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SINGULAR CAUSAL JUDGMENTS AND THE
. CAUSE-CONDITIONS DISTINCTION IN HISTORY

L L]

"Introducticon

.

(A) The Problem %
The cause-conditions distinction has been the-subject of inter-
mittent philo§ophicaképdntroyersy for well over a cent;ry‘now: As
. :
far back as 1859 John Stuart Mill drew attention to.the popular or

common-sense appeal to such a distinction when explanations of

phencmena were béing requested or offered. In his System of Logic,l

Mill observed that people often say things Tike "His eating that par-

ticular dish caused his death" or "The cause of that man's death was

that his foot slipped in climdbing a ladder,” knowing full well that

-

. the condition cited as the cause was not the only condition requisite
for the cccurrence of the par&}cular event in-question. Mill hastily
dismissed such appeals'as philosophically or scientifically untenable,

-sugge%tiﬁg that when one of a number ©f conditions that were all.

necessary -for the occurrence of an event is singled out as its cause,

o -

such causal judgmeﬁts age arbitrary.
= A number' of writers have since contested Mill's view of the

nature of the cause-conditions distinction. The question raised by
. A

some of Mill's early critics, such as C. J. Ducasse and H. G.

Collingwood was this: Are there any objective critgria'for distin-

guishing the cause of an event and other conditions equally necessary
' )
for its oceurrcnce?  Both Ducasse and Collingwood responded affirma-

tively to this question and claimed Lo have identiFied criteria for

- -

y »

-

3%
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drawing this distinction in a non-arbitrary manner. A detailed

-
-

Yiamination of their views on the nature of the cause-conditions

distinction, as well as those of later writers who have raised and,
responded to the same question, will be one of the major objectives

of this thesis. —~

Apaet from réconstructing the debate over theinature of the cause-
/E;ﬁditions distinction T Will alsq be especiaiﬁy goncerned with various
attempts to identify applications of ;hié disti;ction in different

’

éontexts of inguiry. Al;hoggh virtually all of the authors whe have
written about the cause-conditioné distinction recogni%e that it is
lpfimarily a commén—ggnse distinction; that 1is, thﬁf\;heraverage'man or
woman on the street will often request explanations that assume this
distinction and Eill generally accept singular causél judgmenté as
satisfactory explanations; some writers have endegvpred £o show that
itiplays'aQ importan£ role in such fields as the law and in historical -

inquiry.

In their impressive work, Causation In the Law, H. L. A. Hart
and A.-M. Honoré analyze the ways in which cauéal issues arise and are'
resolved in common law and criminal courts and find that the judges
who sit in tﬁesé courts are often required to discriminate between
causes and conditions in order to reach a verdict or decision in

particular cases. Like Ducasse and Coilingwood, these authors maintain
that Mill's view-of the arbitrary character of singular causal judg-.
ments is mistaken and they too claim to have discovered c¢riteria that
serve to distinguish between causes and conditions in both everyday

. : . . ”
and legal contexts.' In Chapter I1T I will examine Hart'and Honore's

description of the way in which these criteria function in some

_detail. <«
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Inspired by Hart and anorégs analysis of causal judgments made
in legal inquiries, a ﬁumber of authors with an interest in ihé

methodology of historical research have-sought to apply_the‘cauée-

conditions’ distinction to the kinds. of causal <judgments historians offer their

readers. Observing that historians sometimes single,Qut one of a N

number of conditions that were inveolved in bﬁing;né‘about so&e event
and declare it the cause oflthat event, both Morion White and william:
Dray have anaiyzed the singular causal judgments offe;ed by his- ?~
torians along the lines suggested by Hart and Honoréz Most‘recénﬁly,;
though, Maurice Mandelbaum has mountéd a vigorcus attack on various
aspects of Hart and Honoré's view of the nature of thé cause-conditioés

distinction and the role it has been alleged to play in h;§toriaai

research, In his book, The Anatomy of Histerical Knowledge,

’
-~

Mandelbﬁ?m]?euelops an alternative view of the causal relation which,

he ciaimg; is both incompatible witn yet superior to the one endorsed
* \

by Hart and Honoré and seeks to apply-it toathe causa' explanations

-

constructed by historians. : .

The debnte over the rolo played by the cause-conditions dist(hc-
%

tion in diverse contexts of inquiry has not, in my view, been satisfac-
torily resolved to this date. While the controversy between Mandelbaum
and Hart and Honorg has served to expose certain assumptions about the
nature of the cause-conditibns distinction and certain re;uirements for=-
causal judgments offered in various contexts of inquiry £o be certified
as "objective,™ I believe that scme important‘aspects of the grounds

for ascribing causal status to one condition of an event have been
neglected in this debafe. Among these neélected aspects Lhe most

" important concerns the role of the Mill's ﬁéthod of Difference in the

construction of causal explanation.
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P . o o
‘Althdugh it has been known for quite some time that .this method
. . R .
- - ; *
constitutes an objective criterion for validating causal'hypotheses in

ol ‘L ' . ) : .
the experimental sciences, few people have even considered the possi-

Fl

bility that it *supports the singular causal 3udgment$ made outside the

laboratory. The claim that this possibilitﬁ hés indeed been actiialized’

. in historical research.on many occasions is one'I wish to¢ develop and
"defend, for it explains what historians are up to when'they'advance

causal judgments about events that took place in the past. While much
analytical spadework will be required to strengthen this claim, I

\:ﬂﬁhelieve'thét this conéeptua] excavation will enable me to show that the

] -

Method of Difference plays an e3sential role not only 1n the formula-

tlon of sirigular causal judgments that employ the causer condltlons

+
- -

distinctioﬁ, but also in those causal judgments that assert that one -
fcause was more important tﬁan anothelb in'bringing about a certain

event . .

~

~

The foundatlon for the theory of causal explanatloh I want to

deveIOp consists of a certain view of the nature of the causal relatlon.
. .

For this reason I will now go on to briefly devélop(thls_view.

r

~ ’ -
(B} The Nature of "the Causal Relation - R
. Even when it .has been yecogniied that the conditions often cited

as causes of events are-necesséry, but not sufficient-for the occur-

rence of such'events, there have remained eertain puzzles about the
nature of such causes. The'question3'"Must causes produce events or
contrlbute to thelr product10n°" 'is one of these. The type of case
k?hlcﬁ, perhaps mere than any other, has ellicited this questlon is

one in which an omission is judged to be ﬁ%e cause of some event. Mill,
J . ' -

for instance, noted that peeple-sometimes say things like "the cause
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of the army's being surprised was the sentinel's being off his post.™
. : -
~ This response to such declarations is instructive. He writes: "His

being off his post was no producing cause, but the mere absence of a
o ) . =
preventing cause; it was Simply equivalent to his non-existence. From:

T, L. ot

nothing, from a mere negation, no consequences can proceedl"z . 4
_The view that Mill is espousing here is certainly understandable.

We ordinarily ;hink'that causes are productive, that fire can destroy

forests, wind erode soil, and water turn electric turbines. Such

physical conditions do produce changes in the world. Aod in the exam—.
.ple proposed by Mill werwould probably agree that the sentinel's

) . . - b
being off his post did not proddte the surprise felt by the members-

[

of the army; it d1d not make them be surprlsed. Nevertheless, one

who made the kind of causal Judgment that Mlll proposed would probably
be-retlcent about withdrawing his Judgment even when he understood the -
poinﬁ-of Mill's remark. And if he reflected on the dilemma for ayhiie
he might sa; something like this: "Well, I know that the Sentiael's

; L& i

belﬂg off his pos§7Q1dn't cause the army to be surprised, the presence
g _ -

of the enemy did, yet his being off his post was the cause of the

army's being surprised.y wpile this clarification of the initial

causal Judgment may appear contradlctory, I suggest that it is‘not.
There 15, I would malntaln, a genuine distinction to be drawntbetween
conditlons that mcause" and others that "are the cause of".,events.- The.
former produce events, the latter, even if" they do not produce them,
at least explain them. ;C | ) . . .

’ Once'we recognize ghat there is a valid distinction between pro-

' 3 T
ducing causes and explanatory causes we-can agree witht Miit Ul "the

sentinel's being off his post™ is indeed no producing cause, it is an
- g ~

»
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explanatory one. But how, then, would we go about maklng sense of

speaklng of the statement "The tause of the army'’s belng surprised by

_ the enemy was the sentinel's belng of f his post" as making reference to

e . LY

an explanatory cause. I suggest that we would flrst want to know what .

o -

question such a judgment was a response to. The most likely candidate
would appear to be-"Why was the army’ surprised: by the enemy?" But this
question does not tell “the full story. A person who asked such a

question would normally assume or imply that the state of arfairs de>

“scribed-as "the érmy's'ggfﬁgisurprised" is to be contrasted with another

state of affairs, described porhaps as "the army's being prepared.”

1
Seen in this light the causal judgment would have to be understood as

a response to the question "Why was the army surprlsed by the enemy

rather than prepared to meet it?" Once the question whlch occasioned

-
-

the particular response at issue is fully stated we can see that the
subject of the causal judgment is a change, a difference begﬁeen two

comparable situations. Such c#ntrasts or comparisons, I want to main-
<

_tain, constilute the procedure through which all explanatory causes are

identified. Whenever we ask why this particular event or change
occurred we are asking "Why this instead of that?" or "Why now

rather than then?' of "Why here rather than there?", and so on. In

‘other words, in raising an explanatory causal question we always

suppose; either explicitly or implicitly, an_alternative situation.
This is why we find no dlfflculty in accoptlng the judgment that the
cause of the army's being surprlsed was the sentlncl'c heing off hlS
post. It was "his being'off his post" that made the dlfference.between

the army's being surprised as opposed to its being prepared to meet the

’

enemy, and so it is this condition which expléins the change in question.

\

P

fu
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- No doubt there is much more that needs to be ‘said to give a com-

-~ . 13

* plete account of what is involved whén omfssions are cited as the cause
.qf ceftain events, e.g. s@ﬁﬁﬁsihions about what normaliy hapPens when
sentinels aée at tﬁeir”ﬁosts. -Moﬁeovér, we wiil have to ésk what, in
geneﬁal, entitles us to speak of tﬁo-situations beingl"comparable."
What iS imﬁortant to kecogpize here, however, is that producing causesy
'ah Mill calls thﬁm; are treated in exactly the same way as‘omissions

. when we try to'explain the occurrence of particular events.‘ This

boint ¢an be brodéht out by considering another «rample Miil offers to
illustrate the popular employment of the causeJCdnditions distinction,
viz; "This aén died as a consequence of his having eaten of this par-

ticular dish."%

Now what this statement means is that the cause of
the man's death was some element in the food that initiated a chémical
reaction in his‘boéQ.that régulted in his death. 1in this instance the
chemical substance that poisoned the man—is definitely regarded as a
producing cause. However, when we ask wgaé question this singular
causal judgment is a2 response Lo we Find.that it is something like:
"Why did this man die now when he'waS'in good health for some time be-
Foré this ogcurred?" In this,_as in the forﬁer example proposed b} Mill,
an explanation of thé difference between two comparable situations is
sought and what satisfies our desire Lo know the explanation of such
change is the discovery of some condition which we agcept as having
made the difference between the presence of one, but not of the other
situation. . We may ;onclude, then, that the class of explanatory
qauSes includes, but'is wider than that of producing -causes. indeed,
we shall find tpat there are a number of types of conditions that can

count as explanatory causes, including events, standing conditions, he-

s . .
liefs, actions and omissions.
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T“e aim of*singular causal judgments is, as I have already said,

to idéntify conditions.that/éccount for a difference or varigtioh be- -

o

tween two comparable situations. Most often the variations we seek

. to explain are relative.in nature, not absolute. This is reflected in.*

the language we use to desgribé~such variations, e.g. we talk.ab_out,Q
increases and decreases,.rises and declines, and so on. On some
occasions, though, we are not interested in-exﬁlaining the occurreénce

of a particular type_of Ehangé as such, but in the rate of change. .Thus,
a histo}ian wr;t;ng about settlement patterns in 1Gth century America
may ask: "Why were the Ohio lands seb&%ed only in the 1830's when

equally fertile land further east and south was settled much earliier?"

What is sofight here is an explanation for the delay. Similarly,

“historians have asked why prices plummeted on the New York Stock Ex-

change on October 29, 1929. In this instance it is not an explanation
of a decline in pri?es as such that is sought, but one for a rapid
decline.

Against the view oé causal explanation that I have ocutlined
{albeit very roughly), it may be quected that the subject of expiana—
tion > 1ot d1ways-a change or variation, sometimes we seek:explahations_
for non-var%dtions, for instance, for the persiétgnce of a certain
state of affairs or result. Thus, it may be pointeq out that historians
sometimes ask themselves guestions like, "How did Prime Minister X man-
age td remain in power so long?" Here, it wguld appeér, it is the
pérelutence of a certain state of affairs that needs to be accounted
for. My response to this objection is that whlle it is ostenblbly a
non-variation whose explanation is being sought we ngveruhelega view
that state oflaffairs as a variation when we gry to explain it. 1

submit that in asking "How did Prime #inist-r X remain in power SO
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long?".thé historian would be contrast;ng that state of affair; with
-one-in uhich; for example,_pfevious Prime Ministers lost'boqu very
quickly or one where other heads of state did so. Here, again, it is
the-identification o% a;condition or set of conditions that differ-
entiates between two .comparable situations that fs sought. In this

way the concept of variation can be extended to include states of

affairs that persist or enduré.

.

(c) Types of Causal Inouiry in History

}fhe field of history, like that of medicine, contains many depart—‘
ments.qnd aréas of specialiéation. One would“tﬁ;nk that any attempt
to classify the division of labor i; such large-scale enterprises wouf
- have. to take into account differencés in the nature of the problems
encountered- by Sracti;ioners engaged_in diffebent areas of speciali-
zation- as well as differences in the methods_of investigation.used to
resolve these problems. Nobody would deny, for example, that the
problems;with which a hemotologist must deal are far different than
those with which an epidemiologist may be concerned or that their
m-thods for resolvigg their respective problems are quite differeht.
Unfortunately, whén‘it come Lo analfziég‘how the concept of causation
finctions in historiéal accoth% uuch"differeqces-are‘often overlooked.

'Collingwoﬁq,‘for,instance, contended that the subject matté} of history
is always.actions and that hisﬁoricél causes aré’a;ways reasons for
actions. However much such a view might sauare with a reading of
certain types of po;itigal anﬁ.@iploﬁatic history, it would appear to
be &ompletely out of liﬁe with some.types of ecoﬁohié history. The

. A
error committed by’qulingwood is of course that of hasty generaliza-

. TN .
tion. In order to neggyt/the risk of my committing this [allacy when

-

~t
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cpnsidering'the role played the cause-conditions d@stinction in the
causél judgmehts made by historian; I think it advisable tg acknowledge
right from the start thé div?rSe forms ﬁhat.causaltinquipy may. take in
historical research._ Towards thié end I.want to outline a number of

types of causal inquiry that historians do engage in, without pretend-

ing that my.list is exhaustive. Once the details of this outline have

- been filled in at a later stage of this thesis we will then be in a

position to determine in whal way, if any, the cause-conditions dis-

finction functions in thee different typeé oft causal inquirx.

Aé thé British historian A. J. P. Taylor once pointed oJifé
there caq be ;aﬁ; answers to the guestion, "Whgt caused the Second
World wé}?5 aAmong the conditions listed by Taylor were: (1} German -7’
grievances against the peéce settlement of 1919 and the failure to
redress them, (2) failure to agree on a:system of general controlled
disérmament, (3) failure toraccept the principles of collective
secufity and to operate them, (4) German stbength, which destro?ed
the balance of power in Europe, (6)‘American aloofness from European
affairs, and (6) Hitler's inordinate and umscrupulous ambition.

Although séme historians think that the coméilatisn of such a
list of contributory conditions or factors is'the most they can offer
by way of causalf} explaining the outbreak ofgthe Second World War

others maintain that explanation has not been achieved unless there is

some.way of ranking these conditions on some scale of importance such

- —

‘that, even if we can't say that it was some oneg conlition.that raused

the war at least we will b;7able to distinguish. the more important
from the less important conditions. I am not in‘a position to say which
view is more prevalent among historians. However, it does prenr tdl

me that histogjéns do try to limit, as far égggbssible. the number of

A
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conditions ghey regafd as important, ones. This suggests to.me that when.
hlsturLans attempt to explaln why a partlcular event occurred they
almost always dlscrlmlnate between causés and condltlons i not between
E§E§2 and condltlons. ﬁevertheless, there are historians, Taylor amoﬂg
them, who do claim to have 1solated a szngle condltlon they accept as |
being the cause of some variation between two comparable situations
and it is Qﬁch_judgmentﬁ that will be of greatest concern to us ia the
pages'that follow. ’

In order to understand what historians are doing when they isolate
one, or more conditions of an event'and &ail it [them] the cause, we
need to first tagelnote of the fact that events, and the causal
questioné asked about tﬁém, can be distinguishéd in terms of the
different levels of generality they manifest. As we have.alreédy seen,ﬁ
singular céusal questions, e.g. "Why did this man contract throat |
cancer?" will evoke singular causal juagments. Sometimes, though,
historiéﬁs will ask more general causal guestions, the answers to which
may also be accepted as a satisfactory Fespon:w to a‘singuiar causal
question, For example, a historian or soQial scientist'may; after
scouring hospital ?ecords, ask: "Why was there a significantly
higher incidence of throat cancer among 19th century GCerman chimney-
sweeps than amdng thdse_engaged in other occuniational roles?" To both
the singular and ﬁére general causal guestion the statement, "exposure
to a high level of caﬁbon," ma&ibe takgn as a correct and satisfactory
explanation. Moreover, when attempting'té explain social events, i.e.
events referring to what has happened'to or been done by groups of
indivipuals, historians Qill sometimes issue compérative causal jhdg—
ments rather than uneéuivocal singular ones. Thus, a historian trying

to explain a precipitous drop in the non-mariial birth rate in 19th
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1 . - ' .

century England may conclude that ."use of contraceptlves was a more

1mportant cause of. the drop in the non-marltal birth-rate than was the
Jinfluence.?f Victorian prohlbltlons against sex.”

. Whether one is inquiring into which facltor was the cause er_which
. fac;or was tﬁe most important cause of some event one ehing eeems tlear,
some form of quantification is often necessary for engaglng in th-se

forms.of causal inquiry. This is even more apparent in hlstorlcal

works like Robert Fegel's Railroads and American Economic Groﬁéh.

Tﬁeﬁe Fogel attempts to determine the net contribution of the railroad
‘;o American economic groeth in the year 1890. 1In order to accomplish
'this‘iask he employs a standard to measure what he calls "social
savings," this being "the difference between the actuai level of .
national.income in 189C and that level of nationazvincome that would
have prevailed if the economy had made the most efficient possible
ad justment. .o the agsence of the interregional railroad.™

In a later chapter we will‘explore in greater detail the character
of Fogel'e work and the sense in which it can appropriately be called
a type of_causal inquiryl

What I would consider another broad type of causal inquiry that
historiaqs,and other social scientists engage in involves tracing the
consequences of a given event rather than seeking for its cause. Here

1

_the direction of inguiry is not from effect’to rause but from.cause to
effect(s). Whether or not we know the answee to the\question "Why did
this car stop running?", we can stiil raise the question, "What were
' the consequences of this breakdown?" In history such %nquiries are
_sometimes large-scale enterprises where-the whole of.a historical work

will constitute an attempt to identify and describe the heterogeneous

consequences of a war or of an invention, e.g. in medicine, law,

-
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agrlculture, educat1on and so onj.on other 0ccasxons the historianfSpv

1nterest may focus upon only one type of consequence, e.g. the lmpact
of‘ the automobile of the transpprtatlon'lndustry. In addition to the
types of consequences_investigated,'such inquiries can be‘characterizea

in terms of their space-time ﬁoinﬁs of reference as well. By this I

-
’

mean that while one historian may be interested in the diverse conse-
guences of a war in a particular country another mjght trace such.
consequences on an international scale. Again;'one historian may seek

to trace the consequences of the automobile on the domestic transpor-

tation industry for a.period of ten years subseﬁuent éo its intrqduCr.
tion wh&le ancther histbrian will do much- the same for a longer stretch
ﬁséf time.

Seeking to ihenéify thg cause of én event, determining the magni-
tude of'the contribution made by some factor to some net result, and
tracing the consequences of an event are all types of causal inguiry
that historians - .engage in. Consequently, if we are to determine the
role played by the cause- condltlons dlstlnctlon in hlstorlcal research
we Shall have to ask what role, ié;ény, the cause-conditions distinc-.
tion plays in each type of causal inguiry previously mentioned: As a
move in that direction I shall now go on to consider the conception of
the nature aﬁﬁ\role of the cause-conditions distinction as présented

-

by J. S. Mill.



‘.

CHAPTER ONE: *-J. S. MILL AﬁD THE CAUSE-CONDITIONS DISTiNCTION

R ‘ . . " . - -

(A) Mill's View of the Cause-Conditions Distinction: .

Book thrge of the System of Logic contains Mill's class®c

r

discussion of the cause-conditions distinction. One of the passages

in which he expresses the view-that such a distinction is philosophically

unfenable reads as follows:.

Since, then, mankind are accustomed with acknowledged | -
propriety so far as the ordinances of language are o
conterned, to give the name of 'cause to almost any

one of the conditions cf a phenomencn, or any portion .
of the whole. number, arbitrarily selected, without
exceptlng even those conditions Which are purely
negative, and in themselves incapable of cau51ng
"anything; it will probably be admitted without longer
discussion, that no one cf the conditions has more
claim to that titie than ancther, and that the real-
cause of the phenomenon is the assemblage of all

its conditions. (97)

Miil was not the first English philosopher to reject the’ linguistic

hatbits of ordingry speakers on the grounds that the.distinctions they

appeal to are without foundation. Hume, of course, made a career out
]

of such scepticism. Noting that philosophers wWere apt to support

various common-sense distin€tions reflected in the cveryday use of

causal language, Hume, in The Treatise of Human Nature, proposes to | -

"remcve several prejudices ang popular errors that have very much pre-
vailed in philbsophy." 1 In particula} he claimed that "there is no
o .

foundation for that distinction which we sometimes make between
efficient causes, and causes sine gua non; or betwixt efficient q?uses,
and formal, and material, and exemplary and fi;al causes."z' Also to
be rejected is "tge disﬁinction betwixt cause and occasicn, when
supposed to signify ényﬁhing different fﬁom each other. n3

For both Hume and\Mill none of the common-sense causal distinctions

listed areiﬁhilosophic;}%; valid for the simple reascn that all of them
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are predicated on the pelief that there are different kiﬁds of causes

B 4 . ]
when in fact all causes are of the same kind. According to Hume, only

-

events ?f a certain type whose occurrence has .been observed to be con-
J .

stantly éonjoﬁned with the occurrenée.of o;her types of events are

entifled to the name EéEEéf while for Mill, who was aware that concom-

mitant vériations may fail to signal any cauéal conn-=ction, a sequence

muétkbe uﬁcohditi;nal as wéll as invariable for it to be deemed a

causél one.

Aside from the fact that the cauge-céndftidns distinction fails
ﬁo tonform to his monistic conceétlon of cause, Mill argues that the
dlStlﬂC‘IUn can be shown to be untenable merely by obgervlng the
\
manner in which, causes are selected from among a wealth of other con-
ditions. ™lothing can better show the absence of any scientific ground
for the distinction betweeri the cause of a phenoménon and 'its condi-

tions," writes Mill, than the capricious manner in'whigh we select

e \ . : . ‘
from among the conditions that which we choose to denominnte the,tause.

_Howeveb numerou° the condltlons may be, there is hardly any of them

which may not, acc0rd1ng to the parpose of our meedlate discourse,

obtain that nominal preemlnoncc v (198-199)

s

* Tn spite of his insistence that causes are selected gratu1touqu,

Mill does point to seﬁeral criteria that serve to guide causal selec-

~

tions. "In practice," he notes, fthat particular condition is usually

styled the cause, whose share in the matter is superficially the most

«  COnspicucds, or whose requisitenefs to the productio\ of the effect we

€ y
happen to be insisting upon at thei moment." (199)

By maintaining that the criteria commonly employed, Lo distinguish
causes from - snditions are conspicuousness and immediate interest Ml

appears to be casting derision rather than light on the grounds upcn

* .
~
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which singular causal judgments are drawn. Elsewhere, however, he does

point to the use of a criterion of causal selection that is much less

vague than the previous two. This criterion is what might be called

the "last necessary conditien™ {(LNC) criégrion of causal selection.

' r

Mill observes that people often designate a necessary condition of an
event that "completes the tale" as its cause. More strictly, he sug-

gests that people often call that condition the cause of an event
. . -

"which was requis;be to complete the required concurrence of] cbnditiops."
(198) -Heres I think, Mill has put his finger on a criterion that is
;ommonly utiiized in making singular causal judgments. Since C. J. .
bucasse makes this cﬁikerioﬁ the cornerstone*of his defense of the
cause-conditions disginction I shall postpone discussion of it until

we come Lo examine Ducasse's views a littlé later in this chapter. T

At the very least; however, Mill's }ecognition of the LNC ,
criterio; betrays his previously eibressed conviction concerning the
-capricious-or arbitrary manner in which causes are distinguished from
conditions. But in gauging'the consistenﬁy'of Mill's views on the
“validity of the cause-conditi;nb distinction there is, I believe, an
evon greater embqrrasshent to be noted. What I want to argue is that

not only is the cause-conditions distinction not drawn on arbitrary

- grounds but that Mill himself, also in the System of Logic, provided

F-
;a detailed outline of non-arbitrary grounds for drawing the distinction.

.. -Put simply,' T believe that his methods of experimental inquiry (Mill's

-

Methods) constitute the justifying grounds for many singular causal

“".

judgments.



(
{B) The Methdds of Experimental Inquiry and the Cause-Conditions
Distinction ’ . : .

The key to an understanding of how the concept of caunc s used by

histurians is, as I have already said, to be found in variation.t When-

ever an event has occlurred something has varied. Concommitant varia-

_tions do not, in and.of themselves, éstablish causation. Increased .

use of fertilizer may, for example, be followed by larger crops, but
this concommitant variation does not prove that more fertilizer re-

sulted in the greater yiéld.w'To establish causation other possible

influences on the résult {(such as fluctuations in.temperature, moisture,

-t

light, quality of seeds, presence of paﬁaéiteé, etc.) must be elimina-

ted. The usual way of achieving such elimination is to hold theze
- b L

other conditions constant. Thus, two séeds of the‘same genetic quality
may-be planted in-tﬁfiéaﬁe_soil groying side by side in the same light,
moisture, and temperaﬁure, ;ithﬁan ;huél aﬁdunt—qf spraying and

i >
Eultivation accorded each seed. Then ferti;izeﬁ”is gﬁplied to one seed

but not to the othep, The first seed is our experimental subject, the

second, our control. Should the experimental plant produce meore than

-

. the control then a causal conﬁection between the use of this fertilizer

and .plant growth has been established.

Y
-%

To adopt the jargbn of experimental science, what we would be
v’ B B -, -

trving to do in the above example 1§ to establish a causal connection
between two variables, a dependent variable (plant growth) and an

independent variable (application of this fertilizer}. Unless we have

made sure that "other things are equal™ our causal judgments lack
adequate grounds or support. Indeed, various techniques for securing

"factor control™ can be employed, e.g. factor equation, frequency

distribution, randomization. The role played by these techniques in



different kinds.oglexperimental'designs is well-dbcumented in a variety
’ -7 . ‘ : ‘ -f‘
-of texts on §cientific methodology and 1 shall-not discuss them heﬂb.a

However, ﬂ%]is important to-take note of Mill's view that there
. -
~ed, .

are {:; ways qf‘pbtaining the variations necessary to support our

causal judgments. We may "either find an-instance in nature, suited v

to our purposes, or, by artificial arrangement of circumstances,~make

one." (218} The former he calls "Observation," the latter "Experiment."

The example outlined .above is éne in which véfiations were obta}ned via
an "artificial arrangement of circumstances." What was artificial

;bout our experimental deéigp was the applicétion of a (stfapected)
causal agent to one subjéct; the withholding it from another and

‘the conscious qtteﬁpt to control the i.fluence of other‘reiébant causal
factors. Paradigmatic of such "artificial arrangement of circumstances"
is, of course, the laboratory experiment;.where the e;perimenter can
e#é?ciée rigid control over relevant factors, use instruments to gauge
‘the effécté of the stimulus he nimself introdules, and can repeat the
experiment at will while varying all the circumstantial féctors.

What Mill terms "Observation," on the other hand, can more
appropriately be called a "natural experimenti" for in these the
necessary arrangement of circumstances is found rather than contrived.
This is not to say that on the occasions when a "natural experiment"
takes place no human inkervention in the environment is permissible,
only that such intervention must not have been intended as a means for

testing a causal hypothesis. Thus, a natural experiment took place in

my garden this past summer when I noted that there was a rather uniform
decrease in the hefght of my stringbean, pepper, and basil plants; the
ones situated at the back of their respective rows being taller than

the ones situated at the front. The cause of this variation, as I soon
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discovered, was that the plants g;owing at the front of the rows were

shielded from the strong afternoon sunshine by the!laﬁge'tree in my

neighbor's yard, whereas those plants growing at tﬁé back of the rows

-

were not similarly shielded.. g

Now if I had been interested in testing the causal hypothesis

.

that plahts exposed to sunshine for various lengths of time would

I3

manifest.corresponding varlatlons in their rates of growth, other

things being equal I would have bign more rigorous in controlllng
™~

other possible 1nf1uences on plant growth than was the case in the

o

"natural experlment“ and I would have con.tructed my own llght ¢h1eld

or perhaps used an artificial source of light. Had these: conditions
obtain;d then I would have been engaging in what Mill called "Experi-
ment." éowever, Mill rLghtly claims that 1rregpect1ve'of the mode in
which czrcumstantlal variations are obtained, -“the value of ithe

instance depends upon what it is in itself.... There is, in short, no

difference in kind, no logical distinction between the two processes
- - ) .

”

1

,bf investigation." (218) -Thus, we are told that "the fact that light

PO

»

blackens chloride of silver might have been discovered either by
experiments upon light, trying what effect it would produce on various
substances, or by observing that portions of the chloride had‘repeatedl§

baﬁoﬁe black, and inguiring into the circumstanpes.“ (220) .

There are; however, some important practicai differences.petweén
these two modes of investigation that Mill takes stock of. Not only do
art1f1c1ally constructed experiments permlt us to produce a greater
number of variations in circumstances than nature presen;s us with, but
they also_alléw us "to producé the precise sort of vari;tion whlch we
are in want of foﬁ discovering the law of the phenomenon; a se;vice

which nature, being constructed on a guite different scheme from that

-~



of facilitatiné our studies, is seldom so friendly to bgstoﬁ upon us."
{218) Also, by producing a phenomenon artificially "we can take it,
as it were, home with us, and observe it in the midst-of circumstances
with which in all other respects we are accurately acquainted." (218)
%his, Mill‘claims, makes it easier to become assured that the influence
of other cikcumstantial factors has been eliminated. Add to this the
fact that artifiGi@ilj created experiments can often be repeated at
will while "natﬁfél_e;perimentg" cannot, aﬁd we see the immensé-advan-
tage that experimentation has over observation. It is for the reasons
just listed (and a few.others) that Mill asserted that in social science
"induction from direct experience is practiced at a disadvantage
renerally equivaient to impracticaiity...." (220}
2
Mtwithstanding the import

mentation has over observation,

practical advantages that ¢xperi-

i1l does recognize that artificially-

1]
constructed exPeriments must bexbni-directibnal, that is, they.apply

only to‘cause—effect investigations and not to effect-cause ones.

In his own wprds, "we cam take a cause and try what it yill produce;
but we cannot také"an efféct, and try what it will be‘produced by. We
can only watch till we see it produced, or are enabled to produce it
by accident.™ (220) For this reason, |

Whenever, having nothing to guide us to-the cause,
we are obliged to set out frém the effect,-and apply
the rule of varying the circumstances to the con-
sequernts, not the antecedents, we are necessarily
destitute of the resource of artificial experimen-
tation. (220) ”

Evidently this is the situation that obtains in historical investiga-

tions. Historians cannoct somehow reach back into the past and pﬁysi—~

-

cally manipulate conditions they suspect of having had a causal influence

on certain cvents. It would appear that the most that an empirically-
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mental and a control group.

minded historian could hope for is that he sometimes might find con-

_ditioq9 so arganged in the past that they naturally fall into an experi-

Even if this view were correct. (which 1 do not think it is), I do

not think that theiprospects for grounding causal judgments on "nmatural

experiments" are as grim as a reading of Mill would lead us ‘to believe.
Once I ﬁave explained whétt in my view, is the relationship between the
methods, of expérimental inquiry:and thg cause-conditions distinctioen,
it will be seen that there are many opportunities for historians to

find variations in circumstantial factors on which to base their causal
o ~

judgments. However, it is not entirely’ clear whether, in (act, his-

.. : 4
torians are "necessarily destitute of the resource of artificial

experimentation." If Dby "artificial experimentation” is meant that
the experimenter exercised physical control over the circumstantial
factors he wishes to vary then historians obviously cannet engage in

artificial experimentation. But physical control is not the only way

that an experimenter can exercise control over such faclors. In what

has become known as the retroactive or ex post facto experiment, con-

4

trol is achieved by manipulating symbols that represent the circum=-"
stantial factors, rather than those factors themselves. For example,

we may suspect that the cause of an intrease in the incidence of

juvenile crime is the increaseiln the number of broken,hbmes. But in

order to determine whether this is so it is unlikely that we would try

-~

to break up homes so that we can cobserve what effect this has upon the

rate of juvenile crime. Instead of manipulating this factor in such

a concrete way what we would probably do is try to gather as much

information as we could about the living arrangements of a large number

of adolescents. By obtaining this information and information about

-
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other circumstantial factors (e.g. family income, religious denomina-

'tions, etc.) we could then ask whether when these other factors are held

. . - . St .
constant, coming from a- broken home is causally connected with being a

juverrile delinquent. In the next, chapter when I discuss R. G.

o
Collingwood's "controllability™ criterion for distinguishing hetween

causes and conditions I shall have more to say about this type-of experi-

mentation and the role it plays in the quahtitative causal analyses
that have become fashionable among certain groups of-historians.
By way of introducing the Methods of Experimental Inguiry it 88

.

impo;tant that we first recognize two kinds of comparfgons, edch of -
which can yield the vagiations required to engagé in experimentation,
whether of the "natural" or "aréificial" type. The first kind of com-
périson can be called a simultaneous set-up, the second, a successional
set-up. Both kinds of comparison are well iilustrateﬁ by the work of
Pasteur.

In experiments that manifgst a‘simultaneous éet-up the object is
to introduce a stimuMus into one individual o;.group of subjects,
withhold it from another individﬁal or group of subjects, and observe
what happens. Thus, in an experiment designed to prd@e ﬁhat anthrax
vaccination produces immunity from the disease of the same name Pasteur
took a group of twenty-four sheep, one goat and several cattle and.
vaccinatéd them with a weak }orﬁ of anthrax. At the same time he left
another group of twenty-four sheep, one goat and several cattle unvac-
cinated. Twelve days later his assistants injected a virulent dore 7
anthrax into both groups of gzlmals. Two days lgter it was observed
that not a emgle animal that had been vacc1nated ha! =~o much as a

fever whereas twenty-two of the twenty-four unvaccinated sheep had al-

ready expired and the other two were staggering abouti close to doath E

~

-



The object of the succe351onal set-up, on_ the other hand, is to
o »
obtain chronological comparisons of effects in a single subject or
group of subjects over a period-of time. This experimental design is

often referred to as a "before and afﬁer" experiment. A simple ex-

periment conducted by Pasfeur in order to disprove the~theory of

- -

spontaneous generation iliustrates this experimental design quite nicely.
What Pasteur did was to boil meat broth in a Tlask with a very long,

thin neck until no Sacceria were-left. Thié he determined by the fact
that no chapges were observed in the broth for several days. Themn he

proceeded to break off the neck of the flask and within hours the meat

“broth was in a state of almost total decay. After repeating the

experiment a number of times Pasteur concluded that the microorganisms
responsible for the decay were carried by the air.a
The method of experimental inquiry empleoyed by Pasteur in these

experiments was the M-thod of Difference. Mill's furmal statement of

T

this Method reads: ’ e
If an instance in which the phenomenon under investi-
gation occurs, and an instance in which it does nct
occur, have every circumstance save one in common,
that one occurring in the former; the circumstance
in which alone the two instances differ, is the effect,
or the.cause, or a necessary partl of the cause, of
the phenomenon. (225) . . : '

—

“\
1
It is fairly obvious how this method bears upon the two experiments

-

discusséd above. In Paiteur‘s anthrax experiment the two contrasting

-
_—

instances are represénted on the aggregative level by the experimental
group of animals and the control group, and on the individual level by

each animal in the experimental group when paired with another animal

in the control group. The onme circumstance in which they are assumed

to have differed is that the first group received the weakened dosc of

anthrax while the second did not. The second experiment, which
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illustrated the successional set-up, has as ‘its two instances the

boiled meat broth in the hermetically sealed flask, on the one hand, and
the same broth after the n;ck of the flask Qas broken, on the other.

The one ;ircumstance in which the two ihstances are.assumed'to'differ

is that of being exposed to air.

Consider now an example Mill introduces when he is discussing ap-

plications of the Method of Difference:

When a man is shot through the heart, it is by this

method (of difference} we know that it was the gun-

shot which killed him; for he was in the fullness of

life immgdiately‘beforn, all circumstances being the

came except the wouni. (R25) Ny
Tnis (natural) experiment quite cfearly manifests a successional set-up.
The same Subject supplies us with the two instances we require to make
the necessaqy contrast and the:gun-sho£ constitutes the single difference
between them. Examples of this sprt, it is asserted by Mill, illustrate
"a logical pro;ess to which we owe almost all the inductive conclusions
we draw in daily lifex? (225%)

If this.view of Mill is correct; (and I think it is) and if it can

be established that the cause-conditions distinction is just ancother
way of expressing the results of having applied the Methéd of " Differ-
ence, then it will have been shown that ‘Mill's ¢laim about the arbitrary
nature of Sihguiar causal judgments based on the cause-conditions
distinction is inconsistent with his views or the Method of Difference
and, more importantly, that it is a faulty characterization of the
grdunds upon which th§€‘35§tinction is often drawn. Such an argument

-

is fairly easy to make out.

Ir order to show that the argument about the relatiop%hip between

the Method of Difference and the cause-conditions distinction does indeed

hold I now want to iook briefly at the way that C. J. Ducasse went



about challenging Mill's view of the arbitrary nature of the cause-

conditions distinction.

(C) A First Critique of Mill: C. J. Ducasse

In response to Mill's claim thap;"Nothing can better show the

absénce of any scientific ground for the distinction between the chuse
of a phenomenon.andﬂits conditions than the capricious manner in which
we select from among the conditions that which we choose to denominate
the cause," Ducasse flatly states that "heis wrong. There is no-
capriciousness about it."8 Mill's mistaken characterization of the °
grounds upon which the cause-conditions distinétion is drawn is traced

by Ducasse to "the obsession under which he labors all along, namely

théﬁ&@nquiry into causation is inguiry 1into laws."9
N -

Not unlike the authors of many recent anelyses of singular causal

judgments, e.g. Donald Davidson, Ducasse allows that laws may be
*  implied by such judgments, but this is not to say that causal inquiry

is always, or even primarily an inquiry into laws. For Ducasse, on the

contrary, causal inquiry is “direct;y and primarily an inguiry concerning

single, individual, events."lo I must say that I fully agree with the

view of causal inguiry espoused by Ducasse and believe it has important
consequences for the analysis of what I ;gter call "species" of singu-
lar causal jucgments. Now, however, consider an example that Ducasse
thinks is }ypical;of those situations that elicit singular causal
judgments. Writes Ducasse:

If the erigine of my car stops, and I ask "vh:"....
what I wish to discover is the single difference
between' the circumstances of the engine when it
., was running, and at the moment when it was nott ...
If it is the cause that wé seek, we look for a
difference in those circumstances between the
moment when the phenomenon occurred and the



preceding moment. And the field among the entities
. of which the conditions lie is thereby also de- ) .
. fined: It is that of circumstances which remained
constant over the two moments.

Notice, first of all, that this example is in all respects like Mill's

gun-shot cxample. In the latter example it was the difference‘betyeen

-

\"' = '
the cirdumstances when the man was living and when he ceased to be
N .
alive that is singled out as the cause whereas in the former it is the
'j *

difference between the circumstances when the engine was running and

-

when it ceased to run that is designated the cause. Moreover, Ducasse's

reference to a set of circumstances that remained constant over a
>

period of time ani his identification of the cause with a difference

between twd‘distinct sets of circumstances strongly: suggests that it is
the Method of Difference that is employed in discovering the cause of
the breakdown. However, the fact that Ducasse views the two sets of
circumstances that need to be contrasted in.ordér to find the relevant
difference éolely in terms of their temporal proximity places a cerﬁain
-restrictfon on the application of the Method of Difference. What he has
dgne, in short, is to identify "the cause of an event” with the LNC

criterion, or, as he puts it, "the single change which occurred in

the immediately antecedent and adjacent‘circumstances of that event."12

This restriction limits the scope of hig-analysis for, as Samuel Gorovitz

has pointed out; if

A is in the habit of turning on his radioc each
morning when he gets into his car, and B one
- night wires the radio switch to a bomb so that
the car explodes the next morning when A turns
on the radio, we would be required by bucasse
to say that the cause Tg the explosion was A's
turning o the switch. :

In Gorovitz' example we would want to say that A's action in turning

the radio switch, though it was "the single change which nrcurred in
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the immediately antecedent and adjacent circumstances" of the explosion
and was a necessary condition of the explosion, was part of the normal
functioning of his daily life and so, a mere condition of the explosion.

On the other hand, B's action, though it occurred many hours before A's

is, like A's action, a necessary condition of the explosion, but it is

something more than this. And it is in virtue of this something more
that we deem it the cause of the explosion and not A's action. What-

ever the additional feature possessed by B's action may be, 1t clearly

goes beyond anything that Ducasse had to say in his analysis of singu-

lar causal judgments. Consequently, this anélysis, while it does
inlicate how singular causa{ judgments may have as their justifying
grounds the Method of Difference, cannot be a fully satisfactory account
of the basis on which a distinction between the cause and other neces-
sary ¢ ndikions of an event is drawn.

A second and perhaps better-known attempt to provide non-arbitra:;

groundé for drawing this distinction is to be found in Part II1 of

R. G. Collingwood's Essay on Metaphysics. Though this work was pub-

lished some sixteen years %ubsequent to the appearance of Ducasse's
bbok, Collingwood seems to have been unaware of Ducasse's analysis of
singular causalljudgments. Consequently, while Collingwood, like
Ducasse, took up Mill's challenge ?0 identify non-arbitrary grounds
for distinguishing between causes and conditions his treatment of the
subject differs tonsiderably from that of Ducasse. I shall now go on

to examine Collingwood's views on the cause-conditions distinction in

Chapter II. | . -
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CHAPTER TWO: R. G. COLLINGWOOD: THREE SENSES OF CAUSE
. g

-

{A) Introduction

Today R. G. Collingwood is best known as one of the pioneers of
contemporary analytic philosophy of history. In a number of published

essays, and in the posthumously published book, The Idea of History,

Collingwood examined, critic}zed, énd revised earlier conceptions of
the nature and aims of historical inquiry. Drawing a sharp-.distinction
between scientific and historical.inéuiry; the gist . of Colliingwood's
idealist interpretation of tﬁe nature of historical inquiry can be
seen in the foilowing two sentences: "All history is the history of
thought.... The histdry of .thought, and therefore all history: is the
re-enactment of past thought in the histori?n's owWn mind."l

‘In the years since his premature death a number of ppilosophere
have explicatgd what they take Collingwood'to have meanﬁ by these
words ani rave considerédtthe implicatipns that %ollow from such.a view
of historical practiee. _Wheiher sympathetic or hcsﬁiie té Collingwood's
basic crientahion'towards the analysisuof'historical inguiry, ;riters .
such as W. H. Walsh, Fatrick Gardiner, W. H. Bray, Louis Mink, Alan
Donagan, and Rex liartin all acknoylédge that his ideas are seldom pre-
sente'! in an unobjectionable manner and, infeed, many of ris most fertile
ideas are insufficiently develoéed. In L?is chapter we skall find that
this is especially true éf his theorj of ceusation in hisiory. While
Collingwecod does have screeimportant things to say about the way his-
torians employ éhe -oncept of cause, it will become aprarent as our

. Sy,

examinaticn of his work procceds that his theory of causation is marxzed
by sevcral internal weaknessern and can be criticized for its limited

scop: of applicat.on.
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Collingwood's theory of causation is developed in two of his pub-

" 1:shed works, The Idea of Eistory and the\Essay on Metaphysics. In.,
. <=

botii- books an attempt is made to clarify the notion of a particularly

histarical sense of "cause." In The Idea of History Collingwood con-

‘ trasts the historical sense of cause with what he takes to be a

uriquely scientific one; while in the Essay on.Metaphysics ne develops
a complex theory of causation, diseingﬁishing thr ze sense: of cause,
thu.first of which he calls "the'histnrical eense."

It is somewha' surprising to'fine that in his most celebrated work,

The Idea of History, Collingwood dzvotes only two paragraphs to a dis-

cussion of the historian's use of the word "cause." What Hz says there
about "the historical sense of causeh invites compirison with what he
says about a specifically historical song+ of ceeee in the Essay cn -
EéEEPPlEiSE' Ae far as I know, no on: has yet to raise the quistion

of whether Collingwood's treatment of the historical sense of cause

iz the same ir both of these books. I shal. argue that in one impor;
tunt respzct it is nct. ‘ |

For the mos!. part I shall be looking at the theory of causation

that is develcped in the éssay on Metaphysics. As the title of this

workK may cuggest, the aralysis ~f causal notions offered.-therein is

supposed to illustrate the way the acience of metaphysics, as Colling-
wood conceives it, should be carried out. For him, metaphysics iz a
nistorical science whose subject matter consists of "absolute pre-

suppositions." The metaphysician's task is to
find out what absclute presurpositiors have been
m de by this or tnat person or group of persons, -
on this or that occasion or groug . £ occasions,
in the course of this or that piece thirnking.
Arising out of this, it will consider {for example)
wheth:r absclute presuppositions are made singly
‘or in groups,'and if the latter, btow tne groups

by



.

are organized; whether different absolute
- ’ presuppositions are made by different indi-
viduals or racas or nations or classes; or
on occasions whea different things ar: being
. thought about; or whether the sgme have been
made semper ubique, gg_pmnibus.

.

Tﬁe nature and zims of metaphysics, as ccnceived by Collingwood or any-
ore else, is not my concern in this thesis. But it is important to
realize that Zcllingwood believed He woas doirg metaphysics wherl he .
presented his analysis of caysal notions. "All metaphysigéﬁ questjons,”
he tells us, "are historical questions.™ (EM 49) And so, when he

eXamines, 1n order,jhis three senses.of cause he a.so claims to be

. v -
tracing the histcricaf'&evelopment of certain absqlute %resuppositions.
IA speaking about the relation between the three serses of cause he
also claims that "sense II and III logically presuppose sense I."

(EM 292) In what follows I shall be concerned-wiﬁh neither the his-
torical nor thellégical relations that these three senses of cause are
said to exhibit. 1Instead, I shall focus.on the first two senses with
a view towards determining their internal strengths and weaknesses as

well as the extent to which they cabtgre impopfant uspects of the

. histerian's use of causal language. Sense III of cause, or what
Collingwood refers to as the concept of cause as employed in
nTheoretical Natural Science," will not be discussed ,in this chapter,
though one aspect of it will be brought up in connection with Mandel-
baum's theory of causation, presented.in Chapler Vf. My reason for not
discussing this sense of cause is chiefly that I find Collingwood's
diséussion of it obscure. But in any case, Collingwood seems himself

to have regarded it as defective, and certainly as having no application

to historicgraphy.
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Having narrowed the scope of my examination to Collingwood's first

two senses of cause I should mention that it is only in respect to

sense II that he attempts to defend the validity of the cause-conditions

I - - -

distinction against Mill's previousff dikcussed views on this §ﬁbje&t.
Collingwood says nothing ébout whether sense I of cause involves a
contrast between cause and conditions; I th;nk, however, that my
discugéion of some of the ways in which a cause in sense I @ay'fail Eo
be sufficient to explain some historical event will make it ¢lear tﬁat

Collingwood should have applied the distinction to sense I as well as

Lo sense iI.

{B) Sense I of Cause

Definition: that which is 'caused' is the free and
deliberate act of a conscious and responsible agent,
and 'causing’' him to do it means affording him a

4 motive for doing it. (EM 285)

;
This sense of cause is what Collingwood Ealls the "historical
sense," for "it refers to a type of case in which both C and E are
human activities such as form the subject matter of history." (EM 286)
On méhy occasions Qhen histor}aqs ask why some agont acted in a
particular wa? on a particular occasion it is indeed sense 1 of cause:
that is at issue. Thus, to ask why Brutus stabbed Caesar o} why, upon
taking office, Queen Elizabeth netceterated” herself in her -official
title,3 is to reguest an answer in the terms speéified by sense 1 of
cause. Given the prevalence of this type of explanation in historical
works it can hardly be denied that gense T of cause constitutes a
paradigm of causal th;éﬁing in history. Nevertheles;, one of the more

important questicns we shall have to ask about this sense cf cause is
q =

whether or not it is the only concept of cause historians employ and,

indeed, whether Collingwbod is correct when he characterizes the
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subject matter of history'exclusively ip terms of human activities. For

the time being I want to postpone discussion of these questlons for

there are several others ‘that require attention at the outset. Among

these are (1) In what way ddés-Collingwood explicate the terms he uses

to qualify the effect-factor and the cause-factor in the above defini-
tion?, (2} Can causing (affording a motive) be regarded as a sufficient

or even a necessary condition for explaining the occurrence of a par-

" ticular act?, and (3) Is the historical sense of cause that is discussed

in the Essay on Metaphysics equivalent;to'the historical sense of cause

spoken of in The Idea of History? - .

We cén begin to answer the first questﬁon and raise some_problems
conéerning the-secoﬁd by noting that a cause in sense I is said to be
comgésed of two élements,'a causa gﬁgg'and a ggégg ut. The former is
defined as ™"a situation or state of tﬁidgs knawn-or bélieved by the

]
agent to exist,"” while the latter is defined as "a purpose or state of

tﬁings to be brought about," but "not a mere desire or wish, it is an

intention." (EM 292-93) Each of these elements constitutes a necessary

‘part of the cause of an action for "neither of these could be a cause

~

il the other were absent.™ (%M 292) To illustrate this point

Collingwood offers the following example:

) "
A man who tells his stockbroker to sell a certain
holding may be caused ta\ift thus by a rumor about
the financial position of Mhat company; but this
rumor would not cause him to sell oqut unless he
wanted to dvoid being involved in the affairs of an
unsound business. And per contra a man's desire
to avoid being involv~l in the aflairs of an un-.
sound business would not cause him to sell his
shates in a certain company unless he knew or

" pelieved that it was unsound. {(EM 2§2)

While Collingwood never employed the terminology of neceSsaFy and

-

sufficient conditions it seems appropriate to ask whether the presence

~
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of a causa quod and a causa ut in an agent's mind is sufficient or

even necessary to explain an.agent'ﬁ;performing a certainsact. Lot me

-

ask .first, whether the presence of the two is sufficient for that

Y | -
purpose. Taking the example cited above as my paradigm, I think it is

relatively easy to show that it is not.

7 T6 begin, what is the relevant causa’ut in Collingwood's example?

-

It fs, he tells us, the mah's wanting to avoid beiné involved in the
affairs of an unsound business. This was his "purpo3e or stute of
'things to be brought about." Suppose, however, that there was s¥me

other Eurpose that this man haﬁ which conflicted with his wanting to

-

avoid being involved in the affairs of an unsound business. Suppose

further that this man deemed more important the f&lfillment‘of the

latter purpose than the former one. Given these suppositiohs we would

-

have a.situatiOn where someone is inclined towards acting so as to,
fulfill a certain purpose or to aqtaih a certain goal, but forbears
from doing so because he realizes that by'doing this he would be de-—
feating the purpose whiéh he deems more important. The boint, however,

-,

is that if we want to say that an-agent tbpk certain steps in order to

fulfill a ;ertain pdrppse we must [irst assume that he did not regard
the fulfillmént of any other purbpse as being morg; or even eaually
important.

Assume ﬁow that this condition has been met;'ihe man in Colling-
wood's example does not believe that any other puépose he has conflicts

-

“ with or is more important than his wanting to avoid being involved in
the affairs of an unsound business. Now we turn to the causa guod.”
What is this? It appears to be the man's belief that the rumor he

.heard about a company's financial position (a company in which he has

adﬁintebest) is truz. Can we, at this point, deduce the action in ~°



) : 21

_ question--his tglling his stockbroker to sell his shares in company C--
- from the statements about his purpose and belief? Apparently not.
Referring to one of the examples Collingwood discusseg'in The Idea of

History, Alan Donagan has pointed out that “Caesér did not act simply

because a certain causa quod and causa ut were both in his mind, but

because he put them tqgether in an act of practical réasoning."4 Ir
Donagan is right, and I think he is, we could not deduce the action'
performed by the man in Collingwoéd's example ({telling his stockbroker
io sell his shareé in company C} from the two premisses containing the
statement of his pqtpose and belief, we would need at least an addi-
tional premise stating that "he put them together.”

Even il we accept Donagén's criticism and modification of Collings
wood's view of the fie between motivation and action it still does not
go far enough, for although an agent may "Pus tggether" a certain
causa guod and causa ut in an act of practical reasoning there remain
severél coﬁditions that must be fulfilled before we can deduce ‘the
statement referring t; the action in guestion. In this connection it
is important to realize that between “he formépiqg of an intentiép io
fake steps to realize a certain goal and the iniiiatién of those steps
other factors come into play. For example,,selliﬁg one's shares in a

company one believes to be unsound is only one of several possible

means of avﬁiding‘being involved in the affairs of an unsound business.

3}

Perhaps the man in Collingwood's example could have realized his goal
by phoniné the president of the company in which he held an interest and’
geéting him or her to reorganize the compan& S0 as:EP make it finan-

cially solvent again. Thus, in order té deduce the action of télling,

the stockbroker td sell his shares in company C another premise is

needed. Not only must this man believe that telling his steockbroker
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£o sell his shares in company C is a means to attain his goal, he must
also believe that there was no other action which, as a2 means to
achieving that goal, was to be preferred over the former action.
Anothér consideration that would have to be formulated as a premise

in our argument is one which, because it is so obvibus, has often been
overlooked. As William Dray has pointed.out, "évery thought explana-
tion, if it is to yield strict deduction of an oﬁebt'action, requires
a premise about the actual situation.” What this means is that

If the agent's control over his own body, at least,

is a generally necessary condition of action in the

historically interesting sense, then clearly we can

never {as a matter of mere logic) deduce individual

actions from statements about the agent's thought

alore; we can never, as Collingwood has generally

been thought to use the term, deduce the 'outsidg'

from the 'inside'.  We shall always need an’,ﬂ”‘ -

"efficacy"™ premise, asserting somgthing about the

_agent's powers and opportunities.

The point that Dray is making about an agent's powers and opportunities
is, of course, well taken. In the absence of the relevant powers and
opportunities (e.g. paralysis or sudden lack of speech) the most that
the man in Collingwood's example could do wds attempt to tell his

stockbroker to sell his shares in company C, not actually tell him to

do so. .
Another point that bears mention is the fact that quite often

people form intentions to perform certain actions at some time in Lhe

future. This element, the lapse of time behween the formation of an

intenﬁion and the in;tiation of an action, makes it possible for

7 p=ople to Ebrget ;hat they had intended to do. Perhaps no additional

premise is nceded to account for forgetfullness, we can include’

remembering or being aware of one's intentions as one of the relevant

. . . \
powers that is mentioned by Dray.
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By way of summarizing the points I have been making I would sug-

. gest that the following list of conditions constitute what Collingwood

sught. to concede to be the premises of his explanatory argument. Thus,
& - . .

we can say that the man in his examplé told his--stockbroker to sell his

shares in company C because: -

(1) he wanted to avoid being involved -in the affairs
of an unsound business.

(2) he believed that company C, in which he held an
interest, was financially unsound.

(3) he had no other purpose that conflicted with or
was deemed more important than (1l}.

(4) he believed that telling his stockbroker to sell
nis shares in company C was a means to achieve his
goal and that there was no other action preferable
to this one as such a means. ‘

(5) he "put together" (1)-(4).

(6} he waé able to tell gis stockbroker to sell his
+ shares in company C. .

If we remove the specific content of the wants,'beliefs, etc., men-
. %

tioned above we would have a list of, conditions which, it seems Lo me,

is jcintiy sufficient for underwriting any claim to the effect that -
b

"an ageht performed .a certain action.because....' Given that the

&

first two conditions are the only ones Collingwooq singles out as
providing the warrant for action-cxplan;tions I think 1t 4s j%ftified
£o claim that his view of the connection between thought and action
presupposes a distinction between the cause and other conditions
relevant to khe %fplangtion of an action. However, I think there are
at least two further types of action-oriented explanatory contexts

in which the distinction is drawn more explicitly and forcefully.

Before examining these it i3 first necessary that we respond to the

latter halfl of the question posed earlier: Is having.a motive (a causa
quod and a causa ut) a necessary condition for action?

‘
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An unambiguous response éo this question requ;res that a distiQil
tion be drawn between conditions that are "necesséry in the circum-
staéces" and ones that are "generally necessary.“l Generally speaking,
a conditioﬁ cén be regarded as being "necessary iq the circumstances"
when there‘are no readily available substitutes to replace it.* The
ma jor problem thaE this notion of "necessary" raises for us is ﬁhepher‘
we can justifiébly éay that, in the absence of some particular kind of
motivation, a certain type of action gould not have occurred. A coﬁmon
denial of this counterfactual points to the fact that motives can some-
times be 'substituted for one another without affecting the type, manner

of occurr?nce, place or timing af a particular action. For example. a
given actgon may be prompted by envy but could just as well have been
done for revenge.

Colliﬁgwood, of course, never discussed or even raised this
difficulty. Had he done so I think that he would have been forced to
acknowledge two things: First, that there may be more than one motive
that could lead an agent to perform an action of a particular type on
a particular occasion, there sometimes being present in an agent's
mind a plurality of such motives, and, seco dly, that actions resulting
from mixed motivation do exist, i.e. when motivé A is irsufficient for
C and motive B is insuf'ficient for C, but together £ and B are suffi-
cient for C. Granting these two points, I think Collingwood would
probably want to add that in order fo; a particuiar action éo occur,

some motive(s) mustrhave been adopted by the agent, and this is what is

necessary.

%See Appendix A for the detailed account of this issue I presented
in "What's the Problem With Causal Overdetermination," Philosephy of the
Social Sciences, Vol. 11, No. 1 (March 1981), pp. 23-36.
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If the line of reasoning I have attributed to Collingyoéd was
indeed his view then what he would have been telling us is that having
a motive is a "generally necessary" condition of action, i.e. Qithout
a motive an agent can perform no action. With one important qualifi-
cation this does seem to me to be his view. The gualification I have

~in mind has to do with the fact that Collingwood has only deliberate
acticn in mind. He is quite emphhtic on this point. He tell=s us that
"There may be cases where mere desire leads to action without the
intermediéte phase of intention; but such aétion is not deliberate,
and therefo%e has no cause in sense I of the word.™ (EM 293)

This last statement makes it ¢lear that Collingwood wanted to
draw a iine between action and deliberate aEtion. Unfortunately he
provides us with no exaﬁples te indicate where the.lihe is to be drawn,
so we are left to speculate on how he might have drawn it. One
plausible suggestion 1s that he was thinking of a.distincxion endorsed

by some contemporary theorists of action, & distinction between "acting

intentionally" and "intending." In his book®Theory of Action, Lawrence
Davis draws such a distinction,.thelimplication being that’an agent who
acts intentionally may have done sc without having‘formed an antecedent
intention to do so. Two of Davis' examples of acting intentionally
are: "Sue steppdd on ﬁhe brake when a child suddenly darted out in
the path of the car" and "Sal kicked the door in anger."?' With respect
to the fir§t of these examples Davis adds: "she may say afterward that
stopping the car, stepping on the brake, and avoiding the c¢hild are all
things she intended. But she did not intend these things before acting."8
Considering the emphasis Collingwood placed upon re-enacting'the
thought of historical agents it seems reasonable to conclude that 5y

"doliberate act™ he means action that occurs after the agent has formed

<
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the intention to do it. Consequently, vgrious types of impulsive and
compulsive behavior will have no cause in sense I of the word. I' this
reading of Collingwood is coérect, then we could take him to be saying
that although héviné formed an antegedent intentioﬁ is not.a necessary
condition for action, it is one for deliberate action.
In asking whether an agent's having a causa ilzg'qnd a cauza.ut is

a necessary condition for action we were forced to distinguish between
action and deliberate action and to offer a preliminary analysis of the
latter notion. While I would not claim that his analysis i: anything
more than preliminary, I do think it has segved to cArify the issue
with which we began. In addi£ion, it has supplied us with a paétial
answer to one aspect of the first question posed at the outsect, this
being, how does Collingwood explicate the terms he uses Lo qﬁalify
the cffect-factor? “In order to complete the answer to this question we

N
must now try to understand what Collingwood means when he char@cterizes
the éffect factor as a "free and deliberate act."

‘ Collingwood's noéion of a "free and deliberate act®™ is closély
tied to a particular conception of what it is to be a "free agent."
This is evident when he writes: "If A causes B to do an gct;ﬁ,)ﬂ is B's
act and not A's; B is a free agent in doing it, and is responsible for
it.™ (EM 293) The problem for'us is to determine the sense in which he
i5 using the term "free" in the last sentence of this passage. When an
armed-robber points a gun at a bankteller and demands the money from |
- the till, do wé want to say of the bankﬁeller, when he complies with
the demand, that he "is a free agent in doing'it, and i; responsible
for it"? Much depends on the way we are using the terms "free agent™

and "responsible."
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Let us ask, then, in what sense is the bankteller a "free agent"
in handing over the money to the robber:and is "responsible” for that
.act? What Collingwood would have to say is that in handing éher the
money the bankteller was acting "freely"-in the sense that he "chose"
to do it. Faced with such a response one feels impaled on the horns
of'a dilgmmg. In a certain sense we are inelined‘to agree with
‘Collingwood. The bankteiler,could havé rgfrained from comﬁlying with
the robber's dehands, that is, he coeuld have chosen to do otherwise,
regardless of the consequences that might befall h¥m should he so
refrain. Thus, he acted "freely,” and this at least makes it very
different than a case of sheér physical movement.

On éhe o;her hand we becognize that the bankteller's action was
not done volunﬁarily. Although he chose to hand over the money we feal
that he opted for the course of action ghaﬁ constituted the lesser of
two evils. In cases such as this we often‘say that the robber "made,”
"forted," or "compelled" the banktgller to act as he did. Indeed,
Collingwood draws attention to t%is feature of the use of causal
lariguage when he brités: "For 'causing' we may substitute 'making',
'inducing', 'persuading’, ‘urging', 'forcing', 'compelling', according
to the differences in the kind-of motive in quéstion." {EM 290)9
However, given the fact that we have already admitted that the bank-
teller's act was "free" in that he chose to do it, why do we now feel
inclined to say that he was not free in doing'it and, indeed, not
responsible for what transpired?

The answer to this qu-stion can only be understood in light of

the sort of defemse the bankteller would offer if responsibility were

ascribed to him for giving the robber the money. What he would probably

say on his own behalf is this: "It was unreasonable for me to have been



placéd~in a situation where I had to make that choice.” As such,-re-
sponsibility is shifted away from the égent who did the act to the one
who c¢reated the situation wheré such an act was presented as the lesser
of two evils. Going further, we.might not only deny that the bank-
teller was responsible for handing over the money but.also that he
was acting "freely" in doing so, his action was constrained, not free.
It seems, then, that the notiocn of a "free act" is ambiguous.
Given that Collingwood appears to have been aware that human action may
occur under constraint it is surprising that he did not qualify his
thes@s that when A causes B to do an act, "B is a free agqnt.in doing
it" to take account of this fact. In any case, the idea that one
person may “%force" another person to pgrform a'certain action, that the
second person may act deliberately but undeé ¢onstraint, is certainly
familiar enough to us through our own experience. What may escape our
attention though, and what has certainly escaped Collingwood's atten-
tion, is that we often apply the cause-conditions distinction to ex-
plain the occurrence of such actions. Thus, we say that the cause of
the bankteller's handing over the money was there being a gun pointed
at his head. At the same time we recognize that other conditions were
necessary f{or that action to occur, namely, those enumerated in our
scheme for action-explanations. Paradigmatic ér cases in which the
cauée-copditions'distinction is hrawn in this fashion are ones where
one person is provoked by the words or deeds of another person to act
in his own self-defense or £o protect his vital iqterests.

in an article that we shall be examining at greater length in
. ) [
Chapter III, "Concepts of Causation in A. J. P. Taylor's Account of the
Origin of the Second World War," William Dray has pointed out that this

way of drawing a distinction between causes and conditions finds
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exbression in Taylor's attempt to explain the events leading up to the

Second World War. Dray has found that on numerous occasions in Taylor's

The Origins of the Second World War, Hitler is portrayed

- not only as failing to take the-initiative himself,
.but as being forced continually to respond to the
initiatives of others. He is maneuvered, induced,
incited, and even driven to act bi‘events and
: . . - 0
situations not of his own making.

Thus, in separate incidents, it is the Austrian Nazis, the Sudeten
Germans, and the Austrian Chancellor Von Schuscﬁnigg who placed Hitler
in a situation where he simply "had ;o act." "Tﬁe cause of what
ensued," writes Dfay, "was therefore not what he dia himself; it was
what was done by those who put him in that unrortﬁnate position, and
whose own actions were not similarly f‘oréed."ll

Dray goes on to point out that critics of Taylor's\jijf éf Hitler's
role in bringiﬁg about the Second World War do not try-to deny the

[~
applicability of the model of causal thinking Taylor has appealed to:

-

rather, they assume the same model but adduce evidence and formulate
arguments to undermine his judgment concerning who was forced to act
and who was doing the Forcihgk As such, the focal point of the debate
. can be seen as .a competition for causal status between two or more de-
liberéle, but not equally free, human acts. Deciaing which acts were
free and which unfree also serves to differentiate cause from mere
conditions.
AN
As one who was a practicing historian, had some understanding of

the cause-conditions distinction, and recognized ﬁhe importance of
_dealing Wwith the notion of a "free act," it would appéar that Colling-

wood possessed the resources to make the kind of observations Dray

has made. That he did not do so is unfortunate, for such omissions



limit the scope of both his theory of causation in history and his
thecry of action.

Before elaboratiné.further on other external ‘imitationéibégy

doilingwood's theory of causation in history I would like first to deal
-

with the third question posed at the outset, for here we are confronted
with the prior issue of whether bollingwood's notion of a particularly
histor?cal sense of cause is internally eonsistent. It was stated
earlier that those who havce had something to say abuit Collingwood's
concept;on of historical causation {and there have been many} never

raised the guestion of whether his discussion of a particularly his=-

torical sense of cause in the Essay ©n Metaphysics duplicaten his

discussion of a barﬁicularly historical sense of cause in The Idealof
History. Consistency requires that this shpuld be the case, any
differences in the two accounts being inc;dental to the core content
of the notion of a historical cause. However, as the reader may have
already surmised from the whole of our previous discussion of Colling-

4

wood's views, the view of a historical cause that is outlined in the

Essay On Metaphysics really contains two distinct cgncepts of cause,
only one of these being the subject of Collingwood's discussion of

historical causes in The Idea of History.

In the latter work Collingwood contrasts the notion of a histori-
cal cause with that of a scientific cause 1 this way:

When a scientist asks 'Why did that piece of litmus
paper turn pink?' he means ton what kinds of occa-
sions do pieces of litmus paper turn pink?' When

a historian asks 'Why did Brutus stab Caesar?' he
means "What did Brutus think, which made him decide
to stab Caesar?' The cause of the event for him,
means the thought in the mind of the person by .
whose agency the event came aboiit. ... (IF 214-15) *

*
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This notion of what it is to be a historical cause Ys one we began
examining at the outset of this section. Historical causeslare

. A
thoughts in the minds of human agents who subsequently engage in action.
Such thoughts, claimed Collingwood, cén be broken up into a causa quod
and EEEEE.EE' The‘schema for action-explanations that we offered was
based solely on considerations aris%pg from this claim. On the other
hand, once we started looking at Collingwood's notion of a "free act"
the emphasis séiftéd to/a consideration of the view that the actbof one
person méy be the cause of an act performed by another person. This
concept of cause is surely different from the one which focuses on the

thoughts of ag-nis. The difference I am alluding to shows up quite

clearly in a passage in the Essay On Metaphysics, though I am con-

vinced that Collingwbod did not recognize it as such: -

Causes in sense I of the word may come into.operation
through the act of a second conscious and responsible
agent, in so far as he (1) either puts the first in a
certain situation in such a way that the first now
nelieves himself to be in that situation, or alter-
natively informs or persuades the first that he is

in a certain situation; or (2) persuades the first to
form a certain intention. In. either of these two
cases, the second agent is said to cause the first to
de ~.rtain act, or to "make him do it'. (EM 293 T

- italics mine)

The words I have italicized in this passage should have alerted
Collingwgod to the fact that he was dealing with stiil a Further:con-
cept of cauge. What he appears to be saying is that while the’actién
éf one qgent has a cause (sense I), it may be an effect of an action
taken by a second agent. This, however, int;oduces an entirely new
sense of cause. "why Collingwood did not realize that he was dealing

with two distinct concepts of cause is open to speculation. I shall

refrain {rom expressing my own thoughts on this issue because I think
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that it is more impogtant to see that the "other" concept of cause
that emerges from thé pass;ge'cited above should not be restricted to
human actions.

If a cause in sense I is the thought in the mind of the agent who
performs a certain action, then whatever or whoever is responsible for
putting that thought in the agent's mind will be a cause iﬁ, let us
c;ll it tsense Ifa)'. A cause in sense I({a) need not be restricted to
the acts of "a second ~onscious and rgsponsible agent." Anything that
triggers a change in a person's volition-belief structure, including
the behavior of non-conscious and non-responsible agénts, can be a
cause in sense I(a). Thus, a dr-ught, earthquake or some other physi-
cal event may cause the members of a tribe to migrate froﬁ one geographi-
cal locat;on to agother. In such cases it is simply false to‘say that
cause and effect "are human activities such as form the subject matter
of history."™ Though a migration ma; be a human activity, an earthquake
sure]y is not. -Therg are still other types of causal éxplanations
that dd not cite human actions as causes. For example, consider a case
where a historian is attempting to explain why one side was victorious
and the other side defeated in a naval battle. Undoubtedly such a :
histqrian will mention a variety of human actions. Nevertheless, in
the end he might choose to explain the outcome of the battle in terms
of the state of technical competencé exhibited by ihe kinds of weapons
and means of transport u;ilized by each side. As such, it is the idea
of being capable or incapable that is at issue here. The cause of
victory and defeai, thgn, while it may pertain to the beliefs and

volitions of the agents involved in the battle, is not a belief and/or

a volition itself.
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These last remarks bear directly upon that most important questicn’
raised at the outset of my examination of sense I of causeadkeu
whether, as Collingwood claimed, sense I of cause is the only concept
of cause that histprian# apbeal to. Pending further analysis 1 think
. that the last two examples of the sorﬁs‘bf conditions historians are
apt ﬁo cite as the causes of.certain events éiready render Colling-
wood's claim suspect. 1In order to see more clearly what the iimitations
ef his‘v%ew of historical causation are, let me ask why it is that
historians do not always cite human beliefs, waﬁts, and choices gsv
the cause of occurrences to be exélained, even when these ‘are generally
necessary conditions for such occurrences. ‘

It seems to me that there is not one ancwer Lo this question, but
several. One very obvious reply, though', is that historians are not
always interested in determining thé causes of human actions, sometimes
they are interested in.idehE%fying the causes of what has haépened to
human beings.- Such a view expiains why hisgorians Qiil sometimes geek
causal explanations for occurren&es like epidemics. While it can be
argued that such explana}ions are the exclusive concern of the epiqemi-
oloéist I think that the verf same~§ypé of explanation may be con-
structed by a historian in the course of giving an account of, say,
the social effects caused by the introduction of new farming and irri-
éation techniques into a certain region of a country. Thus, it may be
found that a dramatic increase in the number 05 deaths due to a certain:
disease was caused by the introduction of new i;rigation techniques,
for the creaticn of reservoirs provided an environment in which the
infectious agent could ffourish. . .

in 'some varieties of historical writings the fa;t that the his-
torian is not interested ip determining the causes qﬁ_specific human

¢



a¢tions is quite apparent, the unit of historical interest being

* ®"populations" rather than individuals. By "population™ I do not mean

- -

_ only the inhabitants of a'circumscribed geographical region, but any

group of people who possess certain commen properties {e.g. American

.

women over thlrtypflve years of age) or incidents 1nvolv1ng human

beings (e.g. homicides). Hlstorlans who adopt as the1“ unlt of gtudy

.

populations often seek to establish tgends and to identify the causes

of fluctuations in such trends. These trends are reflected in birth,

.rétes, mortality rates, and the like. While these rates do refer to

human activities they are not themselves human actlons.12 Consegquently,

sense I of cause ‘will be 1nadequate for-analy21ng the sort of causal
connections depicted in historical writings of this type.
Gausal.analysws of changes in the incidence of certdin types of
_ -ocecurrences are,, of course, based upon statistical evidence. Howeveﬁ,
historians sometimes treat qualitative changés that populatioﬂs unaer-
go iq exactly the same way. This tendency is especially prevaient in
historical accounts tpat trace the developmént.of a.country from the
time of its discovgry or settlement to some later_point in time. For
.example, the promiﬁent Canadian_h{storian; Arthur.Lower,‘hass in a-
.numbér of articiéS'énd books, tried t; explain the partibular charact;r
of Early Caﬂadién pdliticai life by reference to thé‘éntiﬁbnment en-
.3¢ouqtered by the French and English settlers. When contrasting New
Fr?nce with:NéQ‘Edglnnd,befqne 1763, Lower notes that both éolonial
societiés were confronted by s;milar enviroﬁmental conditions and

. "o
responded to them in similar ways. ?hus, in Colony To Nation, Lower

claimed that : S
French life and.society in America dgbarted'consid--
erably- from guthoritarianism and in piri® ap?roached



English life and society in America where conditions
were so uniform as in the settlers' attack on’the
forest, and where it was the worth of a man as a
man, as an axe-swinging, forest-clear ing, crop-

sowing, animal, that counted, the same qualities
came to the fore, the same scale of values tended
to prevail....North American democracy was foprest-
born. It carried with it a stubborn attachment to
the rlghtigznd privileges that come from an inde-
pendent 1 and a disinckination to coercion tha
. was a strong defense against arbitrary authority.
Lower's thesis, then, is that when we compare the character_of life
in France and England (éharacﬁg}iZed by "priv;lege" and "aristocracy")
with that of New France and New England (charactefized by social
equality) the difference in the nature of social relations that we
observe can only be explainéd by réferénce to the uniform influence
“ef%rted by the new environment upon the.settlérs. Thg question re-
_mains, however, why doesn't he cite the wants, beliefs, and choices
of the settlers as the cause of the chahgeipto be éxplain~d?
? The anéwer, I suggest, is that he is implicitly assuming a certain
model of causal connection that incorporates, but is much wider than
- tense I of cause. This model debic}s a relation between three sets
of factors, a factor that is an independent variable {the suspected
cadse), one that is a deéendent variable (thq'effect) and other ?ac-,
tors that are constant. Now the reason whyiiower does not cite the
wanlbi, beliéfs, and choices of the settlers as causes is that they
fall into the categorﬁ of factors that arc deemed constant, -and a.
coéstant cannot explain a varlable, i.e. a change.
At this poxnt the reader may be 1nc11ned to ask, what is the basis
?or this claim? Well I must admit that it is not to be found in.agy=
thing Loger says. But I suspect that what he was committed to saylng

goes something like this: Randomly select a group of pecple from

eighteenth=-century France and England, transport them to the eastern
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seaboard of North America and leave them there to fend for themselves.
What you will find is that their old social habits will change in much
the same way as did those &f the actual settlers in New France and New
England. As such, it is not what the setilers were thinking that ’
ultimately explains changes in their soclal relations, but the nature
of the environment they had to adapt to if they were to survive.

The thought-experiment I have attributed to Lower explains the
sense in which natural events and conditions may be cited as the causes
of human actions or changes that invgzae-human beings. The same model
of causal connection is often used by social historians to explain how
inanimate objects such as inventions cause human actions or the.out-
comes of such actions. In this connection consider how William Ogburn
explicates the meaning of the statement "the automobile ¢reated the
‘ motel." Ogburn notes that even though it is human beings who choose
to build motels and are responsible [or the actual construction of
these, the former expression is employed "because the [independent]
variable is the automobile and not the human beings." He then goes
oﬁ to say that .

tha effect we are trying to explain is the new exis-
tence of motels. At one time tHere were no motels,
at another time there were. This variation from no
motels to motels must be explained by a variable,
which was the automobile and not the drivers or >
users. Potential drivers and users existed before
motels and after motels. They were always there in
large numbers, hence are denoted as constant. 5o

we do not say it was the users of automobiles but
rather the zutomobile that created motels; aiEhough
a factor in their creation was human beings.

Ogburn's explanation, I submit, makes clear the sense in which
inanimate objects can be cited as the cause of social)change. That

historians do employ this model of causal connection is incontgstable.

Patterns of settlement arc explained by relerence Lo railrcad routes,
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the alignment and re-alignment of world powers is explained by refer-
ence to the technology of war, the health éf a population is explained
by reference to new methods of farming. “
| To sum up, there are ab-leasg‘thfee consigerations that expiain
_why historians d¢ not 3fways cite human wants, beliefs, and choices
as the causes of certéin historical events, even when thesé are
nécessary conditions for the occurﬁénce of éuc?/g»ents. These are
{1) the néture of thé events to be explained, (2) the unit of histor{—
cal study adopted, and (3) the model of causal connection employed.
To avoid misﬁnderstanding I should poinE out tha£ I am not ACﬁying
that, ffom an ontological point of view, much of whét has happened to
human beings can.be reduced to the thoughts of .individual agents.
My point is methodological. What I am saying is that historians often
find it unnecessary to cite these thoughts when they seek Lo establish
causal connéctions.that obtained in the past: \\i,

-

Does this mean that the three-factor model of causation outlined
above is itself an expression of the cause-conditions distinction? Not
quite. The view I want to develop--and it cannét Ee developed in de-
tail until we have had a chance to examine the more sophisticated con-
ception of the cause—condit@ons diétinction advanced by Hart and
Honore-~is that the distinction is but one of a number of species oé‘
the basic pattern of causal reasoning depicted in that model. For now,
hoggver, we must remain content with having shown that there are three

g

points at which the cause-conditions distinction bears directly upon
Collingwood's sense I of cause. First, our schema for action exnlana-
tions has made it clear that judgments which cite an agent‘s_wants'

and/or beliefs as the cause of his action presuppose the fulfillment

of a variety of other conditions, second, that the free and deliberate
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act of one person may be cited as the cause of an unfree but deliberate
act of a second agent and, third, éhat non-actions, e.g. physical
evénts, may be cited as the cause of human actions. These considera-
tions are enough to show that qulinéwood's notion of a historical
cause, though essential for understanding one Qery prevalent type.of
histerical explanation, does not ob justice to, the scope‘sqd varicty

- Vel
of causal connections that are to be found in theryritings of his-
torians. I conclude, the?, thdt sense I of cause is not the only con-

cept of cauyse employed by historians.

(C) Sense II of Cause | .

~ Had Collingwood been right in claiming that historians use the
word cause only in sense I of that word it would not be necessary for

us to consider sense II of cause at all. But I think I have already

L4

said enough to show that sense I of cause does not tell the whole

story. Perhaps, tHéA, sense II of cause can add sémething to it. I
think it can,*despite Collingwood's view that sense I1 of cause has
nothlng to do w1th the way in which historians talk about causes. This
i§~saL‘to say that I find his characterlzatlon of the elements compoalng

sense IT of cause totally acceptable. Indeed, I shall argue that it

is not. Neévertheless I do think that the mistakes he makes are very

instructive, for they force us to analyze in gfeater depth the key

elements that gharacterize sense II of cause. In this respect one of

the more important claims I want to establish in this section is that

Collingwood's view of the role Qlayed by the concept of "control" in

senée I1I of cadse-is but oné aspect of the.larger role played by that
’

concept in-various kinds of systematic inquiry into causal conneciions,

= -
including historical inquiry into such connections. Before I can everr®

-
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begin to argue this claim we must first'preéent and evaluate Colling-
wood's definition of sense II of cause and theq look at the way in
which.pe thinks this sense of cause involves a contrast between cause
and conditions.
Definition: A cause is an event or state of things
. which it is ‘in our power to produce or prevent, and
by producing or preventing which we can produce or
prevent that whose cause it is said to be. (EM 296-97)
This'sense of cause 1s one which Collingwood takes to b paradigmatic
of what he calls "Practical Natural Science,” e.g. medicine, agritul%ﬂ
ture, engineering. What all such sciences have in common is the
express aim of manipulating physical hings, events, and procesnes
in such a way as to fulfill hiuman #ants and needs. The developmenrt of
vaccines, hvwbrid plants, and steel alloys are examples of successaful
attempts to man;pulate naturally pccurring phenomena so as to achieve
resuits that are in accord with s;ch wants and needs. However, the
fact that sense II of cause {inds its most systematic-expnession in
the practical natural sciences should in no way overshadow the point
that this sense of cause is exﬁibited in the kinds ©f causal statoments
that non-scientists fréquently make. This is quite evident {rom soée
of the examples Collingwood offer; to illustrate the presence of
sense II of cause, viz; "the cause of a furnace going out in tHc night
is that the draught-door was insufficiently open." (EM 299)
The basic idea that underlies sense II of causeris that "there arc

certain ways in which natural things behave if left to themselves, but

that man, -being more powerful than they, is able to thwart their

LY %
: . . . o -
inclination to behave in these ways and make them behave not as they

like but as he likes.™ (310) Stated;gifferently, the péint is that by

harnessing natural forces human beings c¢an make nature work f{or them.

ar—
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Plant growth can be enhanced by the development and application of
synthetic fertilizers; plan§ destruction can be prevented by the devel-
opment aﬁd application'of pesticides. In all cases of this sort two
conditions must be fulfilled: (1) "The thing described as a cause is
always| conceived as something in the world of nature or physical world,"
and (&) "it is always something conceived as capable of being prodp;ed
or prevented by human agency.™ (EM ?99)

I think it is probably true to say that all bf us can think of
occasions when we have made judgments about the cause of some cvent
that fulfills the two conditions laid down by Collingwood. Still, I
think it is very important to ask the following question: Are theée .
conditions sufficient to explain our propensity to accept or reject

a wide variety of judgments that cite as the cause of some event a -

condition that is insufficient though necessary (in the circumstances)

for that event tp occur? Taking this questioﬁ és ﬁy standard for
assessing thé extension of the word "cguse“ in sense ;I, I shall argue
that Collingwood's definition of-that Qﬁrd is both tSO broad and too
narrow; too broad because it would apply to Jjudgments of the gause
which we find unacceptable, toco Baﬁrow because it excludes judgments
of the cause that we find completely acceptable though the condition

50 c¢ited is not amenable to human control. “In order to get on with the
job of responding to the éuestion I haye posed we need to see in
precisely what way Collingwéod conceives of sense II of cause as in-

] .
volving the cauﬁg;conditions distinction.

# Sense LI of Cause and the Cause-Conditions Distinction

It will be recalled that in the view of J. S. Mill the "real cause"

of any effect is its invariable unconditional antecedent. Such
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antecedents, he recognized, are virtually always complex, being composed
‘of several conditions. Moreover, while acknowledging that people quite
often single out one of these conditions and call it "the cau%?," Mill
protested that such selection is arbitrary.

Without denying that there is a sense of cause in which "all the
conditions™ of a given result are denoted by that term {sense I1I of
cause), Collingwood believed that Mill's explication of the cause-
conditions distinction wds inadequate. According to Collingwood,

c¢loser inspection would have shown him that the

'selection' of one condition to be dignified by

the name cause is by no means arbitrary. It is

made according to a principle. The ‘condition®' .

which I call the cause (in sense II) of an event

in which I take a practical interest is the

condition I am able ta produce or prevent at

will. (EM 302}
Thus, it is suggested that when I turn a’switch and a light comes on
it is entirely appropriate to cite the position of the switch as the

cause of incandescence even though there are other conditions that

must be satisfied in order for that effect to occur, i.e. "the exis-
tence of an appropriate current and its maintenance by insulation and
contacts." (EM 302) Another example presented by Collingwood to high-
light his point that the condition cited as the cause of an event 1s
/

one which ¥s subj-ct to human control is this:

if my car fails to climb a steep hill, and ¥

wonder why, I shall not consider my problem solved

.by a passer-by who tells me that the top of a hill

is further away from the earth's center than its

bottom, and that consequently more power is needed

to take a car uphill than to take her along the

f/’level. (EM 302) ~ o
While Collingwood admits the truth of what the passer-by maintains and
B . . i

acknowledges that it would form one of the conditﬂgga,in Mill's "real

cause," he insists that an appropriate singular &f5a) judgment is made
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by an A. A. man when he discovers thag\a high-tension lead is loose

and that, consequently, the car is running on only three cylinders.
This judgment ‘is said to be appropriate, but not the one made by the
passer-by, because it informs him of the condition he can put right,
after which the car will be able to climb the hill. But at the same
time Collingwood concedes ihat if he were a person "who could flatten
out hills by stamping on them" then the passer-by's remarks would

also have'been appropriate.

ThlS concession only seems to reinforce the point that the con=-
dition cited as the cause of an event must be one that is amhn‘b e Lo
human c.nirol. Going one step further, Collingwood then points out’
that people sometimes cite different conditions of an event they would
like to control as the cause ofv'that event. This situation is per-
fectly intelligible, for gach person may acsually possess the ability
to produce or prevent the event for which they claim to have discovered
the cause. With this in mind Collingwood intrbduces'what he calls "the
principle of the relativity of causes." This principle states  that
"for any given person the cause in sense 1I of a given thing iz that
one of its conditions which he is able to produce or prevent." (LM 304)
To illustrate the operation of this principle in a concfete situation
Collingwood inviltes us to consider the following example:

. A car skids while cox;nering at a certain point,

' strikes the curb, and turns turtle. From the

car-driver's point of view the cause of the
accident was cornering too fast, and the lesson
is that one must drive more carefully. From

the county-surveyor's p01nt of view the cause
was a defect in the surface or camber of the
road, and the lesson is that greater care must
be taken to make roads skid-proof. From the
motor-manufacturer's point of:view the cause was
the defeciive design in the car, and the lesson

is that one must place the center of gravity
lower. (EM 304) '
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Thp principle of the relativity of causes does appear wéli suited to
the example Collingwood has devised, for each of the three parties
involved is ;ssumed to have possessed the ability to prevent the |
condition which, from their respective points of view, is ¢laimod to
have been the cause of the accidéhb«"Yet it is not entirely clear
what Collingwood wishes us to conclude from his‘statement of this
principle. Are the driver, county¥surveyor, and auto manufacturer

making rival causal claims or are their.statements of the cause to be

- L]
construed as complementing one another? What we are asking, in other

wordé, is whether ény of the conditions regarded as the cause from the
different points of view <an Be said to be the true, decisive, or most
important cause?

Experience teaches us thal parties involved in automobile acci-
dents usually deny that. they were responsible for such accidents. This
fact alone would lead us to ﬁrqume that the people involved in.the
accident Collingwood describes were making rival causal claims. Yet
Collingwood explicitly rules out the suggestion that the causal judg-
ments made by the driver, county-surveyor, and atto manufacturer can
be rival ones so long as we are still using the word cause in sense TIL.

. —_—

Thus, he maintains that

‘If the driver, the surveyor, and the manufacturer
agreed in thinking they know the cause of the
accident I have described, but differed as to what
it was, and if each thought that it was a thing
which one of the others could produce or prevent,
but not himself, the result would be that none
of them would do anything towards preventing such
accidents in the future, and their so-called
knowledge of the cause of such accidents would be
a 'knowledge' that was not, and did not even -
bring, power. (EM 305}

Though I do not wish to dwell on this point, one way of impugning

qulingwood's justification for denying that the causal judgments made
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by the three parties are rival ones is to point out that it is not.
nécessarily true that when people make rival causal judgments nothing
is hccomblished'by way of prebenting the Sért‘zf events they want to
prevént. Suppose,.for example, the driver charges that it was a defect
) :iffﬂkfﬁythe design of the car that was the cause of thg accident. Must we
o conclude from th;s that he is not doing anything towards preventing
such accidents in the future?' No, for if the driver's case is success-
ful fhe céurts may order the manufacturer to recall that make and
model of automobile in order to correZEfthe defect%ve design. Similar
- arguments could be advanced by the county—survéyor and auto manufacturer
as well. The point, however, is that if Collingwood wants to discount
the vieﬁ that judgments which fulfill the requirements of sense IT of
cause can be rival ones, ‘the argument he offers fails to establish
that conclusi;n.

It seems to me that once Collingwood intrqduces the principle of
the relgtivity of causes his accounti of sense IT of cause becomes
increasingly implausible. -One of the basic weaknesses of his account
surfaces when, after denying that the driver, county—éurveyor, and a

auto maﬁufécturer could be advancing rival causal claims, he.concludes:
"Hence.the folly of blaming other people in respect of an event in

which we and they are togeiher involwed." (EM 305)- What Collingwood
does not seem to realive is that the naturé of a persaq;s "iévolvement"
‘in an event is qrucial to the causal judgments made in respect to that
event. His failure to make this point, I would suggest, is what leads
nim-to acrept some strange implications that follow from his characteri-
‘zation of, the principle ofrthe relativity of causes. ;J

In order to add some weight to my argument consider the conclusion

Collingwood would be forced to accept if we add a further supposition
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to his example. Suppose that it is found that the driver_of the ;ar
thch was in the accident had gas pumped into his almost empty gas
tank only fifteen minutes before the occurrence of the accident.- Now
no one would deny that having sufficient fuel to enable the car to get
to the point where the accident occurred was necessary (in the circum-
stances) for the accident to occur, Moreover, it seems quite clear

that ﬁhis condition was subject to control by the gas station atten-

”~

dant. Why is it, then, that we would not want to say, as Collingwood
must, that from the gas station attendant's point of view the presence
of fuél in the car was the cause of the accident? Again, consider the
implications we wodld be forced to accept if we apply Collingwood's
principle of the relativity of causes to an example discussed earlier,
where A one night wires a bomb to the radio switch in B's car,
knowing that B tufns on the radio each morning when he drives the car.
The next morning when B turns on the radio he detonates the bomb and
is killed. Now if we follow Collingwood we should have to say that
from B's point of view his turning'the radio switch was the cause of
the explosion that killed him for it was a condition that was sugject
to his control. I think thaf most people would find such a judgmént
prepesterous and‘would probably reject the theory of causation on
which it is based.

The upshot of the last two examples is that Collingwood's defini-
tion of sense II of cause isltoo broad, for there are conditions which
are poth insufficient and necessary (in the ¢ircumstances) for a
particular event, and are subject to human contrgl, but which we would
not want to call the cause of the event with which it is associated.
Taking my argument one step furthery I wéulﬁ algP suggest that

Collingwood's definition of sense II of cause is too narrow, for therc

.’.-‘-
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are occasions when people appear to have.good grounds for claiming
that they have discoveb;d, but are unable to Eontrol, an insufficient
condition which they regard as the cause o? some event or effect. As
such, I think we should reject the corollary Céllingwood draws from
the principle of the relativity of causes, i.e. "for a person who is
not able to produce any one of its conditibns a given event has no
cause in sense II at all....for a mere spectator there are no causes."

(EM 306) .

Based on this corecllary, Collingwood maintains that it would be
a "nonsense statement" for someone to profess to have discovered the
Eause of cancer if he-acknowledged that he could not produce or prevent
at will the condition cited as the cause. Someone who made such a
claim would, in Collingwood'slwords, "be ridiculed-by his colieagues
in the medical profession.” (EM:BOO) This is, of course, nonsense.
A scientist may isolate some condition which causes a céftéin type
of disease without thereby possessing either the knowledge, toois,"
or technique for controlling it. Taken to its logical extreme,
Collingwood's view would have us deny. that in the exémple discussed
earlier, the passer-by discovered the .cause of the car's failure to
climb thiahill if he had said exactly the same thing as the A. A, man
but admitted that he lacked the ability to repair the malfa‘unctioning:
cylinder. Such a denial would obviously be a mistaﬁe.

It seems to me abundantly clear that "mere" .spectators can form
quite intelligible and valuable opinions agéut the cause of some
event they have witnessed'br Sthérwzse have studied, though they could
do notﬁing to prevent that evént from occurring. ﬁistorians ére a

good case in point, for they cannot control nor, in the vast ma jority

of cases, could they have controlled conditions that occurred in the

T
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past. §urely, though, né'one_would want Fo subscribe to the view that
a historian could not know the cause of some event that occurred in
the past. Yet, incredibly, Ceollingwood does seem committed to this
view so long as he insists on his corollary, without realizing that
his defimition of segse II of cause sometimes appI?es to the singular
causal judgments made by historians. What I mean is that historians
sometimes cite as the cause of éomeﬁhistorical event a condition which
is selecked because it was subject to some agent's coétrol, e.5. when
it is claimed that lack.of ammunition was the cause of an army's defeat
in battle. Given that sucﬁ ; causal judgment does conform to the
definition of sense II of cause, I fail to see what Collingwood hoped .
to gain by making its scope of application ;dbject to the coroliqry he
formulates.. |

Anyone is free to give a stipulat%ve definition to any term,
inéfuding "cause."_ But the fact that one defines g term in a given '
way provides no assurance that such a definition is representaii?e of
actuaildsage{ Now it seems té me that when Collingwodd began his
discussion of sense II of cause he was attempting to show how it con-
forms to causal judgments that are typical of the way people actually
talk about causes.  However, once he'introduces.the principle of the
relativity of causes his account of sense II of cause begins to dé%iéte
from actual usage in several important ways. Since, to my knowledge,
Collingwood was not recommending that acﬁual usage be altered to con-
form to the conditions he imposes on the definition of sense II of
cause, it seems to ﬁe thatltwo coacrusions are open to us. We may

conclude that (1) the application of sense II of cause is restricted

only to those occasions on which a claimant can produce or prevent the

fic 8
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,__<X find that I can get a result by certain means I may"

-

_condition cited as the cause of an event, or (2) there is another

principle, more genera; in its scope than Collingééod's controllability

criterion, which explains -both the successes and failures of that
s : " .

- - -
2

- ra * h

It seents to me that the "latter conclusion is the one that we sﬁouid

adopt. In opting for this alternative I dd_not'feel that I am proposiﬁg

* something thatrgOés entirely beﬁond what Collingwood had to Saﬁiabout

- B

the grounds upon which singular causal judgments are made. There is

a pertain irony here, anélogous to the situation that obtained with

respect to Mill's rejection of the ‘cause-conditions distinction while

‘he appeared to make this distinction when presenting simple cases

wherein the Method of Difference operates; What I have found is that

in challenginé'Mill's view that the condition cited as the cause is

" nselected" at all, let alone arbitrarily selected, Collingwood makes

a'poinﬁ which pfovides the basis for a principle that incoﬁborates,
yet goes beyond hislcontrollability critep}on. Thus, égaingb Milf
he-asserts‘that-_' ' ) \x -

the"condition' which is thus 'selected' is'in fact

not 'selected' at all; Tor selection implies that

- . the person has before him a finite number of things

from among which he takes his choice. But this does
not happen. In the first plage the conditions of any ~
event are quite possibly infiniﬁe in number, so that
no one could thus marshal them for selection even if
he tried. In the second place no one ever tries to
enumerate them completely. Why should he? If I
be sure that I should not be getting it unléss a i

great many conditions were fulfilled; but so long

as I get it I do not mind what these conditions are.

If owing to a change in one of them I fail to get it,

I still do not want to know what they all are;:I only
' want to know what the-one is that has changed.

(EM 303 itali¢s mine) o

‘The process that leads to the identification of some condition as the

cause of an event is not one of selection, but of elimination. One

v
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cendition after another is eliminated'as a pessible-cause until we find -
a condition tnat nas changeld. We presume that a system‘operates'
normally unless and untll somethlng changes. .When something changes
in- the system we then look for a correspondlng change to explain it.
~This is why we would not want to say that in cﬁr three automobile

examples prev1ously dlSCUSS&d that gravity (the condition cited by the

passer -by), the presence of gasoline in the car, and B's turning on

by

the radlo could ‘be the causes of the events for which they were in-
sufficient but necessary (in Ehe circumstances). It also explains
why we find it perfectly acceptable to say thas;“spectators“ may know

the ca&se of some event though they cannot, or could not manipulate the

‘condition so cited. .

In writing_ﬁne passage cited above Collingwood was apparentiy. .
unaware of the kact that he was introducing a principle that was both
different frqn and wider than his controllability criterionl Certainly
" he makes no dttempt to restrict the notion of a condition that changes
to one that is subgect to’ human control and this is as it should he.
But,notice also_that Collingwood's example is virtually the same as the
one proposed by Ddbasse. Eor bncasse, it will be recalled, the cause
of the failure of the. automobile to run was "the single change which
occurred ir the 1mmed1ately antecedent and adJacent circumstances.'
Although it was nécessary to criticize the temporal res?rlctlon Ducasse
placed on the identlflcatlon of the cause, we noted tha% his analysis :
does indicate how tne Method of Difference supplies tne justifying
grounds for such singular causal judgments. It is entirely approprgate,
then, that we apply tne same conclnsion to Collingwood's analysis of
sense II of cause. Once we do this it then becomes-clear that the role

played by the idea of "control™ in identifying the cause of an event is

&
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different than the one Collingwood attributed to it. Its fundamental
1mportance lies in-the fact that one or more entities or processes is
treated as a "control" subject or group of subjects, rather than these
entities or processes being amenable to physicairmaanulation (control
in Collingw:od's sense). *
7 the revisions I have prcposed to Coll-ngwood's atcount of sense
I of cauge are sound, then the procecdure whereby such causes are
identified would corstitute one awpect of what Ernest Nagel has <alled
ncontrolled investigation." For Nagel, it seems to me, controlled
investigaticn is simply inve:stigation that utilizes contrcls. Inthis-
own wordséthough, contralled investigaticn
¢ nnsists in a deliberate ssarch for contrasting
. occasions in which the phenomenon is either ,
uniformly manifested or panifested in some cases
but not others, and in the subsequent examina- »
tion of certair’ factors discriminated in those:
" occasions in order to ascertain whether

variations in these factors a % related to
dlffereﬂces i the phencmena. | :

o

Applying Nagel's notlon of controlled investigation to the auiomobile
examples offered by Ducasse and Coll}ngwood we would say that the
driver contrasted the occasion ¢n which the phenomenon was manifested
{i.e. the ca} wogld not run) with_previous occasions when the pheno- S
menon was not manifested {i.e. when the car was ruﬁning) in order to
determine whether Ehere was some variatioﬁ in the factors present on the
occasion when the phenomenon was manifested, but nof on the previous
_occasions.

In the‘neft chaptér we shall'examine the way that Nagel applies

z

the notion of controlled investigation fo what 1 have previously called

ex post facto or retrospective experiments. There we will find that the
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concept of control takes on an added dimension. For present purposes,

+

howe@er, it is enough that we have shown that Collingwood's manipula-
A

bility criterion needs to be replaced by a different concept-of control

in order to accourit for many cases where a distinction between cause

and conditions is drawn. S
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CHAPTER THREE: H. L. A. HART AND A. M. HONORE: CAUSES
CONDITIONS, AND CONTEXTS OF INQUIRY

{A) Introduction

In the last chapter we saw that Collingwood challéhged Mill's

view that when we say that X was the cause of Y what we always mean

is- that % is "the sum total of tﬁe eonditioﬁs,'positive and negative:

taken together, which being realizgd,‘the conseqqent invariéhly

follows." (SL 200) Wnile he was willing to allow that Mill's Rotion

of the meaning of cause constitutes one sense of what it is to be a

cause of some event (sense III) he proposed two further é;nses of cause.

What distinguishes these £w0 senses from Mill's is that they both in-

volve a contrast between cause and conditions whereas Mill's notion

of a cause does not. It was this claim, along with the criteria he

proposed for the non-arbitrary apniication of the.gausg—;gnditions

distinction, that constitutes Collingwbod's contribution to the analysis

af caﬁsal notions. - o . | i \<
In turning our atteﬁkion now to H. L. A. Hart and.h. M. Honorg's_

analysis of causal concepts we may take as our starting point the

observation of some important simila;iéies between their approach to

problems of causation and tgat of Col%ingwood. There are‘four-points

te be mentionéd in this connection. IFirstz both Collingwood and Hart

and Honoré challenge Mill's rejectioé-of the cause-condition$ distinc-

tion, and at leést one of the reasons théy have déne s¢o is the same,

viz. the recognition that there'afe rqles of brihciples governing the

discrimination of causes ffom conditions. Second, Hart'and Honorg ‘ /

e R .-
applaud Collingwood for having been the first one to recognize the /°
"srinciple of the relativity of causes." Thirdly,.like Collingwood,

these nuthors dismiss the idea that what i$ cdlled the cause of some

N
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event is "selected" from anaéssortment of otﬂeﬁ conditions. And

finally, they seem to‘Phare the view that explanations of Eau;;l éoh-

nections between physical events require generalizations in a way in
- which explanations of connections Setween human actiqns do not.

De;pite this not insignificant measure pf aéreement, Hért and‘
Honoréfare critical- of Collingwood's views on what rules are most
appropriate for distinguishing causes from conditions and éf his
sexplication of thé principle'of the‘relativity of causes. In addition,
they explore é,ﬁuch wider range of issues bearing on the topic of

causation than did Collingwood.

In a series of articles in the Law Quarterly Reviewl and in their

much discussed book which bears thé same title as their earlier arti-

cles, Causution In The Lawz, Hart and Honorg attempt to soﬁt'out.and

to resolve various enigmas surrounding the use of causal language in
' -

coukts of law. . Their views on the natgﬁb and role of causation in the
law are developed against a double background. On the one hand they
'argue that tkadiigonal ;ﬁilosophical accounté.of causation (priTarily
Hume's) have little or no'fearing upon the particular causal issues
faced by the judge:and lawyer; on the other hand they are sceg&icall
of what they see as a growing trénd'among jurists to try to eliminate
thé'noi;on of cause altogether from th law or to reduce its =scope
to a minimuﬁ, substituting in ;ts place "policy" considerations alone.
In attempting to realign problems ?f causation in Ehe law within
a broader philosophical context and to resist the reduction of causai
issue§ to questions of 1egal.policy; Hart and Honoﬁé.glaim that the

complex causal questions courts have to face can only be understood,

though not always conclusively aqswered, gn terms of certain principles

latent in common sense notions of causation. Two claims that make their
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analysis of causal issues in the law -especially relevant to the topic

of this thesis are (1) that "the causal statements of the lawyer and

historian are like the causal statements most frequent in drdinary
life; théj are singular causal statements jdentifying in complev .
situations certain particular events as causes, effects, or conse-
quences of éther particular events,™ (9) and (2} that "the contrast

of cause with mere conditions is an inseparable feature of all <¢ausal
thinking." (11) Here 1 shall‘cqmméﬁt only briefly on these two

ciaims for their %mplications Qill be developed in greater detail in
subsequent sections of this chapter. k. a

When reading through the introddction and the first chapter of

. Causation in the Law one is struck by the number of references the-

authors make to "the lawyer,. historian, and ordina}y man." They use
this phrase; or some variation theréﬁf,_at~least a dozen times. The
major point they wish to convey in this connection is that unlike the
scientist who strives to formulate léws or generalizations connectihg

! _ typen of events, the lawyer, historian, and ordinary man are "primaril}
concerned to make causal stateﬁeﬁts about particulars, to establish
?hat on some particulaf occasion some jarticulhr occurrence was the

-\ effect or consequence of some particular occurrence.™ {8=Q) Hart

N and Honoré'then suggest that most philosoﬁhical thought about causation,

stemming as it does from Hume's concern with the supposed necessary

.connéction between cause and effect, is quite remote ‘frop the‘probbcms

c:éendered by the éingula; causal judgments made by lawyers, historians,

and "plaiﬁ men." They argue,.morcoven, that "Humé's términology is

almbﬁt pe?fectly designed td conceal their existence.” (15) -

s

Two difficulties attending Hume's terminology that Hart and Honore

find particularly noteworthy are, first, that he invariably refers to
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ﬁétticular causes as "events" or "objects" when what.is designated as

!-a cause by lawyers, historians, and ordinary people incluqe persictent

- -

states, the failure of events to occur, omissions, and-thr provision

<

L of opportunltles. Secondly, Hume speaks as if it were paurs ci’ sinple

- .

'nvents that are causally connected when, as Mill pvurorly noted, "it is

seldom if ever between a consequent and the single antecedent “hat thic

. Ynvariable sequence consists. It is uuually between a consequent’ 1qd

the sum of several antecedents, the concurrence of all of them being

requisite to produce, that is to be certain of being followed by the

}mnséquent." (SL 200) Though Mill retained Hume's emphansis on invari-

able sequence; adding that such sequences must be unconcitional as

4

‘well as invariable, his observation that causes are complex sets of

-

conditions provides the framework for.analyzing the most important’ issue

generated by singular causal statements, this being, upon what grounds
H

is one member of a set of conditions, which set is sufficient for
|- . . :

. mome effect, denominated the cause of thut effect?:

This last question becomes of great importance ig the law when
limits must be set upo;'tracing causal connections for@érd§ and back-
wards in time. In many iégéi cases there is a question as to whether
some condition or factor can be said to "negatife causal connection®
or "break the chaln of causatlon" between some earlier act or omission
and the occurrence of some subsequent harm. Two kinds of legal case
serve to illustrate the ﬁature of this problem; one involyes "SupQFJ:

vening causes," the other, "extraneous causes."”

{1) Supervening Causes

Consider the following: A lights a fire, a mild breeze starts up,

the fire spreads to an adjoining house and-consumes it. In such a casc

the law holds that the breenn did not "break the chain of causallon™
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even though it was a condition that was independent of A's action and
a necessary condition of the harm. Thus, A's action in lighting the
fire is the C;Lse,of the subsequent harm. .On'the other hand, suppose
the fire-started by A‘was abopt to flicker out when another person, B,
poured gasoline on it, such that the flames spread to the adjoiﬁing
house with the same result as be}ore. Given these facts B's actlion
wouid'be deemed a "supervening cause" and would be said to have broken

the chain of causation between A's action and the subsequent iharm.

-
{2) Extraneous Causes

Extraneous causes are conceived as events which, in conjunctior
with other occurrences, are of an extraordinary nature. Thus, A hits
B with the intention of killing him. B suffers only minor injuries

Y

but faints. At/that moment a huge tree crashes down on top of B,

killing him. /Upon these facts both common sense and the law would hold

that A caused B's minor injuries but_th his death. The extraneous
factor, the fall of the tree, is whaﬁ caused B's death. In this case
the fall of the tree at that paﬁticular time and place in conjunction
Iwith B's being in the pa;h of its fall would be deemed a coincidence;
As Hart and Honoré point out, a thorny problem for the courts to re-
so}ve is "just how unlikely must a conjunction be to rank as a coin-
cidence, and in the light of what knowledge is likelihood to be
assessed?" (75) !

Legal talk about supervening causes and extraneous causes has its
roots in common sense notions of cause,'argué Hart and Honoré, and no
attempt to explicate legal notions of cause without regard to this
fac% can be successful. Their own analysis of common sense notions of
cause takes as its point of depa}ture the view that "there is not a

“

single concept of causation but a group or family of concepts." (26)
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They find, héwever, that one concept in particular can be identified
as the_centfal one, this beapg "cause and effect.”

The source of the central notion of cause is located by Hart and
Hono;g in the knowledge acquired by human beings that they can, by
making appropriate movements of their bodies, bring about desired
alterations in both animate and inanimate objects in their environment.
Such achievements are expressed by the use of simple transitive verbs,
e.g. push, pull, bend, twist. Further, péople have "learnt to extend
the range of their a&tions and have discovered that by doing these *

elatively simple actions they c¢an, in favorable circumstances, bring
about secondary changes, not only in the objects_actually manipulated,
but in.other obj;cts." (26)

We use thé correlative terms "cause™ and "effect" rather than
simple transitive verbs only when tiere exists such a three pla;e
relation, that is,.a;tion-—primary change--secondary change. -For
example, "we cause one thing to.move by striking it with another,
glass to Bréﬁﬁﬁby throwing stones, injuries by blgws, things to get hot
by putting them on [ires." (ET) In such cases the %otions of cause
and effect merge with those of means to ends and of produciné one thing

"by doing another'.3

What Hart and Hoﬁorg find particularly important about these

simplé cases is that they constitute paradigms for understanding the

way causal language gets used in very different typgé of cases. This

.

is so primarily because "expressions which have a literal use in the
simple cases have come to be used in a metaphorical and sometimes
baffling way in cases far outside their scope.” (27) For this reason

they ciaim that analogies with the central notion of cause and eflfect
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"characterize the common-sense identifitation of causes in a wider
field."™ (26) | -

What serves to characterize the simple cases to which the tefms
cause and effect most readily apply is the-presence of'a‘human action

conceived as "an interference in the natural course of events which

makes a difference in the way these develop." (27) Elaborating on

this point Hart and Honore write:

tommon experience teéaches us that, left to them-

® gelves, the things we manipulate, since they

3 have a 'nature' or characteristic way of behaving,
would persist in states or exhibit changes dif-
ferent from those which we have learnt to bring.
about in them by our manipulation. The notion,
that a cause is essentially something which inter-
feres with or intervenes in the course of events
which would normally take place, is central to
the common-sense concept of cause....Analogies with
the interference by human beings with the natural
course of events in part control, even in cases
where there is literally no human intervention, .
what is to be identified as the cause of some )
vy urrance; the cause, though not a literal inter-
vention, is a differeg§e to the normal course
which accounts for the‘difference in the outcome.
(27)

Whatever the origin may be of the idea that the cause of an event is
some condition that "makes the difference," this idea is of greater
importange in analyzing the structure of explanations that involve a
distinction between cadge and conditions than even Hart and Honnég
seem aware of. While much of this chapter will be devoted to an
examination of their account of the way in which two contrasts serve
as criteria for distinguishing causes from conaitions—-thesé being,
"wha£ is abnormal and what is normal in relation ;o any thing or
subject matter, and between a tree deliberate human action and all
other conditions" (31)==T shall argue that i} is oftegathe Method of

o
nifference, sometimes in conjunction with one or another of Mill's
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Methods , that supplies the justifying grounds for many singular causal

statements. Moreover, I want to argue that those singular causal
M . -

-~ ’
s

statements that can be anaiyzed in the way I propoée constitute but
one species of the Method of Difference, another épecios being.com—
prised of some varieties of judgments of causal importance (otherwise
knqwn as weightiqg causes) . Sincé to my khowledge no one has yet made
. sustained attempt to link the cause-conditions distinction with
Jjudgments of causal importapce, the account I give of their mntual

© justifying grounds ﬂi]l hopefully serve to jnitiate debate nn this

much neglected aspect of. causation.

{B) Types of'Causal Inquiry: Explanatory and Attributive

The first of the two principal criteria for distinpuishing cau=es
from mere conditions is the contrast between norm;1 ang abnormal con-
ditions. Before begifming our examination of this contrast it =hould
be pointed out that Hart gnd HonoFg contend that it functions in bothn
"explanatory™ and "attributive™ causﬁl inquiries. The distincticr
they draw betwegn these two types of causal ingquiry is ﬂoméwhat COM-=
plicateé, for it seems to me that they mean at least three differrnm!
things by "attributive dinguiries.” In order to av?id undue complica-
tions at the outset T will fipst mine7the wéy in which the contﬁast
. ’ . l \-/ ' . .
between abnormal and normal conditions functions in explanatory
inquiries alon-. Once we have come to appreciate £he manner in which
this contrast operatés in these causgl inquiries we will be in a better
.positionlto deal with the special problems engendered by attributive

L
causal inquiries.
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{1) Explanatory Inquiries: Abnormal and Normal Conditions® | /;

What serves to characterize both explanatory and attributive