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From time to time in the literature on the Causal Theory of Perception
, something called ‘the Humean Principle’ is invoked. Mostly, it is offered in an attempt to place conditions on the ‘effect’ end of the causal chain which, it is presumed, the causal theorist will want to argue that any true instance of visual perception must, as a matter of conceptual necessity, involve.
 An effect, it is said, and its cause, must be ‘distinct existences’ – or, more fully “if X is the cause of Y, then it is logically possible for Y to exist without X and vice versa”.
 But then, so a plausible line of thinking goes, the causal theorist is bound to end up committed to an understanding of the nature of perceptual experiences according to which those very experiences might have occurred even in the absence of the objects of which they are perceptual experiences. The object perceived will have to be one ‘distinct existent’ and the experience of it another, logically capable of existing in the complete absence of the perceived object itself. And therefore, those who have been inclined towards the view known as disjunctivism in the philosophy of perception have sometimes thought that the Causal Theory of Perception is a view which cannot coherently be held in conjunction with their own. For it is crucial to disjunctivism that real perceptions are characterised as instances of relations borne to worldly objects, instances of relations which could not exist if their relata did not.

Some have suggested that this reasoning is mistaken and that there is, after all, no conflict between disjunctivism and the causal theory.
 I think that conclusion is correct. But those who have made this suggestion have tended, I think, to make too many concessions to Humean ways of thinking about causation along the way, and as a result, the reconciliations they have provided have not been altogether convincing. In this paper, I shall try to offer – and defend the importance of offering - a less concessive reconciliation. I shall not be arguing that the Humean Principle is straightforwardly false – for the Principle itself is, I think, too vague for us to be able to know what exactly would constitute its refutation. But I shall try to suggest that it can only really be worked up into something that looks as though it might conceivably be defensible if one supposes that the ontology of causation must be, always and everywhere, an ontology of particulars – a supposition I shall call causal particularism. And it will be the contention of the large, central part of the paper that causal particularism is not true. Causation, properly understood, I shall argue, has no distinctive ontology – it is a category which subsumes a large number of ontologically various relations and relationships, including, of course, certain relations between particulars, but by no means confined to such. And it is this recognition, I want to suggest, that may eventually provide the key to seeing how causalist and disjunctivist are to be reconciled.


I The Humean Principle
Some considerable work has already been done in the literature on perception to elaborate on, and clarify, the Humean Principle, and what it does, and does not, imply. Strawson considers it briefly, but suggests that it presents no ‘serious difficulty’ for the philosopher who wishes to combine causalism with recognition of the fact that ‘the correctness of the description of a perceptual experience as the perception of a certain physical thing logically requires the existence of that thing’ – since, as he notes ‘(t)he situation has many parallels’:
Gibbon would not be the historian of the decline and fall of the Roman Empire unless there had occurred some actual sequence of events more or less corresponding to his narrative. But it is not enough, for him to merit that description, that such a sequence of events should have occurred and he should have written the sentences he did write. For him to qualify as the historian of these events, there must be a causal chain connecting them with the writing of the sentences. Similarly, the memory of an event’s occurrence does not count as such unless it has its causal origin in that event. And the recently much canvassed ‘causal theory of reference’ merely calls attention to another instance of the causal link which obtains between thought and independently (and anteriorly) existing thing when the former is rightly said to have the latter as its object.

Strawson’s point here seems to be the correct one that it may often be logically required, in order that something (Gibbon’s writing of certain sentences, my memory of a party I once attended, my utterance of the word ‘Aristotle’ on a given occasion) qualify for a description of a certain sort, that the thing in question be causally related in a certain way to something else (a series of historical events, the party itself , the ‘baptismal’ event at which Aristotle originally received his name). But of course, Gibbon’s writing of his sentences is a distinct event from those he is writing about; and the occurrence of a memory of the party is a distinct event from the party itself; and my referring to Aristotle is a distinct event from the ‘baptismal’ event at which Aristotle received his name. The Humean Principle, correctly understood, is therefore preserved in all these cases – and, Strawson implies, can be preserved also in the perceptual case, despite the fact that nothing can count as a seeing of something unless there is something there to be seen. As Strawson puts it, “ Only someone temporarily blinded by philosophy could dream of denying that when a subject S sees an external object O, the visual experience enjoyed by the subject S is one thing or occurrence in nature and the object seen is another and distinct thing in nature”.

But this simple point has not been enough to silence the worries of disjunctivists. Why not? One important strand of disjunctivist thinking that has impeded the Strawsonian reconciliation, I think, is the desire of at least some disjunctivists to maintain the view that seeing might be an essentially relational affair – that no descriptions of seeings as merely qualitative states, states of the sort which might equally have been produced by such things as direct cortical stimulation, hallucinatory drugs, whatever brain mechanisms give rise to dream imagery - are available. As Hyman puts it, the question is whether one may “‘conceptually skim off’ a purely psychic event from the exercise of a perceptual power, an event which can also occur when a person perceives nothing whatsoever”.
 And at least some disjunctivists will tend to think that the answer to this question is ‘no’. Seeing is the basic state, she will say, and seeing is irreducibly relational. Not only is there nothing that can be correctly described as a seeing that is not the seeing of some thing or other (however murky, vague and indistinct it may be), but seeings simply do not have descriptions which do not involve essential reference to the thing perceived (any more than, say, carryings have descriptions which do not involve essential reference to the thing carried, or lookings after have descriptions which do not involve essential reference to the thing(s) looked after).
 Our talk of having a ‘visual experience’, in the opinion of the disjunctivist, is a sophisticated philosophical construct, designed specifically to allow us to talk of something which might indifferently have been produced by any one of a number of radically different sorts of cause. And her view is likely to be that to introduce this construct is to forsake the natural ontology of mind for a philosophers’ highly misleading term of art, with its roots in a bad and perhaps ultimately self-destructing epistemology. We ought, in the disjunctivist’s opinion, to get away from having visual experiences and back to plain old seeing.
It is a mistake, though, I believe, for the disjunctivist to think that the proper appreciation of this point cannot be made to cohere with causalism. Others have made the same claim of course
– but none of the defences of which I am aware explicitly makes the move which in my estimation is central to an adequate solution, and are  therefore subject to certain forms of unclarity and implausibility. Child’s preferred reconciliation, for example, involves the suggestion that an essentially relational state of affairs, such as o’s looking F to S (or presumably S’s seeing o), might nevertheless be caused by o.
 I do not want to insist that the suggestion itself must be a bad one – indeed, the view I shall defend entails that there is nothing in the least problematic about such claims as these - but the analogy Child offers to help us understand how a causal relation could hold here is unhelpful, because it retains a conception of causation which is basically particularist. Child notes, as though it might serve as a helpful parallel, that the bombing of Pearl Harbour might be said to be the cause of the Pacific War of which it is also a part. But even if we accept that a part of an event may cause the whole of which it is a part, the analogy with the perceptual case is surely problematic; both the bombing of Pearl Harbour and the Pacific War are events, while in the perceptual case, the relation we are asked to regard as causal holds between a persisting object, on the one hand, and a relational state of affairs, on the other. Child speaks as if we could think about the relational state of affairs which is constituted by someone’s seeing something as though it were ‘a (larger-sized) event … which itself consists in the whole chain of physical events (not merely events within S) by which o causally affects S’
 – as though it were a mereologically complex, but nevertheless still particular entity. But (a) this is not obvious, states of affairs arguably bearing much closer relations (perhaps the identity relation) to facts than they do to particular events
; (b) even if it were so, Child’s response invites the retort from event theorists of causation that it is not strictly o which is causing the relational state of affairs to obtain, but rather some ostensibly more event-like entity, such as o’s reflecting light in the direction of S, say; and (c) once we say this, it looks as though the causal relations which really obtain in the case are just those which are revealed by the empirical investigation of vision, not causal relations of a kind it might be plausible to think are part of the very concept of perceiving.
 And it is usually thought to be essential to the Causal Theory of Perception that the causal connection between o and S’s seeing o is supposed to be a part of the very concept of seeing – not merely something we can infer only from what we know empirically about how seeing in fact works. It is arguable, then, that Child’s attempt at reconciliation cannot really be judged a success, because it seems ultimately to forsake the idea at the heart of the causal theory that causality is something conceptually (and not merely empirically) central to seeing. 
Thomas Baldwin is another philosopher who has sought to reconcile causalism with disjunctivism. Baldwin accepts the Humean principle that cause and effect must be separately describable in terms of ‘causally relevant natural properties’ but thinks it may be possible to defuse the disjunctivist’s worry about whether perception can be described in such a way as to accord with the principle by insisting that there is no reason to find the relational description to be ‘second-rate’ or ‘non-fundamental’.
 But this will not meet the disjunctivist’s concern if that concern is that there may simply be no description of S’s seeing O as “a sensory state of S induced by O”
 – that no non-relational description whatever may be available. The disjunctivist may well think not merely that the relational description of perceiving is fundamental; she may think, more radically, that seeings are simply not the sorts of things that have non-relational descriptions at all.
It may be that this point has been insufficiently appreciated because it has been thought simply absurd to suggest that there are no descriptions of seeings in terms of ‘causally relevant natural properties’, and so that no one could really wish to maintain such a view.
 But we must be careful here. It would certainly be absurd to suggest that there is no explanation of the phenomenon of seeing which does not invoke the causally relevant natural properties of a large number of natural objects (cells, photons, retinas, etc.). What is not obligatory, though, is the more properly ontological decision to regard seeings as particular events, or such event-like things as ‘token states’ are generally supposed to be, which can be picked out by means of ‘natural’ descriptions, just as well as they can be picked out by the ordinary vocabulary of seeing. It may help to see just how heavy are the commitments incurred by this sort of particularist naturalism to think about how hard it would be, not just in practice, but also in principle, actually to supply such descriptions
: which bits of the underlying physiology of my seeing a tree, say, are parts of that (token) seeing itself? How about events involved in blood supply to the visual cortex? Or is that just a service industry, not part of the real business of seeing? What about events in the retina and optic nerve? Are they just causes of the seeing event itself, rather than its parts? More importantly, perhaps: why on earth should we think we have any obligation to answer such questions as these? But we do have such an obligation if we commit to the view that each seeing is identical with, or constituted by, some mereological sum of underlying processes. For the problem is not just vagueness at the edges (such as might exist if one were asked to identify the set of particles making up a table at some particular time) – it is massive, radical undeterdetermination of the answer, by the sum total of further facts of kinds we might think pertinent to it. And in the face of such radical underdetermination, we surely have the right to ask whether it makes sense to assert the identity of seeings with particular events specifiable in non-relational ways, nonetheless.
There is no absurdity, then, in the disjunctivist’s refusal to specify descriptions of seeings in terms of ‘causally relevant natural properties’, if what that means is descriptions couched in the vocabulary of the physiological sciences. But nor does this refusal necessarily bring with it a rejection of the causal theory of perception, or so I would like to maintain. If causation has to fit the particularist conception, then true enough, the disjunctivist may be correct if she thinks that she cannot at the same time be a causal theorist. For a particularist causalist will want to know what the particular event, or event-like thing may be that is to be the effect of the causation presumed to be operating in the perceptual case – and if we say that it is a seeing event or a token state of seeing, or some such (rather than a ‘visual experience’), in an attempt to respect the disjunctivist’s preference for our natural ontology, we face a dilemma. Either such seeing events are essentially relational and so not capable of existing in the absence of their relata (in which case we will have violated the Humean principle) – or we will have to revert to a non-relational conception of seeing after all, according to which a seeing is an event of a sort which might go on in the absence of anything seen. The kind of disjunctivist I am currently considering will certainly not want to do the latter. But then the only alternative is violation of the Humean Principle. And it has to be confessed that when thought of as a principle concerning events, the Humean Principle is quite an attractive one. Can there really be causal relations between particulars which do not have descriptions under which they are revealed to be separate, natural entities, capable of existing in independence from one another? 
Perhaps the rejection of the Humean Principle for particular causes is not unthinkable. But a much better solution, in my view, lies in the recognition that not all causal relationships are relations between particulars – and that the Humean Principle is simply not applicable to those that are not. In the next section of the paper, I shall set out some arguments for the view that there is really no such thing as ‘the’ ontology of causation – that things of a very wide variety of kinds may be causes – and in particular, that facts are amongst them. The idea that facts can stand only in the different relation of causal explanation and that causation itself is a relation which holds only between particulars will be argued to be a serious error; moreover, I shall show that there is no hope of finding each instance of ‘p because q’, in which the ‘because’ is adjudged causal, to be founded on the relation Strawson calls the ‘natural’ relation of causation.
 The fact is that causation is not a relation in the strict sense at all. And once this is seen, the way will be open, I think, to reconcile disjunctivist and causalist, in the way they ought to be reconciled – that is, without insisting that the disjunctivist surrender the essential relationality of seeing. 
II Is there an ontology of causation?
Is there an ontology of causation? There are plenty of people who think there is. Well-known arguments exist in the literature, for example, for all of the following views: that the ontology of causation is an ontology of events; that it is an ontology of facts; that it is an ontology of processes; that it is an ontology of things and their powers; that it is an ontology of tropes; that it is an ontology of properties; that it is an ontology of ‘facta’. And a conscientious trawl through the literature would doubtless yield up yet other suggestions. But before embarking on a choice amongst these alternatives, we need to ask why it is obligatory to suppose that causation has an ontology in the first place. After all, (as is frequently observed), items in almost all the ontological categories it is possible to think of are spoken of as causes – objects, persons, events, facts, states, properties, and so on. Why think that any of these ways of speaking can be sensibly thought of as revelatory of the ontology of causation? Might not the simple truth be that we need a plurality of irreducibly distinct ontological categories to do justice to the totality of causal phenomena?


In insisting that this is indeed, the simple truth, I do not mean to offer merely a counsel of despair with respect to the question whether we can, as philosophers, bring any order to the chaos of causal discourse. On the contrary, there is plenty of order to be discerned – I only wish to claim that it is not order of the sort that can be dealt with by means of the invocation of entities of an entirely homogeneous sort. What I shall suggest instead is that we need to recognise at least a three-fold ontological categorisation to capture and account for the different types of thing we call ‘causes’ (and, relatedly, the different sorts of relationship we recognise as causal).
 I call these three types of cause movers, matterers and makers-happen. None of the types, I maintain, can be dispensed with in favour of the others – though there are important relations between the types which can, to a certain extent, be mapped. But the really important thing, in my view, is that we must not get the categories mixed up, and assimilate them wrongly to one another, in the service of a chimerical uniformity.
 My overall aim is to suggest that an honest recognition of the multiplicity of ontological categories we need to catalogue all the sorts of causal relationship there are, is preferable to an attempt to iron out the differences in favour of an entirely spurious standardisation – and in particular, that this can help us in the perceptual case.
It would take too long and anyhow would be too tedious to examine the individual claims of all the various pretenders to the throne of unique causal relatum. I shall content myself with a look at two of the most popular – events and facts -  and explain why I think it is obvious that in the end, neither can perform all the duties required of a universally adequate causal ontology. Then, at the end, I shall move on to outline my positive view which recognises at least a three-fold distinction in the ontological types of cause, and explain how it can help us reconcile causal theorist and disjunctivist. 

(i) Why Events will not Suffice

One has to be very careful when speaking of events. The term has been used by philosophers to refer to entities of very different sorts indeed – so let me be clear that I am using the term ‘event’ here in what might be thought of as a Davidsonian way to refer to a range of genuinely particular, multi-propertied (though not necessarily easily localisable) happenings, of which some examples might be: the moving of some pebble in response to the impact of a wave, the birth of an eland, a landslide, the explosion of a star.
 Davidson’s view, as is well-known, is that it is entities of these sorts which are the only causes and effects.
 He accepts, of course, that we do sometimes speak in ways which might make it appear as though we recognise causal relationships which require an alternative ontology. There is, for example, the fact that we express many – indeed, most - of our causal claims by way of the sentential connective ‘because’. One might say, for instance, that the match lit because it was struck. And this appears to be a causal claim, a claim which might perhaps be recast in the following way: ‘The fact that the match was struck caused it to be the case that the match lit’. And so here we might seem on the face of it to have a way of speaking about causation which makes it seem as though it is such things as facts, rather than such things as events, which stand in causal relationship to one another. But it was not really the fact that the match was struck which was the cause of the match’s lighting, according to Davidson. The true cause in this case was a particular event – the particular striking of a particular match.

What, then, is the connection between the fact-citing claim: 

(F1) The fact that the match was struck caused the match to light; 

- and the event-citing claim: 

(E1)  The striking of the match caused the lighting of the match? 

which, according to Davidson, is the linguistic form which reveals the true relata of the causal relation in this particular case? The natural thing for a Davidsonian to think
 is that the fact-citing explanation is, in effect, an existential generalisation over the sorts of singular causes and effects which are mentioned by (E1) - and so that its logical form should be represented in something like the following way:
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What (F1) says, one might think, is effectively that there was a striking of the match and there was a lighting of the match and the one caused the other. If this were correct, it would be plausible to suppose that metaphysically speaking, claims like (F1) are at bottom dependent in general for their ontological grounding and causal character on singular causal claims like (E1) – and so that there is no need to treat fact-citing claims like (F1) as revelatory of a real ontological relationship of a causal kind amongst facts, or fact-like entities. Rather, on this view, fact-citing claims are simply existential generalisations over the only true sorts of causal relation we need to recognise  - the tidy two-place relation represented by the predicate ‘caused’ as it occurs in sentences like (E1). 

It would be nice if this Davidsonian story were true. But unfortunately, it cannot be the right way to think about the relation between fact-citing and event-citing causal explanations. Next, I shall offer three arguments for this conclusion. I offer here only brief summaries of lines of reasoning that I – and others - have developed with more care and more detail elsewhere
 – but I hope I shall say enough, at any rate, to make persuasive the idea that we cannot manage with an causal ontology which contains only Davidsonian events.

(a) Negative Explanantes
Consider the following explanation: 

(F2) The match did not light because it was not struck. 

My inclination is to say that this is a causal explanation; it is just as causal, indeed, as ‘the match lit because it was struck’. But what are the events which are the causes and effects in virtue of which it is true? Surely it is obvious that there are none – indeed, that there was no striking and no lighting is part of what the sentence tells us. So how can its status as a causal explanation be dependent on the existence of a relation of causation existing between particular events?


One reaction to this want of particular causes (and effects) might be to introduce negative events – events of not-striking and not-lighting to stand in the wanted causal relations. But this is, to my mind, grotesque. It would be like representing the claim that no one came to my lecture by means of the following notation:
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And negative events are in no better standing than negative persons. Absences, lacks, failures to happen and the like are simply not events at all – and we need to face up properly to the fact that the only sensible way we have of speaking of the causal relevance of such things is by means of connectives which are basically sentential. We simply cannot do the same job with a couple of singular terms and a two-place predicate; we need whole propositions and sentential connectives to do justice to what we wish to say when we attribute an effect to something’s not being the case.
Another reaction might be to deny that the fact-citing explanation in question – that the match did not light because it was not struck - is causal in the first place – precisely because there are no particular causes here. But would it not be curious if the ‘because’ which figures in the sentence ‘the match lit because it was struck’ was a causal usage of ‘because’, while that which figures in the sentence ‘the match did not light because it was not struck’ was not? Surely these two sentences must be doing much the same kind of job – if one is a causal explanation, it seems bizarre to deny that the other must be a causal explanation too. But then their status as causal explanations cannot be dependent upon their relation to a singular causal relation of the sort described by (E1). And as will be seen shortly, it is not only negative explanantes which cause problems here – if we insist that singular causes and effects have to be found to underwrite every case of causation, we are going to find ourselves denying that all kinds of relationships are causal that we might have thought, initially, should count. 

(b) Stative Explanantes 

For instance, a similar though more complex argument can be generated from the consideration of fact-citing explanations where the explanans is a stative predication, rather than an event predication like ‘it (the match) was struck’. Take, for example, an explanation like 

(F3) The match lit because it was dry. 

Again, it seems to me that this is a perfectly good causal explanation (albeit one that might require a certain context in order to become a very natural offering – one, for example, where most of the matches in the vicinity are damp). But if one were to attempt to convert it into the fact-citing form, one would arrive at:

(F4) The fact that the match was dry caused it to be the case that the match lit.

And what is the event that is available to serve as underlying singular cause in this case? There is the match’s dryness, perhaps – or its being dry. But the match’s dryness is not an event at all in the original Davidsonian sense – dryness is not a happening but a property or state. 

Now, it might be tempting to think that this little problem ought not to be allowed to get in the way of the overarching metaphysical strategy here – which is to attempt to replace all appearances suggestive of causal relationships between facts with bona fide relations between particulars, which we might think we should really prefer. What we need to recognise, it might be said, is that the range of particulars we need is wider than we thought at first – that Davidsonian events alone will not do the job. We need events, it might be thought, that are perhaps more like Kim’s exemplifications of properties at times,
 in order to enable us to include stative features as well as true events in the category of particular causes. But this move, which is extremely common in the literature, is much more significant, it seems to me, than it is sometimes represented as being, mainly because Kim’s events are much more different from Davidson’s than they are sometimes represented as being. On Davidson’s view, an event is a properly particular entity, capable of being singled out by a genuine singular term and susceptible of informative re-description. But ‘the match’s dryness at t’ is not a genuine singular term. For a start, ‘dryness’ is not a count noun, as ‘striking’ is. Moreover, strikings, on the original Davidsonian conception of events, and the event individuation criteria that went with it, could potentially be identical with such things as movements of arms and alertings of prowlers. Depending on the contingencies of the situation, re-description by means of semantically utterly unrelated predicates is possible for a Davidsonian particular event. But what sorts of re-description are possible for exemplifications of properties at times? Only, it would seem, re-descriptions which exploit identity relations which are at the level of the properties by means of which they have to be referred to in the first place – for example, an instantiation of dryness could also be an instantiation of aridity or dessication or H2O-lessness. But instantiation of dryness do not seem to be individual enough to sustain informative identities in virtue simply of their own particularity. They are property-dependent entities, which cannot be singled out at all except by reference to a specific property. They are, as it is often put, ‘fine-grained’ – they are not the multiply re-describable entities in whose relations with one another Davidson hoped to ground causality in the world. The move to exemplifications of properties at times represents, then, I think, not so much a generalisation of the Davidsonian strategy, as an abandonment of it.


So what, it might be asked? Surely what reflection on the above example shows is simply that Davidson got the nature of the wanted particulars wrong - that we need to move towards a more fine-grained conception of events if we are going to do justice to the variety of things that can be causes. Since exemplifications or instances of states or properties like dryness can cause things, it will be said, we have simply discovered that it was something like the category of property exemplification or property instance or trope that was really needed here all along. A strict conformity to a conception of events which insists that they are things which happen must simply be forsaken for the sake of the generality we require in an ontology that will subserve the causal relation in all of its forms. But this move, which, again, is extremely common in the literature on causation, is one of the places where it seems to me we are in danger of getting distinct types of causal relationship mixed up; specifically, that we are in danger of mixing up truly singular causal claims, in which a genuinely particular event is said to make another happen, with a utterly different sort of claim, in which a feature or aspect or property of some thing or situation is said to matter causally, to be causally relevant, to the fact that some outcome occurred. Recall that the claim for which we are trying to provide an ontological grounding is that the match lit because it was dry. The present proposal is that we are to understand the causality which is presupposed by this claim as rooted in a causal relation between a match’s exemplification of dryness at a time and its exemplification of lighting at a slightly later time. But what is an exemplification of dryness at a time, exactly? Is it – like a Davidsonian event – a multi-propertied entity, capable of significant redescription which does not simply exploit a property-level identity? I have argued already that it is not, but even if someone thought that that was a mistake, a dilemma now threatens. Suppose the instantiation of dryness is an individual that can thus be informatively redescribed in some way. If it is, how can we guarantee that its machinations will secure what we need to secure in this case – viz., the fact that it was that state’s being, specifically, a token state of dryness that mattered causally for the match’s lighting, as the original explanation - that it lit because it was dry - seemed to tell us? How can the fact that a multi-propertied entity stands in an extensional relation to another guarantee what we really seem to need to have guaranteed here – the causal relevance of the fact that the match was, specifically, dry? If token states or property instances of dryness are themselves the sorts of things that have many properties, then their being token states or property instances, specifically of dryness will presumably, be merely one amongst many possible descriptions by means of which we might single them out – and then there seems to be no way that the mere truth of the purportedly extensional causal claim we are to envisage as underwriting the original fact-citing one can guarantee the preservation of the causal relevance of the property of dryness. But if instead we capitulate here and confess that the token state is not, after all, a multi-propertied entity, capable of significant redescription, in order to permit ourselves to be secure about the causal relevance, specifically, of the fact that the match was dry to the event of its lighting, we have effectively abandoned the Davidsonian strategy of attempting to root all causal truths in ontologically unproblematic relations between true particulars. The fine-grainedness of the entities we seem in the end to need here should alert us, I think, to the fact that we have not properly moved any true distance away from what we appeared to have started with – a causal relationship holding between things which either are, or are extremely close relations of, the facts with which we began.

(c) Event Predications
Indeed, the final nail in the coffin of what I have called the Davidsonian strategy comes with the that it does not work even in the case for which it seems most alluring – cases of the type with which we began our discussion, where the explanans is a well-behaved event predication like ‘The match was struck’. The trouble is that on the Davidsonian view, the singular causal claim (E1) ought to imply the sentential claim (F1) – if the form of (F1) really is the existential generalisation I suggested earlier. But it seems not to do so. For we can imagine a case in which we wanted to say that the striking of the match, conceived of as a particular event, caused the lighting of the match all right and yet not in virtue of the fact that it was a striking, so that it is not correct to say that the match lit because it was struck. Here is a somewhat far-fetched example
which, I think, proves the point. Suppose someone is attempting to invent, for some reason, a procedure for igniting matches by remote control, and tests of the mechanism are under way. One experimenter is holding one of the specially designed matches in his hand. At a signal from this first experimenter a second experimenter, who is sitting beside a button which triggers the remote control ignition mechanism is supposed to press the button. The signal arranged is an up and down motion of the hand. The first experimenter gives the signal a number of times, but the attention of the second experimenter has temporarily wandered, and he does not immediately notice that the signal has been given. The first experimenter, who is holding the box from which the match came in his other hand, while attempting to signal more vigorously, strikes the match he is holding accidentally against the box, though too lightly to cause it to ignite. It just so happens that the up and down motion of his arm is noticed this time by the second experimenter, who presses the button and the match lights as a result. In such a situation, it seems true that the striking of the match – which happened also in this instance to be a signal to the first experimenter – caused the lighting of the match. But it is not true that the match lit because it was struck. It is irrelevant that it was struck – any one of the other up and down motions of the experimenter’s arm might have caused the lighting. The singular causal claim is true, but the sentential one, which was supposed to be a mere existential generalisation of it, is not. 

What these various arguments show, it seems to me, is that it is always futile to attempt to root the claims we make about the causal relevance of facts (or equivalently, properties) to the occurrence of effects, in the causal machinations of particulars. For if the particulars really are particulars, the question will always remain open: in virtue of which of their properties did the particulars produce the effects they did? – there is simply no way of securing, if we stick to the machinations of mere particulars, precisely what we need secured if the fact-citing claim is to be true – namely the relevance, the mattering of the property or fact with which we started and from which we conjured a referring expression for a supposed particular in the first place. The basic problem is a straightforward failure to understand that particular causes and causes which are facts are irreducibly distinct and different from one another. The effectiveness of a causal ‘token’, if it really is a token, can never guarantee to carry with it the relevance of the property by which that token happens to be singled out. True tokens, true particulars can, of course, make things happen – indeed, particular events, are, I should say, the paradigmatic makers-happen of causal reality, the triggers which serve to bring further happenings about. But the import of a fact-citing causal claim can never be represented properly solely by a proposition about which particular events made which other particular events occur. If fact-citing causal claims really do represent real causal relationships, then it is causal relationships of another sort entirely that they must represent.

(ii). Why Facts will not Suffice
At this point, one might reasonably think that the error of the Davidsonian was to have backed the wrong horse in a two-horse race. Events will not do all the work required of a uniform causal ontology. But perhaps facts could do so? D. H. Mellor
 is perhaps the best-known champion of the view that if we are to represent causation adequately we need to recognise that relations between facts – facts representable by means of propositions of the form ‘E because C’ - are the primary causal relations. But even he cannot quite bear just to say so and leave it at that. For there is an obvious problem about facts. Facts do not seem – at least on very many conceptions of what they are - to be the sorts of thing that could actually do anything. Facts exist (on many conceptions, Mellor’s and my own included) merely in virtue of the truth of propositions – they are not properly conceived of as things in the world at all. And this gives even Mellor, perhaps their most determined champion, pause for thought – and indeed ultimately causes him to back down from his original claim that the ontology of causation is an ontology of facts, and to introduce the curious ontology of ‘facta’ with which he is preoccupied during the final four chapters of his book. 


I will not go into much detail about what facta are supposed to be – for the details are not very important for my purposes. Roughly speaking, facta are particulars having properties – though Mellor distinguishes them from tropes because he insists that they are essentially structured entities containing universals, whereas he regards tropes as essentially unstructured – but that, for present purposes, is a debate we need not enter into. I will also not say a great deal about Mellor’s official motivation for introducing them, which is the worry that otherwise, there would be no truthmakers for claims of the form ‘C because E’, since whether or not one is likely to be sympathetic to that reasoning is going to depend a great deal on how sympathetic one is in general to the idea that truths require truthmakers and that is too big a debate in its own right to enter into here. I merely want to point out that there is something about the idea that facts might be the only ultimate relata of the causal relation which is unsatisfying, even for those (like me) who remain to be convinced that there is any entirely general need for such things as truthmakers are normally supposed to be. The pressing difficulty is that an important aspect of our conception of causation seems to involve the idea that causes do things – that they make things happen in particular times and places. And facts seem royally unsuited to playing any such role as this, at any rate on many common sorts of understanding of what they are. Facts are about the world, they are not in it. They do not have causal powers, they do not literally have interactions with anything, they are not causal agents. They simply cannot fulfil our requirement that at least some causes get involved in pushing and pulling and bumping and grinding – for if it is right to think of them as entities at all, it would seem that they simply do not have the requisite concreteness to enter the fray.


Mellor’s solution to the problem of the unworldliness of facts is to invent a sort of hybrid category – the category of facta – things which are supposed to be worldly in a way that facts themselves are not, but which are nevertheless somewhat fact-like, fact-like enough, at any rate, to stand in some sort of correspondence relation to the facts in terms of which he thinks we must ultimately express the causal claims of the form ‘E because C’ which he believes, quite correctly in my view, to be an uneliminable and irreducible part of our causal talk. But I think this is the wrong solution. Ontologically speaking, it is to diversity rather than to hybridity that we should look, in order properly to understand how to fit together the different aspects of our concept of causation. The answer is not to invent strange new categories of entity in which we attempt confusedly to combine all the properties we might think we want a cause to have, but rather to see that there is more than one kind of cause.

Why don’t I like the hybridity strategy? I should own at this point that I suspect myself of some motivations here which are perhaps not strictly kosher, being more aesthetic and ideological than they are philosophical. Facta seem to me to be ugly and unintuitive entities whose nature I find it difficult properly to understand; moreover, I have a general distaste for the introduction of too many new types of metaphysical entity – if we can get by with a few old favourites like substances and properties, then I should prefer to do so, particularly since it would seem to me to be surprising if it were to turn out that philosophical reflection on an everyday notion like causation turned out to require for its metaphysical underpinnings entities that have never, so far as anyone knows, been mentioned or referred to by any non-metaphysician. But I think it is also possible to provide a justification for thinking that hybrid entities like facta are not the answer, which is less encumbered by such general metaphysical prejudices. The main problem, I think, is that Mellor’s hybridity strategy ends up misunderstanding the import and significance, the meaning of the types of causal claim he quite rightly insists must be central to any acceptable account of causation – causal explanations of the sentential form ‘E because C’. It misunderstands what is required to be the case in order for a claim such as this to be true. 


Let us return to the claim that the match lit because it was dry. What is it telling us? I am quite happy to accept for present purposes a great deal of what Mellor says it is telling us – let us agree with him for argument’s sake that one thing that it is telling us that the fact that the match was dry raised the chances of its lighting. If we need to, indeed, we can say more about this – we can say more about what made it the case that the fact that the match was dry raised the chances of its lighting – for example, we can say that water absorbs the heat produced by the friction of the strike; that this is in turn because water has a very high heat capacity; that moreover, water makes the matchhead weak so that rubbing just turns it into wet powder instead of producing the friction required for a successful strike, etc. These are some of the reasons why the fact that the match was dry is causally relevant in a positive way to the fact that the match lit, why it mattered causally. But what it is important to realise, I think, is that the relationship which our claim seeks to record – that the match lit because it was dry - is not itself a transactional one, and does not need to be in order for the claim to count as causal. It relates to a transaction, of course, but the transaction to which it relates is a transaction between a matchhead and some sandpaper, neither of which are entities about whose concrete particularity we need be in any doubt. The relationship our claim seeks to record, I repeat, is not itself transactional but is rather true in virtue of a relationship which is ultimately functional – a relationship between variables. The relationship in question is this: the damper a match head, the more of the energy generated by striking it will be siphoned off to evaporate the water, and the less will be available to set that match head alight. But this functional relationship is a general one. It only obtains in general, naturally, because it obtains in particular instances – this much explanatory priority we must allow to the individual cases in which the functional relationship can be discerned. But we do not need in addition to insist that this general functional relationship be grounded in individual transactional relationships relating to one another entities of the sort required to be arguments of the function – degree of dryness, and amount of energy required for lighting, for instance. That a match is dry matters to the fact that it lights, but not because little entities, little instantiations of dryness or ‘facta’ are hard at work in all the individual cases, pushing and shoving, doing what is so often and so misleadingly called ‘causal work’. To think that is must be so is to mistake a cause that is what I call a matterer for a cause of another sort entirely. The crucial point is that not everything that matters causally, matters because it does something, because it acts. 

One can see this particularly clearly when one reflects on the fact that absences, lacks and omissions can matter causally – but they are obviously not the right sorts of thing to do any causal pushing and shoving, not being around to do any in the first place. But if matterers need not also be doers, need not also be agents, there is also no need for them to be ontologically particular or concrete or local. And if there is no need for matterers to be ontologically particular or concrete or local, there seems no need to replace facts with facta when we try to say what sorts of ontological relationship underlie claims of the form ‘C because E’. Indeed, the paradigm matterers, in my view, are precisely things which are not ontologically particular or local – the paradigm matterers are facts. But this need not disturb us unduly. Non-particularity, non-concreteness might get in the way of something’s being what I call a mover and might also prevent it from being what I call a maker-happen. But the fact that the match was dry is neither of these things – it is a matterer. I propose now briefly to explain this three-fold distinction between movers, makers-happen and matterers, and then to return, finally, to the case of perception, to show how the reconciliation between causalism and disjunctivism can be effected by a proper understanding of these distinctions.
Movers, Matterers and Makers-Happen
I have not said anything yet about the category of mover, and for reasons of space, will not say much about it. But roughly speaking, movers are things. They are such entities as stones and masses of air and water, and animals and persons, as well as some of the smaller entities that go to make them up – like molecules and ions. It might be objected that fundamental physics may ultimately recognise no entities of the sort we generally suppose enduring things like this to be – I reply that fundamental physics, as is often observed, has no use for the concept of causation either. I claim only that at the levels at which we do find it useful and important to speak of causation, we also find it useful and important to single out powerful particulars which do things, which act and are acted upon. 


Makers-happen, roughly speaking, are proper Davidsonian events. They are triggers, and therefore must be happenings. Strikings of matches are makers-happen – though the fact that a match was struck is not. A caution is perhaps necessary that of course my terminology is technical – not everything of which we might say in everyday life that it made something happen counts as a maker-happen, in my sense. We might, for instance, say that a stone (which, in my terminology, is a mover) made the breaking of the window happen; or that the fact that the match was dry (which in my terminology is a matterer) made it light. But these things are not makers-happen in my technical sense; a maker-happen, in my technical sense, can only be an event.


The same caution applies also in the case of matterers. We use the verb ‘matter’ of course in connection also with movers and makers happen – the stone (a mover) matters, in a sense, to the breaking of the window (if it breaks it) and so does my throwing of it (a maker-happen). But one can perhaps get a sense of my motivation for employing the word ‘matterer’ specifically to pick out causes which are facts, or equivalently, causes which are aspects, or features of things situations, by reflecting on the point that actually, it was really the fact that a projectile of a certain mass was thrown at a certain speed at the window that mattered to the fact that it broke – the particularities of individual stone and individual throwing are neither here nor there. Another projectile and another throwing meeting given criteria would have done as well. It is the meeting those criteria that matters for the production of the effect. 
Of course, it is incumbent upon a proponent of a pluralistic view like this one to say something about what unites these various kinds of cause. It must be explained what makes them all causes; what makes the relationships between a mover and what it moves, and a maker happen and what it makes happen, and a matterer and what it matters to, all causal relationships. And I have not provided any such account; nor, I confess, am I in a position to provide anything of a well-worked out kind which would meet this explanatory need. But in my defence, let me say first that it is important to see that the arguments I have provided in section II against causal particularism are quite independent of the production of a positive alternative view of what unifies these ontologically multifarious sorts of causation. I think it is possible to see (by way of those arguments) that relations between events, or event-like entities, are not capable of grounding the totality of relationships we regard as causal, even without having decided what might be the best alternative account of causation. And second, though the task of providing a general account of causation is a large one which I cannot hope to take on here, I do not in the least despair of being able to provide something plausible to plug the gap left by the manifest inadequacies of the so-called ‘natural’ relation. One promising possibility, for instance, is the manipulability conception of causation, recently developed in great detail by James Woodward.
 The crucial thing, I think, is to get away from the picture of causation as a monolithic natural force, like electromagnetism or gravity, with its own essence and physical character – for it is this picture which I think brings with it the idea that it must possess a uniform ontology of its own. The thing to recognise is that causation is not a force, but a category in terms of which we think. As such, it can encompass a wide range of ontologically different sorts of relationship. This does not make causal claims any less true, and it does not imply that causation is a creature only of the mind, or anything similar. It only means that the correct account of what makes all causal claims causal (not, note, what makes them true) may be something which has more to do with us than it has to do with mind-independent reality.

IV The Case of Perception

What, then, is the relevance of all this for the prospects of a reconciliation between causalism and disjunctivism in the theory of perception? The crucial benefit, I think, is that we are freed from the particularistic conception of causation which insists that ‘because’ is merely the indicator (at best)
 of causal explanation, and that we must look elsewhere than to the propositional elements that it relates for the true causal relata in any given case. I have argued that it cannot be true in general that what makes a given ‘because’ sentence causal is that it is underwritten somehow by the obtaining of a particularistic causal relation between events. And so we do not need any longer to agonise about what particular event exactly is to serve as the effect end of the causal chain allegedly involved in vision. There need be no such event – indeed, there need not be anything describable as a causal ‘chain’ at all, so far as what is given to us by an understanding of perception uninformed by the results of scientific investigation is concerned. For the metaphor of a ‘chain’ is really a metaphor suited to the understanding of causal relations amongst event-particulars. And not all causation need involve chain-like phenomena – think, for example, of what is involved, for example, in the claim that the earth goes around the sun because of gravity, or that the oil floated on the water because it was less dense. These are causal claims, but they do not fit neatly into the picture whereby causation always has to involve the occurrence of one ‘distinct existent’ followed by another. Rather, they are claims about general relationships of dependency between different kinds of facts, relationships whose causal status does not need to depend on any transactional relationships between particulars.
So too in the perceptual case, I suggest, instead of causal relata which are particulars, we have causes and effects which are best regarded as facts. We may say that in the case of perceiving an object o, the relevant effect is simply ‘that I see o’, an unashamedly propositional entity, a fact, which bears its relational character on its face, and which there is no temptation to suppose must have a ‘redescription’ in terms of ‘causally relevant natural properties’ (though no doubt it has an explanation in such terms). And the causal platitudes which it is plausible to think of as coming along with the very concept of perception can then simply be such things as these:  ‘I see o (on this occasion) because it is there to be seen right in front of me’; ‘o looks F to me (on this occasion) because it is F’; and so on.
 No complicated empirical investigation is needed to establish that claims such as these are true. They are the sorts of claims that go hand-in-hand with the idea that Strawson has stressed that we think of perception as a way of informing ourselves about a publicly available, mind-independent world – that “the presence of the thing as accounting for, or being responsible for, our perceptual awareness of it is implicit in the pre-theoretical scheme from the very start”
. The causal relationship is precisely that between ‘the presence of the thing’ (= the fact that it is present) and ‘our (my) perceptual awareness of it’ (= the fact that I can see it). We do not need to convert this relationship of dependency into a transactional relation between particulars, even if, as a matter of empirical fact, there could be no perceiving unless certain events brought others about. The relation between the facts themselves is itself a causal one.

It might be objected at this point that more must be said about the nature of causal mattering or relevance, the causal relationship I have suggested can hold between facts, before we can judge whether it is a relationship that holds between such things as the fact that an object is present before me and the fact that I can see it. It may be obvious that the fact that an object is there in front of me helps explain why I can see it – but what is it, exactly, that makes this explanation count as causal if it is not some ‘natural’ relation obtaining in the case? I have already confessed to not having a well-worked out answer to this question. Counterfactuals are doubtless part of the story – but it seems most unlikely that they can do all the work that needs doing alone, since ‘q would not have been the case if p hadn’t been the case’ can be true in all kinds of cases in which the relation between p and q is not intuitively causal. But I have already suggested that perhaps we might look to a manipulability account of causation to help us answer the question what unites the various sorts of causal relation and relationship – perhaps what is crucial to the concept of causation is the idea of altering or changing one thing by manipulating another. Thus, for instance, we might say that the reason the presence of the object before me causally explains why I am able to see it is because moving it away from that prime position makes it progressively more difficult for me to see it, and will eventually prevent me from doing so. Some work would have to be done, no doubt, to ensure that all the many cases of causation in which actual, practical manipulation is unfeasible and perhaps even inconceivable could be brought under the umbrella of the account. But it may not be implausible that there are analogues and extensions of the idea of manipulation that could be used in such cases. But in any case, I would want to resist the suggestion that we cannot accede to the account I have offered of the perceptual case until we have the wanted full account of the category of causation in the palm of our hand. For even if we cannot be sure precisely why it seems right to say that an object’s being present before me is part of what causally explains why I can see it, I think we can be sure that it is part of what causally explains this (albeit platitudinously). The only reason we had for doubting the platitude in the first place, I think, was the worry that we might involve ourselves, by agreeing to it, in a bad metaphysics and epistemology of perception, which requires states of seeing to be describable in other terms. But it has been the aim of this paper to suggest that this worry is unfounded, and in its absence we should be free to embrace the powerful pull of the causalist’s view. 
We have, then, I think, respected the main points dear to the causalist’s heart. But equally, we have properly allowed for the disjunctivist’s claim that seeing is essentially relational. The fact that I see o is essentially a relational fact – one which could not obtain unless o existed. We have not attempted to ‘skim off’ any purely psychic events, because we have rejected the need to deal in events at all. The effect of the causation in the case is a fully relational fact – that I see the chair - which cannot obtain in the absence of the relevant relata – and that the chair is right there in front of me matters causally – is relevant to – the fact that I see it; as well as being logically necessary in order that I should count as seeing it. And to those who are inclined to wheel out their Humean Principle at this point, we should just reply that the Principle is not applicable where the causal relationships involved hold between facts rather than events – that we cannot even make proper sense, in this case, of the relevant notion of ‘distinct existences’. And we might point out, in addition, that the situation ‘has many parallels’
 It may be causally necessary, in order that I should score a goal in a game of football, for me to touch the ball; it is also logically necessary for me to do so, for nothing could count as my scoring a goal which did not involve my touching the ball; it is causally necessary for me to grieve that I should believe that something tragic has happened, but it is also logically necessary, for nothing can count as grieving which is not a response to something believed to be a tragedy. A causal relationship between facts can perfectly well coexist with a logical relation between them. If the Humean Principle has any value, it is tenable only in relation to true ‘distinct existences’ such as events are generally supposed to be. But the ontology of causation is not, or is not only, an ontology of events, as I have tried to show. 

In conclusion, then, I should like to suggest that the best way forward for the disjunctivist who also wishes to be a causal theorist lies with the denial of causal particularism. Powerful arguments of an entirely general kind suggest that it cannot be true. That its rejection might provide us with the means of reconciling two theories of perception which have much, independently, to recommend them, is yet a further argument for attempting to loosen ourselves from its powerful grip.  
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� I really mean by this (as do most of those who use the phrase) the Causal Theory of Vision. I think it remains an open question how plausible it might be to extend some version of the Causal Theory to the other sensory modalities.


� The point about conceptual necessity is important. No one denies that as a matter of empirical fact, perception is underpinned by causal relations. The question is whether there is something in the very idea of perception, in the very concept, which connects it to causation.


� See e.g. Hyman (1992), p. 283.


� See e.g. Child (1992); Baldwin (1997).


� ‘Perception and its Objects’, p.52.


� ‘Reply to Snowdon’, p.314.


� Hyman (1992), p.283.


� If carryings and lookings after are actions, and actions are bodily movements, one might doubt that what I have said of carryings and lookings after here is true. On the other hand, one might be encouraged by the plausibility of the idea that carryings and lookings after are essentially relational entities to wonder whether it is true that all actions really are bodily movements.


� In particular, Child (1992) and Baldwin (2007).


� Child (1992).


� (1992), p.309.


� For arguments to this effect, see my (1997), Ch 5.


� Child appears to concede this, noting in a footnote that ‘the possibility of a compatibilism of this sort is not something which Snowdon would contest’ (p.310), Snowdon being an adherent of the view that though it may be a matter of empirical necessity that we cannot see anything that does not affect us causally, it does not seem to be a conceptual truth.


� Baldwin (2007), pp.24-5.


� p.25.


� Cf Strawson’s remark quoted above that one would have to have been ‘temporarily blinded by philosophy’ not to accept that a visual experience was a ‘thing in nature’ distinct from the thing it is an experience of.


� See Hornsby (1980) for a parallel argument against a parallel sort of identity theory in the case of actions.


� Strawson (1985),  p.115.


� I  focus here on causes. Effects can, I think, be readily accommodated within the ontological categories I shall argue are needed to deal with causes – indeed, they can be more simply dealt with, for in their case, I do not really think there is anything which corresponds properly to the category I call ‘mover’. 


� In my view, it is our having got them mixed up that is largely responsible for the existence of a number of artificial ontological categories for which I have yet to be persuaded that there is any genuine need – token states, tropes and facta, to name but three.


� Taken from Davidson (1970).


� He is not easy to pin down on the question whether there are also stative causes (and effects). In some places, he appears to prefer the idea that it is always a change in a state (hence an event) which is the real cause; in other places he appears more relaxed about the idea that token states might in effect be a species of event. 


� Given the views expressed in ‘The Logical Form of Action Sentences’.


� See my (1997), Ch. 5.


� See e.g. Kim (1969, 1973, 1976).


� Taken from my (1997), p.155.


� See, in particular, his (1995). 


� Woodward (2003).


� ‘At best’, because of course there are many sorts of explanation which are not causal at all.


� Of course, I can sometimes see things even though they are not right in front of me and things can look F to me even though they are not F. But this does not in the least undermine the idea that when I do see things that are right in front of me, I see them (in the normal case) because they are there; or that when F things look F to me and they are F, that (very likely) they look F because they are F.


� Strawson (1979), p.51.


� To quote Strawson’s earlier comment.
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