aﬁjnation‘ in men’s minds.

i

cited by G. E. M. Anscombe in "Causality and Determination,”

in Causation and Conditionals, ed. Ernest Sosa (Oxford:

Oxford University Press, 1975), p. 64,
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most outstanding. To defend the necessary connection

theory he sayé,iﬁ‘A Defense of Causality as follows:

If the revularlty view be the final truth the world
of events in time is not any sort of rational system,
but & mere assemblage of intrinsically unconnected
factse.

I shall reject. It amounts
ation, and I cannot bring

myself to disbel ents have causes, though
it to justify the

I may perhap P{;'4 v
beliefo & _..#

This view of causati

Other f 1des regul quence or
concomitance’w arsyfreque supposed to be
present in €a of“causatic y people who do not
hold the re s vriew are the following: (1) The

effect is h d i g with, dependent on
2 ' at the two do not merely
but are 1ntr1n51ca11y

happen in re 1 ic
,v2) The cause is held to

connected with e

explain ot only the question —
how? — b on - ; hat the demand

for causes;is T 3 emand for reasons, which’
implies A8 eonhnection between

the two like : ’onsequent such that
the cause "is at least part of t reason for the
effect and tq&ps to make, ;the occurrence of the latter

1nte ctively to
prod gisense in which
the e ect cann a d or determine

the cause. 4) Cauqallty 1n§§1ves nece

TR IR TU T Ty

74. C. Ewine, "A Defense of Causality,” in

Metaphysics, ed. W. E. Kennick and Morris T.azerowitz

(New Jersey: Prentice-fall, Inc., 1066), D. 259,
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only the case that B does follow A, but it must
follow A.

Keeping in mind the four aspects of causation

Ev}ing mentioned above, compared to Hume’s view, we can
see the two different grounds of thought on causality.
The former?’s thought rests on ‘the common-sense ground’
: // ?the empirical assumption®.
Consequently, th - > thought are different.

e —

To clarify thi ‘ ; consider the

whereas the latter?

proposition ° after that B is

dead.” Accor fing, our com sense tells us

that there mus mection between B’s

in the formerj:o

to Hume who rests on the empirical

assumpti ﬁiﬂg ﬁﬂ%ﬁ:ﬂ&lﬂ jot different in
ﬁpfﬁ ﬂtlon"l .e. whah we experience is that

afﬁ @ guu 14'] Qlﬂﬂm %llat after my

drlnklng tea the President of smerica’s getting into his

8 4. C. Ewing, Idealism (Tondon: Methuen & Co.,

1074), pp. 154-155.
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car follows. With an empirical'ground; there is nothing
more than this. With respect to an intrinsic connection
in the firét propqéition as someone believes there is,
Hume explains that it is due to a custom or a habit, i.e.
after a repetition of similar shootings, the mind is

carried by habit to expect similar deaths. Nothing

/} now proceed to this
difficulty. L
v - -:.-‘!-' |

Before( - ons to this theory,

- I would 1like & ‘ {} r e :Jacteristics of the

farther is in the ¢

necessary conn

necessary connec It ‘_7'v’ icant nature are

— =
fourfold: (1) To sqﬁﬁﬁﬁnt A dis  necessarily connected

(3) To believe that A is necessarl y connected to B

it G I BN T e

follow A this 1mp11es that there is a causal law

°°Q°W1‘5Fﬂ\§*ﬂ %mdmm%mfr i

uni rsal.

Now let us analyse the four abovementioned major

features of the necessary connection view respectively.

2
o

Objections to an intrinsic connection between &

and B:
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rccording to Ewing, there is such & connection
in a causal relation between % and B, To defend his view,

Ewing c.ontendé; thus :'

The regularity view specially associated with Hume
and Earl Russell, has become very popular today . . .
On this view causality does not involve any connection
whatever between cause and effect but that of regular
sequence or concomitaag¢e. Earl Russell’s statement
may sound fairly imnocesat, but it carries with it .
the :startling im : if, for instance, A
_shot : intrinsic connection
with B’s de ha ing tea or an
earthquake at e the world. 9

From thegabove i wing implicitly says

that there must Me /e it kotiom between A’s
shooting and B’sf doth. £ the ground for his

4 J:l-": ey 3 3 L 5
truth on causality. ‘fhe response is NO. For, quite often
, ———
Pl TR

our common-sense _fafl’é"ﬁd“ £é1T th; e.g. with

common-sense we DEL

coffin withov.g
But, for some In@ien yogis,they can survive. Saying like

this, I ‘ uﬂ;lmnglm;‘j %SAQ ﬂ.g is entirely
wrong + want to maifitain that common-sgnse mey Seem
e LR 10 o

causality.

foa a month must die.:

D rhida., P 153
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The next aspect of the pégeésary connection theory
I shall explore is the purpoffe& logical reiation.between
a cause and its effect, On this_Ewing%saiﬁ that the “why*
question im@lied a logical coﬁnéétion'between cause and

effect.r

Before proceedix etaii5 " i would like to

disclgim here tha de £/ that EW1ng is wrong on

1,..ecessary connection

between what is €a _“ﬁifif &K hat is called its
' ' follow: : !
of fact is still possibdble:

a contradiction, and is i
The same facility and

The contrary
because it can ne
conceived by the-

distinctn@ss, as if ;pable to reality.
‘That thessun— Ow 1S no less
intelligs le a dmplies no more
contradlcqron rmation, “that it will

rise*.10

@ymﬂ 13 (17 A
-""‘“"’o‘l WTANNT m A tT’J"Vl 9 a‘"ﬁl g

expenience, events similar to A are regularly followed by

events similar to B. %nd they claim that their sgying is

10Hume, An FEnquiry Concernineg Human

Understanding, p. 624
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logically possible, nothing self—contradlctorv. When the
nececgitarians are entitled to claim their soundness, why
shouldn?t those of the resularity theory.be so entitled

as well? The Humeans may ask like‘thiSﬁ Ay

Anywey, in the case above, the v’point in question

the notion of ‘necessity™ ﬁc. Tt is thus obvious
that Humeans® logi ~is narrow. It is merely
limited within \‘c propositions. But

it is the fect a.be11eve that the idea

of “necessity” x-,\etic propositions.

At this ‘that Humeans and

necessitarians 34 fferent presuppositions

Ewing claimed,

inherent wit of cause 1@]necessary connection

is that ? e’ or determine the effect.
This c1a1‘| Eﬁ Mﬁﬁ chj ’lﬂu‘irlty in defining
th he difficulty develops
1tse]f 1f we inﬁwﬂj’fﬁ lﬂﬂa@&methfan&

or brings about something. ‘ :

- The above definition of cause implies that the

occurrence of the cause compels the occurrence of the

effect. Or in other words, the cause possesses Some power

to bring about the effect. In short if the cause occurs,



it is necessary that the effect must follow.

At present T shall consider the word;'oroduée‘
Ewing applied in his definition of cause.“W1th rerard to

the implication of cause as power, I shall take it up

later on. | ”;, :
According @U/ ause somethlng is to
produce somethin eqelﬂ_produce something

is also to cau

. Obv1ously, these two

terms are syno ;0. sgy that A produces B

manifestly only s A can B. And we are back

again where w h: ted . 4T E.~n-er§ the analysis of

v, +. DTeL8 o define a cause, by
saylng it is soms hn---~?: fuctive of another, ’tis
ng. For what does he mean

by * definition of it,
that will mot be the same with ¥ of causation? If
he can; desiz : c’d. If he cannot; he
here run 1 : : —~3 Synonimous term

‘o Q/

v b oo b JHE ToWb ol or cause
described by Ewing. Repe€atedly, Ewineg claimssthat
cous} i 1G0AEY Debbdastyl] sbadeladhe] Getd i «
causal law connecting A and B, it is not only the case :

that B does follow A, but it must follow A. The problem

quume, A Treatise of Human Nature, pv. 124-12%,
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I shall take up here concerns ‘the causal law.f

Ewing, like other common-sense philosophers,
believes that causal relation between what is called a

cause (A) and what is called its effect (B) must have

no exceptions. That is to say, is necessarlly followed

by B. This line of tt ) ponds with the 0ld view
of causal law. Buk, Bu é Acco:cdlpg to hlm,

causal law is p: That is to say

there is room i ionsSe.

Russell men®’s formulation

of causal law de To back his claim

Russell writes:

. « the frequent
cession or coexistence
eting the same succession

Experience hasS &
repetion of som
has been 3

nature, Hussell‘qsgntalns, _ 1iable to be m1slead1np.

0w o<fbid B PRERTINE ARG one e w0

of the chlcken which isy con51der d as a good parody of

thtewvr]eaaa [chusdl hav ma ﬂm ﬁ 6 follows: , e

i
“Bertrand Russell, The Problems of Philosophy

(Tondon: Oxford University Press, 1952), p. 62.
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A little chicken sitting comfortably in the henhouse
without a care in the world was startled by the
appearance of a man and ran away. When it came back
the man was gone but there was some corn lying on
the ground. Having a degree of scientific curiosity
the chicken began to watch and it soon noticed that
when the man appeared the corn appeared. It did not
want to commit itself to any theory in a hurry and
watched the sequence 999 times. There were no ;
exceptions to the rule that the appearance of the man
meant food, so it wed its skepticism and

decided there mus essary connection between
the man and t& !

language of causality
this meant th nev an appeared the corn:
the) b

this conclusion it
n [on

ousandth appearance to
had its neck wrung‘,73

er hzving obsServed

observed any

ausal principle

outcome of the

observation o unifdfm“'-, as Russéal noted thus:

: ¢ o o/
= BUHINLU WU NG - orvee
numb mes ' ca n to expect that

it will happen again. Thus our instincts certainly

PR TR e Te o

133_ G. He Siu, The Tao of Science (Massachusetts:

The M.I.T. Press, 1957), p. 29, guoting Marcus Long.

143usse11, The Problem of Philosophy, p. 63
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In so speaking,-RusSell explicitly supports Hume'’s
assertion that it is custom or habit.which caguses us to
form causal lews, éccording_téJHﬁme; "All inferences from

experience . . . are effects of custom, not reasoning.," '~

At this stage'i éHa1ivconc1ude that, by means of

the empirical ground, Rus  énd‘the advocates of Hume’s

regularity view 1 laws only render

probability, not-neces

There likely against the

common=-sense olds that the

causgl law is For it is not &g

proposition at a \posteriori nor a

priori, but:

~.of a game. The rule of
p have more than three
pe nor faise., It is true that
there etﬁr T % ‘k“l but the rule

itself is 23 it merely prescribes
how the ggz o be played . . .
likewise, he Causal Prlnclple nctions as a rule of

ﬂﬂﬁ’)ﬂﬂ“ﬂ‘ﬁﬂﬂ?ﬂ‘i
QWWﬂﬂﬂim uw’nwmaﬂ

g i ;
1)Hume, An Enaouiry Concerning Human

Understanding, p. 63%4.
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‘the scientific zame. . .16

If we adopt it, we are spurred on to find causes;
if not we would give up. Viewed 'f:om;thiS point, the
causal law likely "fynctions as a -?.éiig'gestiqn: Let’s .f‘inc_i

. s 1
more uniformities."

. Thus, the nece ,/%ectibn théoi"is{:s’ conclusion
that ‘If there is™ ausal 1éis not only the case
that B does i‘oM 15 . follow 4° is too much.

For, according on, the causal

principle i‘uﬁ ag ~- We have no right to
conclude that ; \\. ow the event A w:.thout
any exception. | stance, the volleyball
rules., One of Th ‘.‘: s may touch the net.

This does not mean Eh&t, h match, the players
never touch the 5 -at- gl ~i'fj~ he " [ ply prescribes

"f —

’Never touc | ‘EJ- ule is one thing

and 'touchlngﬁhe 0 erﬂ We have no right to

assert that thefagtual factsymust necessarily follow the

e FUBINENIHYING
mmq w E]:’]nlosophn cal

Hospers, An Introduction to

pnalysis, p. 317.

17 1vid.
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We can conclude here that the nec'ess_ai‘y éonnection
thecrists? assumption that “If there is a c'a;ﬁsal law, B
must follow A" 1is of small weight. For now, thé_rezare.
at least three different interpretations jS_;i;ﬁe.'_ca"usal
law; namely, (1) The a priori interpretatioﬁj.__-A(E) Thé

empirical interpretation. (3) The new interpretation.

?Z;is true.,::‘

J

Let us 7 }Qproblém of causation in
M / [That i '

And we do not yet k

contemporary problem of cause as
constant conji e into this problem,

T would like t this thesis first.

is, A csuses B' means

A is constaaf ' . - B, or in other words A is

regularly ;, f
sort have beg obe e "be con:janed by things of
the sec ﬁi sort spegu ﬁ .0Under these conditions, we

RN TEI0 g T TTa e NN -

rs. is this fact y=David Humal.belleves, which
exia

form th

A AT AL o

that, as far as our sense perception tells us, no necessity'

1ies in the objective facts, but, rather, in the mind of the
observer. It is manifest that , according to the constant

conjunction theory or the regularity thesis, the notion

of cause is subjective. According to the necessary
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connection view, the concept of causality is objective.

 However, the necessitarian account of ceausality,
just mentioned, Hume says, is drawn from circumstances
forein to sense perception of the cause. Hume further

contends that we cannot remedy that inconvenience or

attaein any more perfe tion., Thus speaking does
not mean that Hum
between what is called ‘g csuse. and what is called “an

effect’, rathez " £z '-*u”_s;‘ghL perception tells us

no necessity

Some of ;,'fv_'f:, x,' osophers — both the
advocates and t | DI ;'“Vgﬂr; jume, partially

miSinterpreted'H_ e 4.2 '”{f of causality by saying

One reason in -o speaking, I think,ﬂls thet they only
consider g%ﬁzq e.(Hume defines
causa‘blonu Eu?ﬂﬁne - z'lciﬂqinon.) But, in
TR AN IR
definitions of cause are imperfect. ee D, 4 last

parasgraph) From this statement, Hume likely thinks of

causality more than a constant coniunction.

Among the contemporary philosophers who advocate
the constant conjunction theory, Moritz Schlick is

recarded as an outstanding Humean. To justify Hume’s
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view of cause, he says:

The difference between a mere temporal sequence and
a causal sequence is the rersularity, the uniformity
of the latter. If C is rerularly followed by E, then
¢ is the cause of E; if E only ‘happen” to follow
C now and then, the sequence is called mere chance.
ind since (as we just saw) the observation of the
regulaity was the only thing that was done, it was
necessarily the only reason for speaking of cause
and effect, it was the sufficient reason. The word
‘cause” as use : 78ay life, implies nothing
but regularity -‘@‘-~cause nothing else is

i £y 5+¥ions in which it occurs.18

q-ﬁﬂi'h" 1 ——
Obviog/ ' '"\\Sghlick's snalysis of

and accidental sg

of days and nights. £ dey gularly followed by a
e it

- __r,‘ e .

IO 24 11Tt RN
RIAINTUNNINYAY

18Moritz Schlick, "Causality in Everjday Tife and

in Science," quoted by John Hospers, in An Introduction

to Philosophical Analysis (New Delhi: %1lied Publishers

Private Ttd., 1977), pp. 288-28°.
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B chimes, a micro-second afterwzards."19 This satisfies all

that Humeans expect of a caussal relation. For the chime of

‘ A is invariably followed by the chime of B. But Bgain

oot thls is not the case.

Manifestly, to argue against Schlick’s view, it 48

ite clear counter-examples

&.by B, but 4 never
&\ere is something wrong

" not difficult for us to

wherein A is regul

arity view is

that "It may. . .be
. « o true tha@g 3 ' in the physical world
in the sense megBly Of Tegulirity.y. ."“CBut, in the
world of action,' 3 '. thing more than

regularity. _".'l‘o A oh'and such en action is due,

s more than to say
') .

that such act&n ; | n ec_mded by desire for
ﬂﬂﬁﬁﬂﬂﬂ%ﬂﬂwnﬁ
3 RIAINIT USRI AYA BB comcens 10

Phllosonhy, ed. 7ak Van Straaten (Cape Town: Oxford

University Tress, 1981), p. 20.

= :
"“O_A. C. Ewing, Idealism (Tondon: Methuen & Co.,

1974), p. 164.
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power. . ."21
Ewing further says that "If the regularity theory

be truezall vréctical wisdom, which presupposes thrdughout.

that I can do things by w1111ng them =nd can act from
s ;

motlves, becomes worthless."

that:

Memory itself Dres ose8 causality in a sense
other than a&any ed by the Tregularity view.

If we are t
think of the
affecting ©

state is no
- event we

’f=uin memory we must
g or at least causally
emembering it; if our

smined by the past 2%
: a fancy or illusion. 3,

Tt is obifiofis’ thab \a& tried to point out
that the regularity g«:_.f‘;i;v.a' e at all; is limited
to within the physgﬁgﬂﬁﬁrf' s But, in every day life, the
ity is 5/the internal world;

viz, volltlon,ﬁfe?iw ';; and so forth.

ﬁtﬁy %"ﬁ ﬁ‘éﬁ%ﬁwvﬂaﬁ ﬁ ‘ﬁncludes Ehak

Will & d motives cause action, that belief . . . does

SN SRR




Now let us turn to the problem of cause as

sufficient condition.

Bead Cause as Sufficient Conditiohf

According to this thesis, cause 1s the totallty

of antecedent conditions which W111 at once be sufficient

for an occurrence of qowever, such an analysis

presents at least , — i. no totality of
conditions cen @ i ufficient for the

gi’p!"’f" E'lkif‘ _problem posed by what

Now 1 i \ e \first problem. In

occurrence of

’

we may call

many cases,suffic gonditions for producing something

What is suffic;ﬁﬁﬁff wcar to function pfoperly?
The conditi 5&5‘ r more numerous: the wheels
must be w!t be broken, the

functioning properly st of necessary
conditions lwou » , he thousands,.25

ﬂ'ﬂﬂ‘?ﬂﬂmw 3k 1 b that no

totality &4f conditions can ever be enumerated or considered

o LA LLE L ARLIALL R

"In the case of preserving bodily health to the age of 100,

?

no complete set of conditions is known."

25HOSpers, tn Introduction to Philosophical

tnalysis, pp. 292-293.

26Ibid., p. 293
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Taylor also agrees with the asbove objection. He

writes:

. « o no totality of conditions can ever be con51dered
sufficient for the occurrence of any event, such as =a
matchss igniting, for it might not have 1gn1fed even

in the presence of those conditions — it might suddenly
have been made wet, for example, or otherwise been
prevented from 1gn1t1ng.27 55

However;'M mpted to defend this thesis

by singling out et of conditions as the
~cause and call o>, I shall explore and

| enalyse Macki separately in the

next section,

Now we l“‘i:_-i»‘ sroblem of the sufficiency
thesis; i.e. the st we mey call -

’undeterminativé or offered several

o o the iqﬁ;on of the,locomotive is sufficient for

%he!%t I so also, the
not uﬁﬁ mmmq for the motion

of tHe locomotive ol

QWWMﬂﬁﬂJ UANAINYIAY

27Taylor, "Causation, "The Encyclopedie of

Shilosophy 2, ed. Paul Edwards: 63.

28Taylor, "The Metaphysics of Causation,"” in

Causation and Conditionals, ed. Ernest Sosa, p. 3°.
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~ Ernest Sosa also agrees with Taylor. As an_»ex’ampl‘e

of this, ::SoSé says:

" ... . the position of a table top relative to the
floor is caused by the length of the legs that support

"~ the tope . . » the length of the legs is . . .
sufficient for the position of the top relative to the
floor. Unfortunate ﬁ position of the top is also

o « « sufficient £ ’,)ength of the legs.Z29
> cdt

- aésa wants to show th.at

lition seems to be

From t
in Some cases
unconcerned wi ,Ality. To back his
claim, he exem :’L'; 1 e j between the position
of a table 6D e _fength) of the teble legs. We can
say that the Tength « is sufficient for the
position of th o +0F £ ?i__" ng to the Sufficiéncy

says, the p sufficient for the

length of themlegs: :
Sufficie 'T‘Ei t osi‘tion of the top should be

- said to EELL jﬂﬁﬁo‘j mﬂglﬂ jgs. But, it seems
to be, absu s iﬁ £ the leneth’/of the table
1e;i ﬁladénﬁ iﬁﬁi&ﬁﬂg @sgl:ion of the

- table tOp; Viewed from this case, the Sufficiency Thesis

e, agaﬂ sccording to the

faces with the ‘undeterminative sufficiency” problem.

29Ernest Sosa, Causation gnd Conditionels (Oxford:

Oxford University Press, 1975), p. 3.



.65
_ F?om two cases above, manifestly, the sui‘ﬁciency
thesis méy seem to be defective. |

Iet:usfnow proceed to Mackie’s INUS notion of

cause.

3,2.4 Cguse as INUS

~

~ Before : twms with this theory,
T shall summa( an of this thesis again.

is a cause of E (on a
INUS condition of E,

. . an insufficient

‘which is itself

~ the resul*t:."50

condition ﬂm is opponents e usa@on that it is

impossi tof enumerate atgenuinely sufficient condltlon

e SUATETED03. e o o
AWTANLS Ql%l?f’ﬁ%ﬁhﬁ‘ﬂ::‘:: e

303. L. Mackie, Causes and Condltlons, in

Causatlon and Conditionals, ed. Ernest Sosa (Oﬂcford

Oxford University Press, 1975), p. 16.



Before seeing whether his attempt is successful
or not, let us restate his definition of cause as

follows:

i) Cause (say, A) is an INUS condition.

ii) A is relative to other factors (B, C) in the

A% but necessary for E onA
J
‘ —

t. unnecessary for E.

sufficient conditi

iii) A

that occasior'x.’,-—'
| m/ |

To 1

cause, Mackie lets A

atand for the —circuit, B for the

\\

-'pre'sence of in ohle materie \-~ C for the absence of
ywjﬂ i |
a suitably placed sprinkle: ,  the conaunctlon ’ ABC®
A ; ‘, \F"“' '.l"’ "_. k :
represents a m:.n ,..-.—4";.‘ ent condition of the fire

.--'.«'":“ i

retion, the following

1

i) A shoa rt—clrcurb is a cause of the house’s

catcmﬁwmﬂmwmm
@Mﬁmﬁiﬁj}lﬁlﬁﬁ?ﬁ ::z‘:;:;

sprinkler.

iii) 4 short-circuit is insufficient, but
necessary for a house'’s catching fire. 'Insuffi_cient‘
because if without B (the presence of inflammable

material) and C (the absence of a suitably placed
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sprinkler), the short-circuit cannot cause the house’s
catching fire. fNecessary‘_because BC mlone is

insufficient for E (the house®’s catching fire).

At this point, it is manifest that Mackie’s

account of cause does not differ from Scriven’s. (See

Scriven’s definition of W on page 64)
iv) The wh %g 0 é&t‘ ABC) is
iv) The ole. ¢ ‘e ion ( ) i

T —
at is the
is @ cient for E. But

sufficient for E.

sufficient, but

conjunction of

’unnecessary’

problem of the pluraliiss
B e

Taylor maintained that if ev

variety of

I]hh *;: J

, — ]
A match cen be ignited by friction, but also by being

heat ¢ serhaps in @ther ways, too . . . it
pres 3 jan d ﬁmmzlﬂiﬁ uses and effects
in ¢ c d Fi conditions. If,

for example, one claims that a given match’s being

a causal condition of its igniting and one
Rt Teadiya e
i . e ‘ e replied’t match could
ave ignited just as well even if it had not been
struck — it might have been thrust into a flame, for
instance. Alternatively, it can be claimed that no

totality of conditions can ever be considered
sufficient for the occurrence of any event, such as

a match’s igniting, . . «

3"'l‘aylo::', "Causation," The Encyclopedia of

Philosophy 2, ed. Paul Edwards: 65,




To escape from fhis difficulty, Mackie has dea}f; »
with only sigular causal statements, e.e. ’This shoxl"tr-"
i 01rcu1t caused this fire.' Consegquently, his notion of S
necessary condition is narrower than that of the

traditional necessitarians.

With regard tc & A% empt to tackle the

" objection that it is 7

sufficient 001? ‘@ng the totahty of

prior state of Lint dverse also fails. This is

1

is the simple gneJ & “+ hs 3 cond itions are sufficient

becaguse the cag€: ¢
for the house'’sjcsa ing fire.| " \-\ set of conditions
must be fulfille ; P _' 1 & person to enjoy a

philosophical dis ug jor '

conditions here are

_ zly complex, and even if we

list many ; t‘have, a sufficient

condition. " v—
¥ o

F 1) NS Fepserr oo o

INUS condition is very‘llttle different f‘rovn Scriven’'s

i diailicid:x: BT = o

~name , not in “the account .

5‘Zﬂos_pers, tn Introduction to Philosophical

Analysis, v. 293.

Z2
PP

“Ibid.
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When compared with Mill’s sufficient condition
thesis; the significant difference is“that if C is an
_INUS condition of E, then C is a necessary factor of a

;chondltlon that is sufflcient for E, whereas Mill

gards ‘the whole set of conditions as a cause. In other

es it a cause.

@ha‘b Mackie’s analysis

of cause does NOLEO LA ;>‘::f155!’s and Scriven’s. Let

words; Mackie singles o tlEne factor from the totality of

the sufficient con

for instancezﬂ" PV

Russell, and grR. Ayers. Let‘us seé how these philosophers

have vﬁaﬁ Eﬂh’} ‘ﬁoﬂ&w %‘ Wﬁq ﬂsﬁav begin with

Richard aylor’s V1e%f

q Wlnar ﬂj%ﬂlﬂq? meﬂ ahg-lattempts to

show defects of5various enalyses, whether in terms, €.

of temporal precedence oI sufficient condition or necesSsary

connexion, and so forth. He finally concludes that "while
the concépt of causation can perhaps be used to shed

light upon other problems or used in the analysis of
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other relationships, no other concepts cé.n be used to

analyse it."aal‘his implies that we may not be able to deflne
" the term ‘cause by any non-causal terms, but merely by »lt’»nre':
synonyms for causation. To back this implication, I .

shall quote' his words as follows:

A true interpret tement of the form “A was

the cause of U .. that A made B happen by

virtue of its @ﬂ « But this final

qualificatio he whole analysis empty. -

For to say obviously only means

that A cause nd at it did this by -

virtue of 11 v , o o) 1ously means notlung :
- more than GHeT A DU o) irtue of its efficacy

as a cause hing, then, that it

was the causSe , means s:.mply and

solely that he thing in question,

conceptually clearer
5by the introduction

B* means that ‘A makes

ED': the sense of the

term 'pﬁﬂ Tvij) ;r@rfl is different

from thatjjof Ee term 'oowe:c'?'I ke 2z ﬁled This is
AL
concept of power mg like t e mea Elyswal entity

B happen by vi

3L‘L'l‘aylor, "The Metaphysics of Causation,"”

in Causation and Conditionals, ed. Ernest Sosa, p. 43.

25Tbid., pp. 42-43.
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Wylnv under the notion of causality. (See Chapter I % n.ﬂu)

tnyway, to say ‘t causes B means that A makes B hanner by
virtue of its power will lead us to the problem of

circularity. As an example to illustrate this nroblem,_;j

T shall guote Hospers?’ statement as follows:

s to produce something, to g
btless this is true, but

- it only shift it: what

.
L4

o o o To cause s
bring about someé

it hardly an

does * ly synonymous with
the word ’ s we are back where
we start

lon, it is obvious

AS

‘as ‘power is circular.

opponents of this

theory. Iet us has said of this concept.

He writes: .

otlon of cause as
Qs enlaced by some
th notion could be

A11 transs
act1v1ty1]an- WOV
cumbrous Derlnhr381s bei‘or°

' ”Wﬁ'mwawmm
AMIANTULNIINY1AY

fnglysis,

56Hos~oers, an Tntroduction to Philosovhy

P, 279

77Rertrand Russell, Our Knowledge of the External

world (London: Georse Allen & Unwin Ltd., 1922), p. 228.
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To clarify his assertion above, Russell exemplifies
the statement ‘Brutus killed Caesar. He further explains

that:

We may say that to kill a person is to cause his death.
intentionelly. This means that desire for a person’s
dexth causes a certain act, because it is believed .
that that act will cause the person’s death; or more
accurately, the desire and the belief jointly cause
the act. Brutus ot Caesar should be dead,

and believes tha degd if he is stabbed;
Brutus theref the stab causes

Caesar?’s deathy-as - cxpected it would. ... We
feel that if, 5 3 had-been different, the
effects whic _ fact produced would not have

n a sense of .power '
and freedo:

A cause, con 1y, has none of that
analogy wit i his es us imagine that the .
effect is compelled by ity A cause is an event or
group of events + = iaving a known relation to some
other event, called © act 3 59

Ke) “Heat causes iron to

glow." ;. "Thi 'ausesﬂghis fire.%, ‘Taking

arsenic Ej%‘h ’ deaﬂh{“ and so forth, are what

Rucsell ﬂ‘ﬁ. Agmaﬂgﬁgmgntioned cases
€ "

RRTR SN T Ty

1bid., op. 228-229.

3(')
Ibidoq De 229,
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consider them to be power?

To sum up hore,‘°c00“d1nv to Russell, the notion:

of casuse 128 power-cgnnou be anvlled to an 1nan1mate thlng.

Let;us'ndw'prbceed to another objection proposed

seinst the idea of cause as
) has nower to melt gold.’

Ayers says:

s » s Ehe sower . . . extends

no further ‘ih\\k-d yet the idea has
reference - e, a postulated -

- something i xng behlnd the

t. \\\y
observed we! \\\ m, &

smere _change, but of

3 ald to give us the
or suggested to
the mind By . -t always or nearly
always beﬂ've obs in a given way in given
observable c1rﬂumstances. Tt is "Because we regularly
obse tﬁ% ¢ melting of gold whenever it comes into

ﬁ"’}%‘kﬁﬂ‘ﬁwmﬂ‘i
-ﬂjﬁ‘\ﬂ‘&ﬂ‘iﬂm’]’lﬂﬂﬂﬁﬂ

4OM R, Ayers, "The Ideas of Power and Substance

TS99 8 ng
repestedys
idea of P@

in Locke’s Philosophy," in Locke on Human Understanding,

el 1. C. Pioton (] ondon Oxford University Tress, 1977),

pe 8C,

#11pid., p. 81,
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It follows from thé_~a§ove citation that we. should
not explain changes in terms of causes possessing the
power to produce thelr effecL.s ~ut we should note instead
that uniformity in nature glves ‘rise to the idea of power
in our mind. Many phiIOSOphers since Hume have eliminated

the concept of power fro notlon of causahty. Reid,

for instance, "su ' ritings that the relation

mate things can be called
—

’causal’ only :,~ Ao%s \ ical sense. 42

Iet u t problem of causation in

contemporary P \ vroblem of cause as

recipe.

i __'. 't f cause ed by Douglas

v.

Gasking. It “‘ nothing di ffe”ent

from Colling d’s second sense of mause, but the name

et GUANYNTNYNS

cording to Cg-llingwoodA causality is divided into

onop Bhodeh] b ia L1 1] Bretode fpEsean febderie.

(2) Person-—to—Thlng Causallty (3) Thmg—to-Thmr

Causality. The first sense "is the one where “that

42 A & bt s .
Taylor, "Causation." The Encyclopedia of

hilosophy 2, ed. Paul Edwards: 5F.
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’_whlch is "caused" is the free and deliberate act of a

consclous and responsible agent, and "cau51ng“ him to do
1t means affording him a motlve for d01nz 1t @az

g Toaanswer Hume’s question on a source of this sense of cause,

' Collingwood writes as follows:

I answer, from impressio ived in our social life,
in the praticalizelab - @ to man; Speclally,
from the impresSsion ng® or ‘causing some
other man to -dI; me thi FHens" oy argument or
command or tHTreas ! ; : e place him in a
situation arry out his
intentions by#GOInE and conversely, from
the impress o' being compe . or caused to do

to Collingwood, "‘15L§3  f5 sglled “a cause  which is

not within the con

The

. - o the One w ‘ > "caused" is an .
event or state o

—_futAneninens
q W’Taﬁﬁ |J " " " 4R : : entieth Century

(Lond@on: Unwin Paperbacks,

@

44R, G. Collingwood, "On tne So-Czlled Idea of

Causation," quoted by John Hospers in An Introduction to

. Philosophical Analysis (New Delhi: Allied Publishers

Private Ltd., 1977), p. 298.
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whlch we can produce or prevent that whose ceuse it
- .is said to be. 45
In thls second sense, Similar to *he flrsf one,
the term cause expresses an idea relative to human
actlon, but the action in this case is intended to

control thlnzs in nature or physical thines. John Hospers

has called th:.s sense '} -- o-Thing Causallty s and

explalned further ’:?\

event in nature is Tk _ by which we can
manipulate it,}ﬂﬁb—"’f '\ 8o, agrees with this

on and Recipes,

se, the “cause” of an

second sense

Gasking says:

« « o« the , is essentially
connected wi ‘manipulative technique for
FRoughlly aking: “A rise in the
to glow® means ‘By
technique for making ;
is case, make it glow. 47

temperature of ix
applying to iron 1
things hot yo

SAYeI' ¢Philosophy in the Twentieth Century,

b 205, ﬂuEJ’J‘VIEJVlﬁWEJ’]ﬂ‘ﬁ
QWET‘Q*’S

ls 9 p. 298.

. ; - . - -
4"Gasking, " Causation end Recipes," in Human

Understanding, ed. Sesonke and Flemming, p. 64,
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Accordlnz to the second sense, 1t is obvious
that we cannot,call.any event or condltlon a cause unless

it involves something we can do to brine about tbe effect.
Thé*fhird'sense is:

’that Whlch js "caused" is an event or state of
things, and its "ca is another event or state of

= 1
things standing to one-one relation of causal
priority: i.e. :,;~v, such a kind that (a2) i

, i f~no=firther conditions sare

the cause happ he effect also must
happen or eXitS '
% happen or exist
on8 O ts, (¢) in some sense
L n¢ cause is prior to °

fulfilled,
unless the
which remai

In the sense msiquoted #bove, the notion of
cause 1nvolve g ﬂh-‘f‘g;gfélﬁ“ e, or in other words,
* Thing-to-Thing Ca .“{Por the sake of illustration,

.-"' .-v"'-l-‘ = :
Colllnzwood’gmnution ﬂf' . causes the earth’s

rotation, t"f' tion er luSes a body’s falline

down, and so El

ﬁ‘ulfj ﬁ}wdﬁ‘jaw 8ﬂﬁ§ asking? view of

cause. AcCording to Gask ng, cause is manlpulatlve

o ii8 SOt ST T Y

By making bodlly movements men can manlnulate thines:
can 1ift them, hold them in certain positions, squeeze

rthe.

Q .
QLAyer, Philosophy in the Twentieth Century,

15

205,
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them, pull them . . . and So on. Men discovered that
whenever they manipulate certain things in certain
ways in certain conditions certain things h?ppened.AQ

He, finally, concludes that "the notion of
causation is . . . connectedjwifh‘bur manipulztive
technique for producing results.éaqnis position has its

difficulties. Let us now .,r how the problem arises

if we define a cs

According dsKing, 21 statements involve

Pnly human acti
vhat will Geskifie/bdylconcerning\the, following stetements —
the tides are } ion, forces of the moon, the
heét of the sun @& :L- melt, becteria causes

diseases, and so fortt

Tayler dd ing?’s view. He says:

. . X )
Ice is caused - -ﬂ%_ in the spring by
the increjﬂed heat = sun. It is clearly the heat
of the sun Fhat causes the ice to melt. . . neither

l giy t%ﬁaﬁ%ﬁﬁwﬁ%ﬁ wﬁ%n the control of
RN AN NS pe

Understanding, ed. Sesonke and Flemming, D. 83,

50Tbid., p. 64

51Taylor, ngausation,” The Encycloveuirs of Philosophy

2, ed, Paul Edwards: ©h4.
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Hospers is another who has rejected Gasking’s notion

of cause.To disprove this thesis, he writes:

From time immemorial, people have talked about
causation in those situations in which they do AL
Something in order to get something else to happen —
they move their bodies in a certain way in order to -
achieve a certain effect: you move your fist forward
(cause) in order to hit someone in the jaw (effect);
you 1lift the fork t« W mouth (causeg in order to.

get the food in d so on. The condition
we call the cause e can manipulate, but
it is not a sy n; many other conditions
are recuired occur — for example,

your arm mus w order, 52

On the mani 15 v«;;' it To) cause is to do

And

s es when there-is
ng sbont the effect. We not
' explosion in the
the cause of the

nothing we ca
only talk abgut

explosion of afsuperno :
light-years away. -In atter spectacle we are

entirely passive chser ,wwith no manipulation
handle fgfxeffactingﬂ 3 2 }gg fairs related to
its?? 2 —— .

&notheiaobjedfion

Moo \*1:ch 11 o)
) Bl 3 G et B B . 2 s,

o the recij thesis is raised

52H05ners, An Introduction to Philosophical Analysis,

s 300,

f;','«._
““Ibid., p. 303.
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and that E never occurs unless C is produced (so that
-C is in 8 sense the only handle by means of which we
can manipulate E), then C is the cause of E. (We
assume a normal experimental context throughout. E
may also turn out to be a cause of C, e.z. where C
and E are glterations in pressure and. temperature of
a cylinder of gas. )5

The iast objection to Gasking®’s view is formulated

‘ ‘%}/}i ng to him, the notion of a

nate the difficulty of

by Alexander.Roéenbe

manipulative tec

a cause’.

,‘ﬂndang_
-}ﬁjfhh"‘h

circularity in

tive technique; what

be that it 1s a
method some about a state of
affairs, si eve But again we may ask:
what does bring atout = ‘mean here? The most plausible
i ‘ augé . T suspect that any
manipulative technique
sause or some other concept
y ferms of the concept
édguse carried out 1n

Dresupposes thg:
which cah ©only be unc
of cause, 50-the

@JMLL'} ﬂﬂl] NI fetdpi
CoR R T RS T P

Confitionals, ed. Ernest Sosa Oxford Oxford University

Press, 1975), p. 44,

55p1exander Rosenberg, "Causation and Recipes: The

Mixture as Refore?," Philosophical Studies 24 (Wovember

1975 ). 379.
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_There is one mere .notion- of causation to be taken
into._considerat-ioh; ri'z. cause as probability. This concept
of causallty is proposed by Bertrand Russell. Tet us
therefore cast our eyes on this thesis and s_ee what

questlon will arise from this view.

3,2,7 Cguse as Probab ]

Russell g1d wsality wes a relic
of a bysone agee L +ime.gausstion seemed to have

ade prior to 1935

gone from DhYS
f\, for in this period

. ndously. Yet, during

the last tx;:o decgdgs we $al of the causal problem,
analyses and theofiese The favoured lines of enquiry

into the nature __ég%':: that which extends back to

Mi1l's suf AFCEENt O stant conjunction
8 )

theory and trﬁ iﬁa esis as previously .

noted.

AUEIVENINGIND o e o oo
TR Vv ‘:mﬁm‘ﬁ?jm"gﬁ“' Gis

the effect. And, his interpret on volves

. causality in the externesl world.

In Our Tnowledge of the Externsl ¥orld, Russell
writes: "p czuse. . . has none of that analosy with

volition which mekes us imasine that the effect Is
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compelled by it. "5

Purtherﬂore, Russell disagrees with the
traditional v1ews of cause. In his Nysticisz and Tozic,

Chapter IX “Cn the Notion of Cause”, he notes:

All philosophers, of every school, imagine that

~ causation is one of the fundamental axioms or
postulates of scien yet, oddly enough, in advanced
oTE ional astronomy, the word ‘cause’
never occurs « ¢ « & seems that philosophy ought
not to assumé suc ve functions, and that the
reason why D 3 ' to look for causes is that,

the term, may be
in virtue of which,
rtain regions of

A ‘causa
defined as
given suff
space-time,
certain oth e
may be only pr-‘ue
considerably more
guesthﬂlia to b@ c
causal “aw =

space-time. The inference
the probablilfy must be
: if the principle in
' to be called a

From tge abovementloned, it follows that Russell’s

FAULININTNYINT
%;Méﬁﬂm BT

# L 2 S ~r
5’Bertrand Russell, Mysticism and Togic, che K

(T.ondon: George,Allen & Unwin Ltd., 1963), p. 132.

2 “Bertrand Russell Human Fnowledge (London:

Unwin Rrothers Itd., 1948), Ps 26
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| definition of causal laws does not appeal tc the concept
of necessity. If his view is right, the traditional
;anaiysis of “cause*, whether as?é necessaAry' connection
':'or a sufficient condition or 2 power, aﬁd S0 on, will be
wrong and meaningless. But in reality, very few thinkers

‘in the twentieth century have agreed with him.

After giving - \V&/mn of causal law,

Russell explains«further: .

akcen ¢ /Wne " am thinking of is that some
laws sta fopabl 1 8, for example the statistical

laws of ; s, supposing them-
complete red events only probable,
but this yt prevent them from counting as
causal lawE a ding, £ '%ﬁ bove definition.59

between whga:g is cailoﬁiﬂ'
effect'. Thelonly diff 5. dume considers

causal relat&n between cause and emfect as a constant

°°"°“”°PTTI€T’WTW ) (b e N

"' is true mo‘st (o sclentn.s.,s ad.mrb that causal

t
pﬂ,ﬁﬂaﬁﬂ.ﬂr‘i mwmaama €4ssity. Or in

: other words, there is a room in causal laws for =n
exception. But this is not the point I shall reject. The
point I will argue against Russell is that in everyday

life, we never confine the concept of cause to within
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fﬁlthe- external world. We also regard desi're‘, memory and

g volition as causes. For instancé, Mr. X may sayA"niy deSire

,fo}'k’nowledge causes me to read thisfE book. " of ‘my memory
';._;j_-‘of the past causes me to behave as T do at present.’ I

we d1d not call these statements ’c&al what would we

call them" ’ ’ _
. At this § &e that Russell’s notion

ne C “"1:‘ the natural

of cause is ve
phenomena. But : CE usallty produces

causal statements ! \\\ - edge, for example,

in psychology, b - '»q : x in sociology, and

S0 on.

However, Ghere rema another line of thought
concerning the notio ._ ) ca ity should be taken into
consideration é uS: analysable Primitive

L)

\ 4 ‘)
Category . Let us ne of thinking.

ﬁ

ﬂ‘UEJ’ZI‘VIEJﬂﬁWEJ’]ﬂ‘i
QW']éNﬂ‘ifu UA1INYIA Y
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3;3,;Causality as Unanalysable Primitive Categorj.

4 Immanue1 Kant is regarded 2S the ipioneer of this -
11ne of ‘thought. AS prev1ous]y noted in Chcnter 1T (phe
26—28) Kant considered the notion of causa11ty to be one

of the orlmlnal pure concept that our mlnd contains

| A&t nderstanding which our
ntal&esses.

;——"
Duringighpie'f’

Most contempor Lw«if “ j:?\\ttle or no attention

to this notion 5 ?‘ “But Qi or has srgued, in

5 causetion is a

w1th1n itself. It is

mlnd, by nature,

od, this notion does

+he ontext of causation.

philosophical cat i ;fv"&'” be given an

2ot AT N i ~hilosophic 4l category, . -

while the R xg nerhans be used to
shed llg“n‘I s’ o used in the analysis
of other relationships, 1O othed concepts can be used

to analyse }t.60

ﬂumwmswam i Ssmatas.

Tf compared to Moore?s ana

QRO SR ST AN BT

the %1mn1e idea is 1ndef1nable. To back his clalm, Moore

says:

Taylor, "The Metaphysics of Causation,” in

~ . 3 N =
Causa*tior. and Conditionsls, ed. Ernest .Losa, v. 43,
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You can glve a definition of a horse, because & horse
has many different properties and qualities, 2ll of

which you can enumerate. But when you have enumerated

them all, when. you have reduced a horse to his.
81mplest terms, then you can no longer define thoif
terms . .- he power of further defining cedses.

LikéﬁiSe the notion of cause, according to Taylor,

is unanalysable., For it a primitive or simple concépt.

No matter.how hard. )’ : analyse or define it, our

analysis 1s sti

Supp t. But, in holding
So we appare blems of causality
rather than on, I think, most

twentieth-cen '185.' - 1'f‘ not be ready to

room for human

freedom. But;]since we yet Ekow exactly how the

:::i:;a ﬁfﬁmmﬁ*iﬁ ——
co’:‘i‘iﬂﬁﬁiﬁ“ﬁiﬁ}fﬁﬁﬁiﬂiﬂﬁfﬁim.

3 .
6'G. E. Moore, "Goodness as & Unique Indefinable

Juelity," in Ethicgl Theories, ed. A. I. Melden (New Jersey:

Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1967), p. 516,



87
At this stage,'we come to one imnortant question,
namely: If we &héﬁ&se_a cause as unanalysable orimitive
catezory, can such an analyéis solve any other problem%A
of causation° The answer is “YES®, It can at least solve

the problem of c1rcu1ar1ty.

, some philosophers; for

/ﬂued against the cause—as..

f we deflned a cause as

As previou

instance, Hume" an
power theory.
power, it wou lem of circularity.

Tet us now c

sis of cguse as
power., : zguse something is to
produce somethi ‘ VT'-T”Uﬁzﬁéft something or to make
something ha en -, :?€'gih1 an Hospers say that the
‘ ¢ ‘to bring about®, and
Jhys, such an analysis

X

|

£o make..

of cause ledds us
I

But, after a cerefyl, consideration, I found that

the proﬂuogj ’}w&%ﬁiwgqa%ﬁ due to o

11nzulst1c analysis, (This view,holds theat,we can better

andedfent 51a Fhiaeiadod 5 1bedobl i bobiins vy

analy51ng ordinary language.) Russell noted that all

circularity.

transitive verbs involved the concent of cause as
activity,(See pp. 74-75), Therefore, if we analyse the
notion of causality by means of the lineuistic anaglysis,

it will inevitably lead us to the difficulty of




circularity. To solve this problem, I think, Tgylor?'s
proposal; 1.€. cauce as unanalysable primitive cav e"or"*

mgy seem to be opera‘qlve.

Tt might be argued that any philosophical

system conteins withinjitself clusters of related

¥ ”@the fundemental ground of
}basn.c concepts can be

m encounter a difficulty

e
: ndently. To be an

" concepts. Once anal
'.. *s.\

those systems,
found. At this
in gnalysing
example of notion of “good’ in
Ethics. Moor ‘simple notion, just as
‘yellow™ is ' vjou;cannot. . o e&xplain

¥pow it . . « what good is.+62

However, the pr 1@ fining the notion of ’“good’ may
seem to be supers_gggi«—h appe 1ing to the notion of 'evil‘;
If asked: ot fay be ‘abstaining
RV V]
from evil . '»~ otion of evil, we will
I
never know w at the no‘blon of gooéjis.) Tikewise, If asked:

what 1sﬂawq ﬂﬁmw ?ﬂbﬂf{ power to produce

somethifig . (Manifestl‘y wrbhou'b the no ion of power, we
wﬁ1ﬁe’9ﬁa)§ﬂ Tmm me .) Defining
th notions of “good’ and “a cause like tﬂs many mey
argue that it renders the problem of circularity. No doubt,

to those who hold & linsuistic anelyvsis eround, such g
f

)
B!
4
o'
b
@)
-
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 definition will raise the diffiéaity of circularity. But,
to those who hold that "herels .a clustér'of related
concepts in philosophical °ystems for instance, in Ethics
the notlons of good, bad rlght wrong, and so on, can be
grouped into a cluster, or 1n cauSallty, the notlons ol

power, production, actlv:.ty, and so forth, can be grouped

into another cluster, I:Ln:.‘blon is not circuler,

For, without relste the same cluster, primitive
: ..d

ideas are indef d unknown, for exsmple, without the

notion of bad 2 will pevex know what good is, or

without the L. never know what a

cause is., Vie J hige a8 on, the problem of

At this it el seen that Taylor’s
proposal — causality- i= an unenalysable primitive category,
. 57 / ;
is gble to Solw [ifficu '_“cularity.

ﬂUH’JﬂBWﬁWMﬂ‘i
awwmnm NW]’JWEI']Q El
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