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ABSTRACT
ANGER: A PHILOSOPHICAL DISCUSSION
By

Henry Eugene Cline

This dissertation is about anger. Much of my talk a-
bout anger is causal talk, so the first half of the disser-
tation is devoted to getting clear on the causal principles
which will be applied to anger in the second half of the
dissertation.

The first chapter is a discussion of some ontological
aspects of causation. The main result from chapter one used
in later chapters is that fictional entities do not causally
affect real temporal entities. I call this restriction on
the causal relation the weak intracategoriality of causal
relations.

Chapter two contains a discussion of some epistemologi-
cal aspects of weak intracategoriality, viz., we do not look
for real temporal effects of fictional '"causes'", and we do
not look for fictional ''causes'" of a real temporal effect.
(I will later construe states of anger as real temporal
effects).

In chapter three causal language is discussed. In this
chapter I discuss singular causal statements. I argue that
we need to be able to make singular causal statements even

though we do not know the technical content of the covering



laws for those statements. I use some of these distinctions
to argue against Russell's claim that '"cause'" has nothing to
do with science.

Chapter four serves as a transition from the earlier
discussion of causes per se to the later discussion of anger
in causal terms. Here I discuss the relations which I will
take seriously in my attempt to give a partial description

of anger, viz.,

1. the being made angry by relation ('"'x is made angry
by e"), and

2. the being consciously angry at relation ('x is con-
sciously angry at z"), and

3. the being biologically angry at relation ("x is
biologically angry at z"'y, and

4. the being justifiably consciously angry at relation
("x is justifiably consciously angry at z"), and

S. the being justifiably biologically angry at rela-
tion (""x is justly biologically angry at zJi.

In the last section of chapter four I discuss the "x is
made angry by e'" relation. I argue for the following bicon-

ditional description of x is made angry by e:

X is made angry by e if and only if.

l. x is angry, and
2. e is a cause of x's anger.

Chapter five contains a discussion of how we focus our

citations of causes to suit our instrumental purposes. I



argue that, at least prima facie, the following bicondition-

al truly describes conscious anger at. Where x and z are

individuals (real or -fictional)1 and e 1is an event.

X is consciously angry at z if and only if
1. there is some e such that x is made angry by e, and

2. x consciously believes that there is some e such
that

a. e made x angry, and
b. e is untoward, and
c. z did e.

In chapter six I give a biconditional for biological
anger at and I argue that to understand conscious anger at
(or biological anger at) evolutionarily, we need to general-
ly restrict the objects of episodes of these kinds of anger
to entities which actually entered 1into their causal
genesis. |

In the last chapter I give and argue for a bicondition-
al construal of justified conscious anger at and I give a
biconditional construal of justified biological anger at. I
then suggest that biological anger at and conscious anger at
may be identical. I close with a discussion of this

possibility.

1Strictly speaking x can't be fictional because of the
first condition on the biconditional and the principle of
weak intracategoriality.
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CHAPTER I: SOME ONTOLOGICAL ASPECTS OF CAUSATION: WEAK,
MODERATE AND STRONG INTRACATEGORIALITY.

A. INTRODUCTION TO THE CHAPTER.

In the following discussion I make the assumption that
there are two mutually disjoint, jointly exhaustive, kinds
of entities,‘zig., real entities and non-real entities. I
call non-real entities fictional entities. I sometimes call
real entities non-fictional entities.

There are a number of possible positions one might hold
as to the field of the "x causes e" relation. One might
think, for instance, that expressions occurring in the x and
e slots can refer to anything, real or fictional. If one
thinks, on the other hand, that the field of the relation is
restricted to, say, spatio-temporal entities then one thinks
that the '"x causes e" relation applies only within that
category of entities. This is to think that the relation is
intracategorial.

In this chapter I will talk about three positions on
the intracategoriality of the 'x causes e'" relation (here-

after the ''causal relation'"). These three positions are:

1. That the causal relation is a weak intracate-
gorial relation.

2. That the causal relation is a moderate intra-
categorial relation.

3. That the causal relation is a strong intracate-
gorial relation.



In the remainder of this chapter I1'll formulate weak,
moderate and strong intracategoriality for the causal rela-
tion. Then I'll discuss each one, accepting weak intracate-
goriality, giving some arguments for accepting moderate
intracategoriality.(without being committed to it myself)
and rejecting strong intracategoriality (while putting a
weaker, but still somewhat dubious, version in its place).

What I call weak intracategoriality is a restriction on
the field of the causal relation. Weak intracategoriality
is the claim that fictional entities are not related to real
entities as causes to effects, i.e., fictional entities
do not causally affect real entities.!

Moderate intracategoriality requires weak intracate-
goriality plus the conditions that real entities do not
causally affect fictional entities, and fictional entities
do not causally affect fictional entities.

Strong intracategoriality is the claim that all and
only real entities are causal relata. Strong intracate-

goriality requires moderate intracategoriality, plus the

1Strictly speaking, it 1is events which we think of as
being causally related to events. '"Entities," (in the
general sense which includes objects, processes, flashes,
etc.) may not all be thought of as being causal relata.
This consideration is written into the account in later
chapters, where events which cause anger events (episodes)
are discussed. It is not written into the account in
earlier chapters. This makes the earlier chapters easier to
read than they'd otherwise be. Besides, there is a sweeping
justification for leaving this consideration out, even in
later chapters. This is the fact that temporally real
entities can be treated as events. Enduring physical things
for instance, can be treated as just being long-lasting
events.



condition that every real entity stands in a causal relation

to at least one other real entity.
B. THE ARGUMENT FOR WEAK INTRACATEGORIALITY.

Weak intracategoriality is a very plausible restriction
on the field of the causal relation. Weak intracategoria-
lity seems so plausible that it might seem silly to argue
for it. Since, however, I employ it in a rather héavy
handed way in later chapters, I'll argue for it here.

My method of argument is to generalize over specific
cases where our presupposition of weak intracategoriality is
especially transparent. In doing this I am making the
assumption that these examples can be safely generalized
over, and although I think this assumption is correct, it
should be kept in mind. The two specific cases I'll use
involve the discovery of x-rays and the discovery of Troy.
I'll consider the discovery of Troy first.

Troy was once thought of as a figment of Homer's imagi-
nation, a mythical city created to embellish heroic litera-
ture. So long as Troy was thought of as an imaginary city,
nobody considered looking for the actual physical remains of
Troy. 1In particular, Schliemann only looked for the remains
of Troy after he came to the conclusion that Homer was talk-

ing about a real city.



The other example is the discovery of x-rays by Rontgen
near the end of 1895. R8ntgen was experimenting by passing
a charge through a tube which was shielded by a close fit-
ting cardboard mantle. Some nearby paper with a chemical on
it became brilliantly flourescent while the charge was being
passed through the tube, even though the tube was shielded
by the cardboard mantle. Rontgen postulated x-rays as the
cause of the glowing screen, and hypothesized many of the
properties of these unknown rays. Among Rontgen's hypothe-

ses were that:

1. All substances were more or less transparent
to x-rays. Named in order of decreasing tranpar-
ency were, for example, wood, aluminum, lead.

2. Many substances emitted light when exposed to
X~-rays.

3. X-rays were generated whenever and wherever
the cathode rays of the discharge tube struck any
solid body as a target.

4. Heavy elements, such as platinum, emit more

x-rays than light elements like_aluminum when
struck with cathode rays...etc.1

Results following upon the discovery of x-rays are too
numerous to catalogue. It suffices to say that the discov-
ery of x-rays was instrumental in the determining of the

number of electrons in the carbon atom, led to the discovery

1George Lindenberg Clark, 'X-Rays, MNature Of", in the
Encyclopedia Britannica, 1951, Vol. 23, p. 838.




of radioactivity, and '"opened up the inner world of the
atom."!

The inference leading to this explosion in knowledge
was the inference that Rontgen himself made, and that others
‘found to be unobjectionable, viz., that some kind of radia-
tion from the closed box had made the coated paper outside
the enclosure glow. Rontgen, who had '"mo idea what kind of
radiation this might be, called it simply-"x-rays".2 But
that it was a real phenomenon was never in question - be-
cause it produced a real effect. Thus, the connection
hypothesized between the glowing paper and the cathode tube
radiation discharges was acceptable conceptually. Any
inference to a fictional cause of the glowing paper would
have been absurd on its face.

Our refusal to bother looking for the remains of Troy
so long as we believe that Troy is a fictional eﬁtity makes

sense on the assumption of the weak intracategoriality of

lIsaac, Asimov, The New Intelligent Man's Guide to
Science, p. 637.

21bid. Asimov, p. 637. Emphasis added. It should be
noted that in both examples it is real temporal entities
(the remains of Troy, the glowing paper) that are shown not
to be the effects of fictional causes. This leaves open the
possibility that fictional entities could cause non-temporal
real entities, entities like propositions and numbers. Al-
though I don't believe this is possible, I shall not argue
for it here, but shall simply assume that fictional entities
don't have real effects of any kind, temporal or non-tempor-
ral. In fact I shall assume that non-temporal real entities
never stand in causal relations with anything whatsoever.
Even if this assumption is false, it does not undercut my
later discussion, which is concerned with the causes of a
particular kind of temporal entity, namely episodes of
anger.



causal relations. So does our insistence that the glowing
paper in Rontgen's experiment has to have a real cause, even
if it means postulating that cause as an unknown kind of ray
called, mysteriously enough, x-rays. Both of these examples
make sense on the assumption that fictional entities are not
related to real entities as causes to effects.

In general, then, to consider any entity to be fiction-
al is to deny that that entity bears the ''causes'" relation
to anything in the non-fictional temporal W'orld.1 So, 1if
Quine is angry at Pegasus (a state which I will later argue
is at best fairly uninteresting from the perspective of a
causal appreciation of anger), then Quine cannot be caused
to be angry by Pegasus so long as Quine's angry state is a
real temporal entity (which, as a state of the angry Quine,
it clearly is).

This ontological assumption has an epistemological
corollary, namely, that 1it's fruitless to look for the
temporal effects of any fictional entity. One might as well
look for Prometheus' liver, or the wings of Pegasus, as for
the ruins of Troy, under any interpretation which takes Troy
to be fictional. The initial conception of Troy as fiction-
al moots any attempt to look for the physical ruins of Troy.
To look for stones cut by the builders of Troy, or the

skeletons of long dead citizens of Troy is to presume that

When I argue for moderate intracategoriality, I also
assume that real non-temporal entities aren't related to
fictional entities as causes to effects.



Troy is more than a fictional entity: It is at least to
presume that Troy is a non-fictional temporal entity.

I label the weak principle of intracategoriality WPI.

WPI: Fictional entities are not related1to non-
fictional entities as causes to effects.

c. THE ARGUMENT FOR MODERATE INTRACATEGORIALITY

Dretske implies that a moderate principle of intracate-
goriality is true when he says that causal relations are
"genuine'" relations which require the existence of their

relata.

If one thinks of a genuine relation as one which
requires the existence of its relata, then wanting,
desiring, seeking, hoping, believing and imagining
are not relations at all, at least not relations be-
tween the subject and what he is said to want, be-
lieve in or seek. Causality, however, is a genuine
relation. I can believe there is a bug in my soup,
or be afraid that this is so, without there actually
being a bug in my soup, but nothing can cause there
to be a bug in my soup, or be the effect of this
state of _affairs, unless there really is a bug in
my soup.2

Dretske's claim is that the moderate intracategoriality
of causal relations is true, i.e., that causal relations

hold only amongst real entities, though there may be some

11bid. p. 637.

2pred Dretske, ''Causal Theories of Reference', in The
Journal of Philosphy, Vol. LXXIV No. 10, October 1977, p. 62.



real entities which do not bear causal relations. to any
other real entity (Dretske doesn't comment on this latter
condition one way or the other).

The weak intracategoriality of causal relations is a
necessary condition for moderate intracategoriality. There
are two other necessary conditions for moderate intracate-

goriality. They are:

1. Fictional entities are not causes of fictional
entities.

2. Non-fictional entities are not causes of fic-
tional entities.

The first of these new conditions is not obviously
true. Someone might say that causal relations do obtain
between fictional entities on the basis of what looks: like
pretty good literary evidence. Fydor Pavlovich's buffoonery

causes father Zosima to become ill in The Brothers Karamazov,

the Minotaur kills unfortunate Greek adventurers in the
legend of Theseus, and Kurtz causes great changes in his

jungle compound in The Heart of Darkness. The examples seem

endless.

However, a crucial presupposition of all genuine causal
investigation is lacking in all such cases. It is standard
doctrine, concerning causes, that they may be present and
yet no one ever be aware of them. Ontologically, causes
Operate independently of anyone's awareness of them. Some-
times we discover them, and sometimes we fail to discover

them (or even to look for them), but such success or failure






operate independently of anyone's awareness of them. Some-
times we discover them, and sometimes we fail to discover
them (or even to look for them), but such success or failure
does not bring them into existence or make them non-exist-
ent.

Any relation a fictional entity bears to another fic-
tional entity, on the other hand, is stipulated. It is
usually stipulated by the author of the work of fiction.
This includes the above purported causal relations. Some-
one, in each such case, has constructed the story so that
the fictional characters in question have the properties
that they do, including the property of bearing 'causal"
relations to other fictional entities.

Someone is aware of the ''causes" in cases like these,

because the author has stipulated those ''causes'" (at least

the author is aware of the '"causal relations" obtaining
between his fictional creations, even if no one ever reads
his books or hears his stories). So the usual independence
of the existence of causes from our knowledge of them is not
preserved in literary contexts. Thus it is a mistake to say
that fictional entities in a piece of literature or folklore

are causally related to other fictional entities in that
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same piece of literature or folklore. The use of causal
language here is, at best, metaphorical.1

The third condition on moderate intracategoriality is
that non-fictional entities areb not related to fictional
entities as causes to effects. Once this condition is ar-
gued for, I will have argued for all the conditions needed
to establish moderate intracategoriality.

I'll discuss two sorts of purported counterexamples to
the third condition. Then I'll close the argument for the
third condition by giving the same sort of argument I gave
for the second condition.

One of the more plausible counterexamples to the third
condition is the following sort of case. It seems that
cases of authorship are cases where a real entity stands in
a causal relationship to a fictional entity. It seems
plausible to suggest, for instance, that Arthur Conan Doyle
caused Sherlock Holmes to be a brilliant detective. I will
argue that such examples are not obvious counterexamples to

the third condition on moderate intracategoriality.

lpart of the problem here is that many entities referred
to in literature ought not to be regarded as obviously fic-
tional. Some references are clearly to real entities, even
when unfamiliar names are used for those entities. There is
reason to believe, for instance, that Ginsberg's reference
to Moloch in Howl is a reference to America. (See Allen
Ginsberg, Howl and Other Poems, pp. 17-18.) It's also
Pretty clear that many references in novels are to actual
Places and times. What to do in a case like David Copper-
field, when types of people are embodied in a  particularly
clear way in a specific character, is not entirely clear.
These are not definitionally fictional entities of the clear
sort discussed in chapter two. I'll discuss this issue
further as I consider the third condition on moderate intra-
Categoriality.
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It seems that the verb wanted in "Arthur Conan Doyle
caused Sherlock Holmes to be a brilliant detective'" is not
""caused" but, rather, ''created'". It also seems that the
phrase 'caused to be a brilliant detective" should be re-
placed by the phrase ''created a brilliant detective charac-
ter".

If the word really wanted here is ''caused'", what such a
claim seems to amount to is that if it weren't for Conan
Doyle doing such-and-such, there would have been no bril-
liant detective Holmes. Doyle's activities as an author are
here seen as some sort of a necessary condition of Mr.
Holmes. Sometimes there is also a causal reading to the
effect that Doyle's writings are some sort of a sufficient
condition of Mr. Holmes. Causes are often thought of in
terms of necessary or sufficient conditions, so these claims

may seem at least prima facie, to be causal.

However, it seems false to say that Doyle's writings
are a necessary condition for the "existence'" of Holmes as a
fictional character. Someone else could have created that
fictional character whom we recognize as Holmes. If so,
Doyle's authorship may turn out to be sufficient, but not
essential, to the creation (not the causation) of that de-
lightful fictional character who constantly mistakes induc-
tion for deduction.

More importantly, giving necessary or sufficient
conditions does not imply that a causal relation is present.

It is logically necessary and sufficient for a number to be
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divisible by two that that number be an even number. It's
linguistically necessary and sufficient that the shortest
spy be the shortest spy, and it's linguistically necessary
that the shortest spy be a spy. None of these claims de-
scribe, or imply the presence of, any causal relations, so
it's false to say that establishing something as a necessary
or sufficient condition of something else establishes that a
causal relation holds between the twb.

Hence, it's not obvious that establishing Doyle's writ-
ings as.a necessary or sufficient condition of Holme's pro-
perties implies that Doyle caused Holmes to have those pro-
perties.

So it's not obvious that cases of authorship are cases
where a non-fictional temporal entity (an author) causally
affects a fictional entity.

The second sort of counterexample is where some real
entity is said causally to affect some fictional entity in a
work of literature. Suppose, for instance, that it's claim-
ed that the real university at Christminster is the cause of

Jude's consternation in Hardy's Jude The Obscure. Sue seems

to be making just this point (from the perspective of the

reader) when she says to Jude that he is

one of the very men Christminster was intended
for when the colleges were founded; a man with
a passion for learning, but no money, or oppor-
tunities, or friends... You were elbow?d off
the pavement by the millionare's sons.

1 Thomas Hardy, Jude the Obscure (New York, 1961), p. 151.
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Here is a case where it 1looks 1like a real entity
(Christminster) is related to a fictional entity (Jude) as
cause to effect. At least two things are wrong with taking
this as a causal relation.

The first thing wrong with taking this as a causal re-
lation is that it occurs in a literary context, and (seem-
ingly) only a literary context, i.e., Hardy's novel. So
again we lack the separation of epistemological and ontolog-
ical considerations which seems so typical of relations
which are clearly causal. If there are relations in Jude
which appear to be explicitly causal, they are there because
Hardy put them there.

It's also not obvious how to interpret discourses like
novels and the purported references to real entities that
occur within them. It does seem fairly clear that such ref-
erences in novels (say the name of a well known real place)
are often taken to refer to that place. Sometimes the rela-
tionship, in the novel, between such a named place, and the
fictional characters in the novel, are very informative as
to the nature of the place. In good novels these relations
often tell us a lot about what our own reactions would be
were we in similar '"'shoes'. Sometimes such informativeness
1s so clear that it impresses large groups of people. This
is true in the present example, where Hardy's comments about
the elitism of British universities helped prompt the found-

ing of Ruskin College, Oxford.
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This informativeness makes it less obvious that Jude is
a merely fictional entity only occurring in the literary
context. At this point the principle of moderate intracate-
goriality may become legislative. Perhaps Jude 1is best
viewed as some sort of general event description of the type
that figures in a causal law, representing socially signifi-
cant general properties of a class of aspiring young schol-
ars in the England of the 1890's.

One of the reasons for thinking this is that causal re-
lations appear in factual accounts of actual states of af-
fairs. As a story about the elitism of British universities
Hardy's novel might not be about relations between a real
university and a fictional character at all. It might be
about the .universal experience of people like Jude, 1i.e.,
people who are poor aspiring young scholars. If so, the
reference to Jude may not be a simple reference to a char-
acter who is clearly fictional. The reference to Jude may
turn out to be causally informative only insofar as almost
all of his properties are conjoined in a way which we find
commonly instantiated.

What such a reference is, is much harder to say, but it
does not seem to be a reference to precisely the sort of en-
tity later discussed under definitionally fictional enti-

ties.! Nor does '"Jude was caused to be upset by the

1Definitionally fictional entities are discussed in
section C of chapter two. Whatever Jude is, in Hardy's
novel, he does not seem to be the same sort of fantastic
definitionally fictional  object as Pegasus or Bellerophon.
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policies adopted at Christminster'" seem to be a singular
causal statement of the sort discussed in chapter three.
So, such relations aren't causal where they are merely
stipulated, and where they are causally informative this is
because the author has woven some aspects of some general
causal relation into the story, and it's no longer clear
that such cases are cases violating the third condition on
moderate intracategoriality. Besides, in all such cases, we
have the general problem of reference from within a non-
factual literary context.
If moderate intracategoriality were true (and I think
that it is, though nothing very much hangs on this claim for
my later discussion), its formulation could be expressed in

terms of the moderate principle of intracategoriality (MPI).

MPI: Causal relations hold only between real entities.

D. THE ARGUMENT FOR STRONG INTRACATEGORIALITY.

Strong intracategoriality is true if all and only real
entities are causal relata. The truth of moderate intracat-
egoriality would insure that only real relata are causal
relata. What remains to be shown is that all real relata
are causal relata, and this seems false. Real non-temporal
entities like numbers and propositions are seemingly not

causal relata.
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A weaker version of strong intracategoriality may be
true, however. This is intracategoriality where the field
of the relation is restricted to real temporal entities. I
label the restricted version of strong intracategoriality

with a prime superscript, viz., SPI'.

SPI': All and only temporal real relata are causal
relata.

For SPI' to be true, only temporal real relata are
caﬁsal relata, and all temporal real relata are causal re-
lata. Moderate intracategoriality would show that only real
relata are causal relata. I've assumed that there are only
two kinds of real entities, temporal and non-temporal, and
that only one of these (temporal real entities) are causal
relata (since the non-temporal real relata like numbers and
propositions were assumed to not be causal relata at all).
So the arguments for moderate intracategoriality also shows
that only temporal real relata are causal relata.

The following examples are intended to show that we
think that all real temporal entities are causal relata.
The first example is a science fiction one involving the
disintegration of Troy. The second is an example from the
history of science, i.e., the postulation and discovery of

neutrinos.



17

Consider the following science fiction scenario, set in
the early twenty-first century A.D. The earth is completely
destroyed, disintegrated to the point where there is no par-
ticle larger than an atom left intact from the original
planet. Perhaps all of earth's matter has been transferred
into energy. Since it's our earth, the ruins of Troy exist-
ed on its surface just before the destruction of the planet.

I think that most of us share the following epistemo-
logical attitude about the destruction event. Either Troy
made some difference in the disintegration process, and if
we ‘had sophisticated enough technology, detection devices,
and body of theory, we could trace back the events in the
disintegration process which lead back to Troy; or else Troy
is not real.

If there are no physically discoverable (hence exist-
ent) events which lead back to Troy, then Troy was not a
real city. The best argument I can think of for how diffi-
cult it is to rule out the possibility of such discovery is
the history of science.

A presupposition of this optimism about discovering
real entities, in this case the disintegrated Troy, is that
if Troy is a real city then Troy made a difference in the
disintegration process. I claim that this is a common pre-
supposition whenever the entity in question is a temporally
real entity. This claim is made even clearer by the story

of the postulation and discovery of neutrinos.
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Experimenters in the beginning of the twentieth century
were puzzled by tbe fact that an unexplained amount of ener-
gy was lost in the decay of radioactive nuclei. Wolfgang
Pauli suggested that the energy was carried out by an unde-
tected particle leaving the radioactive nuclei. This par-

ticle was very mysterious, however,

It had no charge and no mass; all it had, as
it sped along at the velocity of light, was a
certain amount of energy. It looked, in fact,
like a fictional %tem created just to balance
the energy books.

Neutrinos seemed almost impossible to detect. That is,
they seemed to have almost no effects (other than the origi-
nally observed loss of energy). A neutrino has no mass and
charge. A neutrino virtually does not interact with matter.
Calculations show that ''the average neutrino could pass
through 100 light years of solid lead with only a 50% chance
of being absorbed."2
Yet the physicists were confident that neutrinos

existed, and were confident that since they existed, they

would have some real effects. Asimov notes:

Naturally physicists could not rest content
until they had actually tracked down the
neutrino; ... But how detect (sic) an entity

1Qg.Cit. Isaac Asimov, The New Intelligent Man's Guide To
Science, p. 284.

21bid. p. 285.
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as nebulous as the neutrino- an object with
.no mass, no charge, and practically no_propen-
sity to interact with ordinary matter?!

An experiment was set up on the assumption that, though
the average neutrino does not interact with matter, there
will be an incredibly small percentage of neutrinos that
will. Experimenters set up their instruments by a fission
reactor in Georgia, where antineutrinos were detected. This
was taken to show the existence of neutrinos.

The Troy example and the neutrino example indicate the
strength of the presumption that if something is a temporal
real object then that thing has discoverable effects no mat-
ter how difficult it may be to make them out.

If we presume this then, we presume that SPI' is true:

SPI': All and only temporal real entities are causal
relata.

'Ibid. pp. 285-86. Emphasis added.
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CHAPTER II: SOME EPISTEMOLOGICAL ANALOGUES OF WEAK
INTRACATEGORIALITY.

A. INTRODUCTION TO THE CHAPTER.

The discussion in this chapter is primarily related to
the truth of the weak intracategoriality of causal rela-
tions. If weak intracategoriality is true, we'd expect just
the sort of results concerning our attitudes towards causal
investigation that are argued for in this chapter. The two

most important of these results are:

1. That we have a strong conceptual block to
investigations into purported causal relations
which we believe violate the principle of weak
intracategoriality, and

2. That such blocks are obviously legitimized
in at least one sort of case, viz, the case
where the purported cause is definitionally
fictional.

In the closing pages of this chapter I use the above two
results to draw some morals about the causal investigation

of anger.

B. STRONG CONCEPTUAL BLOCKS TO CAUSAL INQUIRY.

In this section I discuss one epistemomological aspect
Of the claim that fictional entities are not related to real

entities as causes to effects.
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Consider Troy again. To believe that Troy is fictional
is to have a certain sort of very strong epistemological
block which precludes inquiring as to the whereabouts of

Troy's ruins. I call this sort of block a conceptual block

to causal inquiry. To believe that Troy is a figment of
Homer's imagination is to believe that Troy is fictional,
and this belief implies the presence. of just such a block.
No causal inqﬁiry which looks for the ruins of Troy will be
seriously carried out by someone who genuinely thinks of
Troy as a merely fictional city. In fact, this is part of
what it is to understand what a fictional city is.

The x-ray examﬁle helps to make an even more pertinent
point. As soon as Rontgen saw the paper glow, he postulated
a real temporal entity as the cause of that glow, and there
was no thought that the real temporal effect (the glow)
might be '"caused" by some fictional entity. This indicates
that if one is looking for a cause of some real entity, then
one won't consider fictional entities as candidates for
causally affecting that real entity. This is the other side'
of weak intracategoriality.

So the belief that an entity is fictional precludes any
attempt to locate the real effects of that entity, and the
belief that an entity is real precludes any attempt to look
for fictional causes of that entity. Both of these blocks
are supported by weak intracategoriality, wviz, fictional

entities do not causally affect real entities.
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Though the belief that an entity is fictional moots any
attempt to locate the actual physical effects of that
entity, and the belief that an entity 1is real moots any
attempt to look for the fictional causes of that entity,
people sometimes get convinced that an entity once thought
to be fictional is, indeed, real. This conviction sometimes
comes from testimony of authorities, or from an unexpected
experience (the ruins of Troy might have been stumbled
across by an authority able and willing to recognize a
recalcitrant experience). What one won't do, on my account,
is seek to be convinced by seriously inquiring after the
real evidence causally related to some entity which 1is
firmly believed to be fictional.

Sometimes one's beliefs aren't fixed as to whether or
not some entity is fictional. Here the intelligibility of a
causal inquiry using the entity in question as the cause of
some real entity remains open.

Our beliefs about the real status of some entity are
fixed where that entity is taken as the cause of some real
effect, as in the x-ray case. Here, even if we aren't sure
what the entity is, we are sure that it is real. Our
beliefs aren't fixed in the case where we suspect some
entity might be real, but the possibility remains open that
it is merely fictional, i.e., in a case like Troy.

In a case like Troy the intelligibility of a causal
inquiry using Troy as a cause of some real entity remains

open, so long as we don't conceive of Troy right off as a
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fictional entity. A similar situation holds with regard to
anger and its proper objects, as I'll try to show in later
chapters. In such a case, since no initial conceptual block
is present for the person who is causally investigating the
anger, that person is psychologically free to investigate
until the entity is shown to exist by its effects, the
causal chain proves too difficult to establish, or a term-
inal conceptual block is arrived at.

The following is an example of a terminal conceptual
block. It might have been the case that Schliemann was able
to conceive of Troy as a real city, to investigate various
sites for possible ruins of Troy, and to nonetheless dis-
cover that Troy was an imaginary amalgam of (say) several
ancient cities. This sort of finding is a terminal concep-
tual block which moots further inquiry into the non-fiction-
al effects of Troy for anyone who has such a block. The
acceptance of a terminal conceptual block is tantamount to
deciding, after some investigation, that any causal investi-
gation which seeks non-fictional effects related to the
entity of interest is bootless, because the entity of in-
terest is not real.

Both initial and terminal conceptual blocks rule out
causal investigation on the part of anyone having such a
block. Once such a block is "in place'" causal inquiry won't
be carried out because causal inquiry would violate the deep

seated belief which is expressed by weak intracategoriality.
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One important difference between initial and terminal
conceptual blocks, which I'll make use of in later chapters,
is that terminal conceptual blocks are arrived at after an

investigation.

Initial conceptual blocks may be old terminal concep-
tual blocks or they may be entirely a matter of prejudice or
a priori belief. 1In either case, they won't allow causal
inquiry to get off the ground. Not all refusals to consider
causal investigation based on a priori grounds are preju-
diced, but most prejudice is bad precisely because it takes
on certitude independently of investigation of any sort,
where some investigation might be informative. In later

chapters I will argue that there are good reasons for not

generally ruling out causal investigations of anger on a

priori grounds.1

The causal search for non-fictional Troy could be ei-
ther initially blocked conceptually (as it was for a long
time) or terminally blocked conceptually (which block would
then constitute a new initial conceptual block for later in-
quirers accepting it).

The search for Troy's ruins is initially blocked con-
ceptually for someone who conceives right off of Troy as a
merely fictional entity. The causal investigation of Troy
is again blocked conceptually when Troy has been the object

of an initial causal investigation, but turns out to be

1Sge the discussion of Santa Claus on pages 8 and 9 of
this chapter for an example of a nonprejudiced a priori
strong conceptual block to causal investigation.



25

fictional on the basis of evidence (evidence procured in the
particular investigation or elsewhere).

Note that we can discover, on the basis of non-fiction-
al evidence, that the object of investigation cannot exist
as described. We may discover, for instance, that it's
physically impossible for there to have been a site of the
sort upon which Troy was supposedly located in any appro-
priate part of our world.! |

The epistemological analogue of weak intracategoriality
is that the person who accepts the claim that Troy is a
fictional entity will not think of Troy as the kind of en-
tity that can actually leave'physically real ruins, and will
also not think of Troy as the kind of entity which can ex-
plain properties of physically real entities.

Initial and terminal conceptual blocks are epistemolog-
ical blocks of a strong sort. It's not as though the puta-
tive investigator doesn't know how to go on with his causal
investigation. The very notion of going on with an invest-
igation which looks for real effects or fictional causes is
blocked conceptually (won't be entertained or, at least,
won't be seriously entertained). Someone who thought that
Troy was a merely fictional city and who also persisted in
looking for the actual physical ruins of Troy, would be con-
fused, at best. And someone who found some real physical

ruins, and who persisted in hypothesizing fictional Troy as

IMost causal investigation will hardly be this decisive.
When it is, it's a way to accept non-prejudicially a strong
conceptual block to causal inquiry on a posteriori grounds.
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the cause of those ruins, would be confused too. To so per-
sist would be like admitting that Santa is fictional, but
nonetheless looking for his footprints in the snow, or see-
ing footprints in the snow and attributing them to an
admittedly fictional Santa.

Schliemann conceived of Troy as a real city, located on
the northeast promontory of Asia Minor, between the valleys
of two rivers. Thus, Schliemann was able to treat the story
of Troy as susceptible of certain sorts of causal inquiry,
and there was, for him, no initial conceptual block to look-
ing for the actual physical ruins of Troy.

In 1872, digging by Schliemann established the exist-
ence of an acropolis at the site just mentioned. In 1893,
near the same site that Schliemann excavated, Dorpfeld dug
up walls of massive Mycenean design, accompanied by appro-
priate potsherds, and containing buildings properly belong-
ing to the Mycenaean period preceding the time at which
Homer's poems were written. Evidence procured by archaeo-
logical investigation, prompted by Schliemann's removal of
the initial conceptual block to causal inquiry, is now taken
to settle the issue of the physical location (hence the ex-
istence) of Troy.

Both initial and terminal conceptual blocks are thus re-
moved. Schliemann conceived of Troy as a real city, looked
for physical evidence connected to (caused by) the existence
of that city, and found ruins. Once Troy was taken to be a

real city, all the things generally true of real cities and
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their effects became appropriate to the finding of Troy.
Once found, Troy was shown to satisfy the existence condi-
tion which must be satisfied by every entity having causal

effects in the class of real entities.
C. DEFINITIONALLY FICTIONAL ENTITIES.

One question arising here is: ''When are we justified
in taking some entity to be merely fictional?" In the fol-
lowing paragraphs this question is discussed.

Where an entity is definitionally fictional, we are
correct in thinking that that entity is not related to any
real entity as cause to effect, and we are correct in
thinking this a priori, independently of any causal invest-
igation. Whether or not an entity is definitionally fic-
tional is, though, not merely a matter of decision on our
part.

Santa Claus, the Minotaur, unicorns, Pegasus, and
Bellerophon are fictional by definition. With these enti-
ties, the initial conceptual block is not just a function of
Prejudice or some false a priori scheme that we accept with
no justification at all. It is a function of our language,
and so long as we want to account for our way of speaking,
we can give reasons to support the initial conceptual block
to the causal investigation of the entity. In fact, for an

entity like Santa, and for people who speak our language,
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it's not possible to remove the initial conceptual block to
the causal investigation of Santa.

This is because where something is fictional by defini-
tion we not only won't look for causal evidence concerning
its existence, but no surprising data could count as such
evidence. Consider what Kripke says ‘about digging up "uni-

corn'" fossils in Naming and Necessity.

even if archeologists or geologists were to dis-
cover tomorrow some fossils conclusively showing
the existence of animals in the past satisfying
everything we know about the unicorns from the
myth of the Unicorn,  that would not show that
there were unicorns.

Kripke uses this example to deny that there might have
been unicorns. One reason one might deny that there might
have been unicorns is that unicorns are fictiona} by defini-
tion which means, among other things, not simply that there
aren't any, but that there can't be any.

This supports the separation of the fictional and real
domains by weak intracategoriality, and suggests that more
might be said about the reasonableness of various epistemo-
logical blocks to causal investigation. One thing that's
fairly clear at this point is that definitionally fictional

entities are some of our clearer examples of fictional

1saul Kripke, '"Naming and Necessity", in Semantics of
Natural Language, edited by Donald Davidson, p. 253. Also
see Kripke's remarks on pages 763-65. (These later remarks
were pointed out to me by Bob Steinman).
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entities, and thus some of our clearer examples of the sort
of entities that don't causally affect real entities.

One should distinguish conceptual blocks arising from
the violation of weak intracategoriality from weaker episte-
mological blocks, where it is the case that we think a
causal investigation is appropriate, but we just don't know
how to carry out the apprbpriate investigation. This was
the situation for many years after the postulations of
neutrinos - physicists did not know how to go about
detecting the particles and also didn't have the necessary
technology.

This leads to another point, namely that in the realm
of a conceptually appropriate and technically promising cau-
sal investigation, the investigator is often spurred to in-
vention. Epistemological blocks of a non-conceptual sort
often lead to the forging of new investigative tools and
methods. Dorpfeld's investigation of the site that he chose
provided much more clear cut evidence that Troy has been
found than did Schliemann's investigation. Schliemann's
methods led to the destruction and ignoring of many relevant
artifacts, and prompted Dorpfeld to develop more sophisti-
cated excavation methods. The history of the investigation
of x-rays and neutrinos tells a similar tale.

So causal investigation of Troy was only performed when
the relatum sought seemed to the investigators to be real,
and it spurred the investigators to invent new methods to
get at the entity in question. There are two virtues here:

The focussing of causal investigation on real relata, and
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the invention of new methods to get at a relatum not yet
arrived at. The persistence required for the latter is
partly a reflection of the investigator's implicit assump-
tion of something like modified étrong intracategoriality.

What is needed to start such an inquiry off is the in-
dication that a causal search is initially promising, and
this is sometimes not easy to show. !

Removing Troy from the category of '"mythical entities"
and putting it into the category of '"real cities'" makes it
an appropriate object of causal investigation (where Troy is
sought out as the cause of some real effect). 1In general,
when causal analysis is applied to an entity we look for
evidence causally connected to that entity. Applying a
causal analysis to, say, a 'mythic'" history, will always
involve trying to find non-mythological components of that
history and causal relations which obtain between those
components. If enough causal evidence shows up, those who
took the story told in the history to be referring to a

mythical pattern of events will have been shown to be wrong.

D. SOME MORALS ABOUT THE CCMING DISCUSSION OF ANGER DRAWN

FROM THE FIRST TWO CHAPTERS.

Depending how far we can get with a causal interpre-

tation of anger (which implies that we won't bring in

11n particular, it's not easy to show for anger.
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fictional entities as causes of anger), those who insist

that all emotion (including anger) is essentially, wholly,
or even primarily, a function of imaginary (or 'purely
conceptual') processes involving; say, intentionally inexist-
ent entities, or our ''surreality", or our "beliefs about the
object of our emotion'", begin to seem less convincing.1
It's notorious that surrealities and objects of belief
are not restricted to real items. And it's also true to say
that talk about objects of belief, and talk about sur- real
i "existences" isn't extensionally well behaved, whereas talk
about causes may well be. So insofar as ‘anger can be
accounted for causally, anger need not be accounted for in
terms of the surreality or beliefs of the angry thing. A

stronger conditional is that if anger can be shown to be

identical with one or more of the relata in a series of
causes and effects, anger will not involve surrealities and
beliefs in any essential way. The antecedent of the latter
conditional is too strong a claim for me to show, but if I
can show the truth of the antecedent of the former claim,
the truth of the antecedent of the latter becomes more

plausible.

1 have Solomon and Kenny in mind here.
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CHAPTER III: SOME LINGUISTIC ASPECTS OF CAUSATION:

SINGULAR CAUSAL STATEMENTS AND SOME OF THEIR CHARACTERISTICS.

A. INTRODUCTION TO THE CHAPTER.

This chapter is about singular causal statements. In
the first section I talk about the singular causal
statements we use to describe some causal relations, and the
relation between those singular causal statements and the
logical form of the causal laws which cover them. In the
second section I talk about the way in which singular causal
statements allow us to proceed at a workable level of
knowledge, i.e., we can properly make singular causal
statements without having to know the technical content of
the predicates in the full covering laws for those state-
ments. In the third, and final, section of this chapter I
reply to Russell's charge that 'cause" is not a word used in
mature science, so interest in causal language has very
little to do with what goes on in science. I respond to
Russell by wusing the earlier claims about the relation
between singular causal statements and the laws which cover

them.
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B. SINGULAR CAUSAL STATEMENTS.

The following partial account of singular causal
statements 1is based on Donald Davidson's 'Causal Rela-
tions".]

Let "x" and "y" be variables which range over events.
Let "n", "s", "p", and "r" be dummy letters to be replaced,
respectively, by a name of a specific date, a name of a time
interval, a name of a spatial position, and a name of a
spatial interval. Let "t" be the function that assigns to
an event the time at which that event occurs. Let "1" be
the function that assigns to an event the location at which
that event occurs. Let "F'" and "G" be predicates which are
interpreted as expressing properties of events. A singular
causal statement is a statement of the form (ix)[Fx & t(x) =
n & 1(x) =p] caused (iy) [Gy & t(y)=n+s & 1(y)=p+r].

So a singular causal statement about the relationship
between Homer's Troy and the ruins of Troy found by
Schliemann, could be filled in as follows. Take Homer's
Troy to be a living city-event occurring about 1000 B.C. at
Spatial coordinate @. Take Schliemann's ruins to be a ruin
€évVent occurring about 1972 A.D. at location @. We can use
the following dictionary to make a singular causal statement

about the causal relation between the two events. Let "Fx"

1D’?nald Davidson, 'Causal Relations," in The Journal of
Philosophy, Vol. LXIV, November 1967, pp. 699-700.
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be defined as "x is a living city-event." Let 'mn" be
replaced by '"1000 B.C.'", and '"p" by "@". Let "Gx" be
defined as "x is a ruin event'. Let '"s" be replaced by
"2872 years'", and ''r" by ''zero'".

The singular causal statement "Homer's Troy caused the
ruins that Schliemann discovered" would be of the form
mentioned above.

Such a statement would be true on Davidson's account
only if it is covered by a true causal law of the approp-

riate logical form. Letting variables "x" and "y" range

over events, variable "w'" range over time, variable 'z

over
space, variable '"u" over time intervals and variable 'v"
over spatial intervals, Davidson finds it attractive to
think that a full fledged causal law has the form of a

conjunction of statements of the form of P and Q below,

where '"'Cxy'" means ''x caused y'.

P: (x)(W)(2)[(Fx & t(x)=w & 1(x)=z)—>@3!ly) @!lu) @!v)(Gy &
t(y)=w+u & 1(y)=2z+v & Cxy)]

and

Q: (x) (w) (2)[(
t(y 1

Gx & t(x)= w & 1(xX)=z)—=>!ly)@!lu) Alv)(Fy &
Y=w-u & 1(y)=z-v & )

Cyx)].

So P tells us, for instance, that .certain types of
causes (say, living cities) have a particular effect (say,

Tuins at some specific time and place).
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Davidson does not take his covering law picture to be
an attempt to define the causal relation, because all he has
done is to give what he takes to be the logical form of

covering laws for singular causal statements.

c. ENGINEERING USES OF SINGULAR CAUSAL STATEMENTS.

The focus of ordinary causal discourse is the singular
causal statement, and not the technical terms contained in
the predicates of the covering laws. Suppose 1 watch you
throw a rock against a window and make the singular causal

statement ''that rock caused that window to break'.

I am certain that the window broke because it was
struck by a rock--I saw it all happen; but I am
not (is anyone?) in command of laws on the basis

. of which_I can predict what blows will break what
windows . 2

Here Davidson intends ''laws'" in a full blooded scienti-
fic sense. We can't specify the relevant covering laws

every time we see a window break. Yet here, as in the case

T1bid. p. 701.

2Donald Davidson, '"Actions Reasons and Causes', in the
Care and Landesman edited Reading in the Theory of Action,
P. 193. -
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of Troy, as well as in the later anger examples, we really
believe that there are causal connections, e.g., between
being harrassed and being angry, and between the rock and
the broken window. In fact one instance of a rock Breaking
a window, and one instance of harrassment being followed by
anger, will often be sufficient to convince us that a causal
relation is present.

When we were little it took only one good burn to
convince us that stoves, when hot, caused pain when touched.
This also suggests that it is admissible to wuse causal
language when we do not know of any even putatively relevant
covering law. The singular causal statement stands as the
initial way to linguistically focus attention in such cases,
and serves as a starting point for explanation; an explana-
tion we may begin by citing cases and describing them,
trying to make further careful descriptioﬁ, and eventually
(if we're capable and interested) looking for what might be
the underlying common event-predicates in the covering laws.

It is a virtue of our causal talk that it allows us to
proceed in this way. Otherwise our causal accounts of
things would have to proceed at an unworkable level of know-
ledge. To require that we know the contenf of the precise
general laws which govern a causal relation before we assert
any singular causal statements reporting instances of that
relation would remove causal talk from our language. Though

the singular causal statement may give us a partial (descrip-
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ti{re) explanation, it is very rarely the case that such ex--
. planation proceeds initially within the context of a full
causal theory replete with all true causal laws. (Though
this could happen when, after a true theory is developed, a
previously observed sequence of events is suddenly recog-
nized as being an instance of a causal relation described in
the theory and is expressed in a singular causal statement.)
We commonly use causal language to report our everyday
manipulations of our surroundings. We manipulate these
surroundings pretty confidently thinking that we'll get
similar results in similar situations with nary a thought
for the 1laws covering those regularities. Our causal
solutions to problems are systematic and intelligent. We
also talk about our ways of causally modifying our envir-
onment, and in so doing we've developed what I shall call
the '"engineering'" use of causal talk! which allows us to
discourse intelligently about the relative merits and de-
merits of everyday manipulations of our environment. Two
O ther (Kantian) names for such discourse are ''prudential"
and '"technical". Both of these are names for discourse
which operates on the 'pattern "to get result y, perform
Operation x"
Engineering uses are uses where we're concerned with

Che causal characterization of a problem because of some

——

1Thls term suggested by Joel Feinberg in his '"Sua Culpa,"
in the Feinberg and Gross edited Philosophy of Law, p. 380.
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of some instrumental aim of ours. Usually, in an engineer-
causal analysis of a problem, we're interested in discover-
ing some convenient aspect of that problem to manipulate
causally, in order to get some wanted result.

So, for instance, if we're interested in engineering a
safer nuclear reactor, we won't wait until we've got cover-
ing laws in hand which cover all the phenomena occurring in
our reactor before we go ahead and build it. We look for
practical ways in which to formulate a recipe for a safe
reactor. In the typical pragmatic approach some crucial
words in the 1last sentence also have an '"engineering"
reading, e.g., we're interested in practical "safety'", not
safety against all physically possible contingencies. Use
of causal talk in engineering enterprises has been said to
be a "recipe"! or "lever"? ysage.

Scientific usages of causal talk, on the other hand,
are sometimes called "lantern"3 uses of causal talk. This
metaphor is intended to indicate that scientific uses of
causal language are uses in which light is thrown on the
causal relation being studied (perhaps by gaining an
understanding of the predicates in the covering laws which

indicate the common structure of events).

1"recipe" is used by D. Gasking, in his ''Causation and
Recipes," in Mind, Vol. 64, p. 483.

2"lever" is used by Joel Feinberg, in QOp Cit.,374

3"lantern" is also used by Feinberg, in Loc Cit.
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In contrast, engineering  uses aren't primarily
concerned with understanding these predicates, except to the
extent that such understanding leads to a more convenient
manipulation.

So, in engineering uses, we employ the causal idiom,
but we've often not got, nor are we trying to get, a theory
which provides covering laws with appropriate technical
extralogical vocabulary.

We take advantage of our engineering knowledge of
situations when we manipulate the causal relata in an
engineering way. So, for instance, suppose that a ninth
grade science teacher tells the following story about the

procedures of a simple-minded science:

John Firestone was experimenting by heating chem-
icals on his kitchen stove, and he left the kit-
chen, forgetting that the stove was on. Upon
return, he found a large mass of black material
which was pliable, but tough. Repeating the pro-
cess, he discovered he could make more of it.

This tough black stuff was the first artificial
rubber, and Firestone got rich from its invention.

1
There are many physical laws, on the covering law

model, which are instanced in the relations amongst the

chemicals heated by Firestone, even if neither he, nor

anyone else of his day, knew of those laws. Firestone

!Ninth grade science teachers always added the last con-
Junct, when I was in school, to spur at least some of us to
Tecognize the possibility that science might be important.
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could make lots of rubber, and the rubber he made on one day
turned out pretty much like the rubber he made on other
days, so long as the same causal relata were related in the
same way. The ability to engineer such results may be
dependent upon regularities of a pretty high order, but the
person taking advantage of these regularities only has to
understand them at a common sense level in order to get
consistent results. This engineering sort of causal
manipulation is, in fact, parasitic upoﬁ the existence of
regularities amongst causal relata, but it is not parasitic
upon the knowledge of those laws by the person doing the
engineering (though one suspects someone will try to find
them out because of an epistemological analogue of modified
strong intracategoriality).

Many of the relations which we call causal in ordinary
language, and which we take advantage of every day, are like
this engineering model. We pull levers to get results, even
when we don't know what the intervening 'mechanism'" is.
Often we pull levers to get results without even being aware
that we're pulling levers. It's no test of the truth of the
foregoing, for instance, if Firestone denies he's using
Causation in an engineering sense. His behavior is pretty
good evidence to the contrary.

Such engineering features of causation are manipulative

techniques which are employed to get certain results. And

When we have a general manipulative technique
which results in a certain sort of event A, we
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speak of producing A by this technique (heating
things by putting them on a fire). When in cer-
tain cases application of the general technique
for producing A also produces B we speak of pro-
ducing B by producing A (making iron glow by
heating it% and in such cases we speak of A
causing B.

Such regular techniques are called ‘''recipes" by
Gasking, and once such a recipe is figured out we can then
be more efficient at putting certain causal relata together
to get certain results.

I'm going to argue that there are recipes for more than
heating iron, and that we miss important aspects of anger if
we don't appreciate the ways in which states of anger are
caused, and the recipe-like ways in which those states
affect the environment of the angry thing. I am also going
to argue against any attempt to disassociate anger from such

causal considerations.
D. DISCUSSION OF RUSSELL.

In the last part of this chapter I discuss the rela-
tionship between engineering and scientific uses of causal
language. 1It's important to discuss this relationship, how-
ever briefly, because it explains, in part, how engineering

Uses of causal language serve as more than mere pragmatic

———

1D. Gasking, ''Causation and Recipes'" in Mind, Vol. 64,
January 1955 p. 483.

-
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tools. This relationship also allows us to hold out the
hope that engineering considerations, once they indicate
promising causal regularities, can be the basis of further
causal investigation of a lantern sort.

In Mysticism and Logic Russell denies that causation

has anything to do with science. Russell considers three
definitions of causation which he finds in Baldwin's dic-

tionary.

Causality (I) The necessary connection of events
in the time series......

Causation (notion of) Whatever may be included in
the thought or perception of a process as taking
place in consequence of another process.

Cause and Effect (I) Cause and effect.... are
correlative terms denoting any two distinguish-
able things, phases, or aspects of reality, which
are so related to each other that whenever the
first ceases to exist the second comes into
existence immediately thereafter, and whenever

the second comes into existence the first has
ceased to exist immediately before. !

Russell rejects the first definition because it con-
fuses logical necessity with physical necessity. He rejects
the second because it's epistemological, and what is wanted
1s an ontic characterization of the causal relation (whether
the relation is thought of or not). He rejects the third
because of the difficulty of specifying just what an "event"

1s, and because any regular expected common sense sequence

1Bertrand Russell, Mysticism and Logic, p. 187.
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can be interrupted unexpectedly, so the time interval be-

tween cause and effect is otiose. Russell assures us he is

far from denying that there may be such sequences
which in fact never do fail. It may be that there
will never be an exception to the rule that when a
stone of more than a certain mass, moving with more
than a certain force, comes in contact with a pane
of glass breaks. I do also not deny that the ob-
servation of such regularities, even when they are
not without exceptions, is useful in the infancy
of a science: the observation that unsupported
bodies in air usually fall was a stage on the way
to the law of gravitation. What I deny is that
science assumes the existence of invaﬁiable uni-
formities of sequence of this kind...

Developed science, Russell goes on to tell us, doesn't
talk about any pairs of events between which some supposed
causal nexus could be sought. The sort of vague qualitative
talk found in everyday discourse is replaced in a mature
science (like physics), not by a more precise account of
events, but by 'certain differential equations... which hold
at every instant for every particle of the system."2 And
here there is nothing properly called '"cause'" and nothing
Properly called '"effect'" in any ordinary meaning of those
terms.

This non-causal account, Russell tells us, is itself
dependent upon the assumption that the particles quantified

Over are part of a relatively isolated system (a system be-

1Ibid. p. 188
21bid. p. 194.
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having constantly despite changes in other parts of the uni-
verse), and some usual features of causal analysis are thus

cut away. |

Not only are the particles in the system not
related in an obvious cause-effect way, but the system is
not viewed as part of the larger universe with which it
causally interacts.

Russell then goes on to say that the usual cause-effect
relation considered by philosophers (what we report in our
singular causal statements), are only the simplest forms of

a '"relatively isolated system'", i.e., they are systems in

which (by ceterus paribus clauses) the philosopher isolates

"A's causal relation to B".2

I view Russell's disagreement with the causal analysis
of science as something less than an effective rejection of
that analysis. Causation has not been defined by me in
either of the first two ways with which Russell quarrels.
Davidson's covering laws, which are required to be of a
specific logical form, may not be explicitly present in the
equations of astronomical physics, as Russell says. It
still could be the case, however, that the surface formula-
tion of scientific laws (in terms of differential equations
or whatever) can be recharacterized as being logically of

the form of some covering causal laws. The literal formulae

]Especially Hobbesian and LaPlacean claims about some
"grand" causal network.

21bid. p. 199.
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used in an advanced portion of science need not be taken to
be in correct 1logical form. Nor does the '"fact" that
equations make no reference to causes preclude their re-

porting a causal relation.
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CHAPTER IV. TRANSITION TO A SPECIFIC DISCUSSION OF ANGER
AND THE "X IS MADE ANGRY BY Y'" RELATION.

A. TRANSITION TO A SPECIFIC DISCUSSION OF ANGER

My basic picture of anger is that episodes of anger
are caused by events in the world, and that anger is
directed back at things in the world.

Where "e'" 1is an anger causing event, x 1is a person
caused to be angry by that event and z the thing at which
the angry person in angry, the following diagram

illustrates my basic picture.

x's anger

event e individual z

Figure one: My basic picture of anger.

This diagram will be fleshed in in remaining chapters

‘and connections between e (the cause of the anger) and z

(the object of the anger) will be discussed.

In thinking about anger this way I find the following

five relations to be of particular interest.

1. The being made angry by relation (x is made
angry by y).
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2. The being consciously angry at relation (x
is consciously angry at z).

3. The being biologically angry at relation (x
is biologically angry at z).

4. The belng,lustlflably,consc1ously angry at
relation (x is justifiably consciously angry at

z).

5. The be1ng justifiably biologically angry at
relation (x is justifiably biologically angry
at z

I will try to show that these relations are of interest
because their consideration leads to some important causal
conclusions concerning anger. Consideration of these rela-
tions leads to important conclusions concerning anger,
rather than a complete characterization of anger (or a
definition) of anger. Such definitive results are very
difficult to arrive at.

The discussion of these relations will eventually lead
Co our considering some causal aspects of anger, including
behavioral, physiological and environmental aspects of an-
ger. Most of the causal claims made about anger that follow
are, however, philosophical, in the same sense that preced-
ing remarks were philosophical, and constitute part of a
sort of conceptual analysis of anger.

The causal aspects of anger discussed in what follows
are, I think, inf<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>