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Section 1: Introduction

In a number of papers, Yablo has argued for a proportionality constraint on causes.  This idea is unusual in the causation literature, though recently Williamson and Shoemaker have adopted similar restrictions.  The general idea is that causes need the right amount of detail.  The cause needs to be detailed enough but at the same time general enough to be fully relevant to the effect.  So when faced with a range of determinates and determinables, Yablo advises that we should keep on subtracting details until we find the true cause.  Continuing to subtract details after that takes us away from the true cause.  


The case for this proportionality constraint mainly rests on some examples.  Suppose we are searching for the cause of an injury: being hit by a red bus is too detailed, “being hit” isn't detailed enough, but “being hit by a bus” is about right.
  This sort of example has undeniable intuitive appeal.  However, I think that the intuitive appeal needs to be examined with more care, before jumping to conclusions about the metaphysics of causation and the mereology of causal relata.  


This paper re-examines the case for a proportionality constraint on causation and compares some alternative pictures and interpretations of Yablo’s examples that involve different pragmatic features. 

Section 2: Proportionality

Yablo’s proportionality constraint applies to determinables and their determinates.  The determinable/determinate relation is a relation between properties that is often introduced by example.  Scarlet is a determinate of the determinable red, and being hit by a bus is a determinable of being hit.  One way of understanding this relation is that having a determinate property is a specific way of having the determinable property.
  For example, scarlet is a specific way of being red, and being hit by a bus is a specific way of being hit.  Sometimes determinable properties are specified by a range of determinate properties.  For example, the determinable property of travelling at between 50 and 60 km/hr is specified by a range of determinate properties.


According to Yablo, determinables and determinates always compete to be causes.  That is, only one property in a determinable/determinate pair can be a cause of a given effect.  If a property is a cause of an effect then none of its determinables or determinates are also causes of that effect.  This idea is captured in his definition of proportionality.  His definition involves the notion of screening off: a screens b off from e iff, had a occurred without b, then e would still have occurred.  For example, being hit by a bus screens off being hit by a red bus from the death, because if the victim had been hit by a non-red bus, then he would still have died (presumably). Roughly speaking, a screens off b when a improves on b by removing unneeded detail.  


Then Yablo’s proportionality constraint on causation is as follows: 

c is a cause of e only if c is proportional to e, and c is proportional to e iff it is required (none of its determinables screen it off), and it is enough (it screens off all of its determinates).  


As Bontly puts it, proportionality implies that causation is just plain fussy.  Bontly refers to Yablo’s proportionality constraint as the “Goldilocks Principle”.
  Just as Goldilocks only accepts porridge that is “just right”, and rejects porridge that is too hot, and porridge that is too cold, we must only accept causes that are “just right” and we must reject those that are not required and not enough.


Yablo motivates his requirement with some examples.  These are striking examples.  Whether or not Yablo's proportionality constraint is correct, his proportionality examples certainly show something of interest.  

Pigeon. “Imagine a pigeon Sophie trained to peck at red shapes…”
  She sees a scarlet triangle at pecks at it.  Let’s ask ourselves which of the following causal claims are correct: 

The triangle’s being scarlet is a cause of Sophie's pecking.

The triangle’s being red is a cause of Sophie's pecking.

The triangle’s being coloured is a cause of Sophie's pecking.

Applying Yablo’s proportionality constraint, the triangle’s scarletness is not a cause of Sophie's pecking, because it was not required.  The scarletness is screened off by its determinable, redness: if the triangle had been red, but not scarlet, Sophie would still have pecked.  On the other hand, the triangle’s colouredness is not a cause of the pecking because it was not enough.  The colouredness does not screen off one of its determinates -  redness.  If the triangle had been coloured, but not red, then the pigeon would not have pecked.  The redness of the triangle is proportional to the effect, and so, according to Yablo it is the only one of these three candidates that counts as a cause of the pecking.


Here are three further well-known examples:

Platform.  Woodward supposes that a platform will collapse if and only if a weight more than 1000kg is placed on it.  He then asks which of the following claims are true: the weight on the platform being more than 1000kg caused it to collapse, the weight on the platform being 1600kg caused it to collapse (or both).  According to the proportionality constraint, weighing more than 1000kg is a cause in this case, but weighing 1600 kg is not.

Cough. Suppose that somebody coughs at a concert and the conductor becomes annoyed.  According to Jackson & Pettit, although “We may explain the conductor’s annoyance …by the fact that somebody coughed…What will actually have caused the conductor’s annoyance will be the coughing of some particular person, Fred, say.”

Socrates.  Suppose that Socrates was a sloppy eater, and he did not sip the hemlock, but rather guzzled it quickly.  Yablo argues that his guzzling the hemlock was not a cause of his death, because it was not required.  One of its determinables screens it off - Socrates' drinking the hemlock screens it off.

Our intuitions about these examples are more complex then the proportionality constraint suggests.  Even about the same case, we seem to have intuitions pulling us in two different directions at once.  On the one hand, we prefer more specific causal relata.  Jackson & Pettit's judgment is perfectly understandable that Fred’s coughing caused the conductor’s annoyance and somebody's coughing did not.  On the other hand it is easy to be convinced that less specific causal relata are preferable. It doesn't matter who coughed - the conductor would still have been annoyed, so somebody's coughing seems preferable to Fred's coughing as a cause of the conductor's annoyance.
  


Yablo's definition of proportionality seems to be an attempt to find a happy medium between these two preferences - a difficult goal.  The first part of his definition, required, rules out overspecific causes, while the second part of the definition, enough, rule out overgeneral causes.  Consider the first half: “C is required for E iff none of its determinables screens it off”.  The motivation for required seems to be to ensure that the cause contains no irrelevant details.  But it may be objected that the generality is taken too far – details that are not irrelevant in the circumstances, but would be irrelevant in other cases are also ruled out by required.  Sometimes we have more than is required - the remainder is not irrelevant, it’s just that on another occasion we could make do with less.  For example, suppose that 5 people lift a piano that could have been lifted by 3 of those people.  It seems natural to say that on this occasion 5 people’s effort was a cause of the piano lift, even while acknowledging that only 3 of them will be needed to lift the next piano.  One worries that required takes our focus away from the present case and gets us to obsess about future possible cost-cutting.


Consider the second half of Yablo's definition of proportionality: “C is enough for E iff it screens off all of its determinates.”  The motivation for enough seems to be to restrain the action of required - to avoid pointless or irrelevant generality.
  So for example, the triangle’s colouredness is not a cause of the pecking because it was not enough.  Although colouredness is more general than redness, this is irrelevant or pointless generality because colouredness does not improve on redness. If the triangle had been coloured, but not red, then the pigeon would not have pecked.


 Yablo’s examples do have intuitive power – they seem to show that we are somewhat fussy about causes, at least when we are encouraged to be fussy.  But I don't think that the proportionality constraint does full justice to our intuitions about the examples.  Suppose that I initially say that the collapse of the platform was caused by the weight of 1600kg.  Although I may acknowledge that it is an improvement to say that it was caused by the weight's being greater than 1000kg, I am reluctant to say that my initial statement was incorrect.  It seems to me to be inappropriate to retract  the earlier statement in this case, yet the proportionality constraint implies that we should retract this statement, as determinables and determinates cannot both be causes.  Moreover, the main motivation for the proportionality constraint seems to be to find the most relevant cause, and this suggests that our preference for proportional causes has a pragmatic or contextual explanation of some sort. A number of different philosophers have suggested this recently - and in the rest of the paper I want to consider the nature of this pragmatic explanation.

Section 3: Bontly’s Pragmatic Explanation of our Preference for Proportionality

Bontly claims that “Proportionality is ... a pragmatic feature of our use of causal language, derived from general principles of language use” [Bontly, p. 332]. He argues that it is generated by conversational implicature. 


For example, Bontly claims that “Socrates’ guzzling the hemlock” and “Socrates’ drinking the hemlock” are both causes of his death.  However, we wouldn’t normally call “Socrates guzzling the hemlock” a cause, because the less specific event – “Socrates’ drinking the hemlock” is preferable on pragmatic grounds.  He argues that in this case when I use the more specific cause I falsely conversationally implicate that the more specific cause is required and the less specific cause was not enough.  He appeals to the Gricean principle: “make your utterance as informative as necessary for the purposes of the conversation but no more so.”  He argues that when I claim that Socrates’ guzzling the hemlock caused his death, I provide more information than if I had said “Socrates drinking the hemlock caused his death”.  Hence the audience will conclude that this information must be relevant, and will falsely conclude that “Socrates’ guzzling the hemlock” is required for his death and that “Socrates’ drinking the hemlock” is not enough for the effect.
  So he claims that “Socrates’ guzzling the hemlock caused his death” conversationally implicates the following counterfactual: “if he had drunk the hemlock more slowly, he would have survived”, in other words that his guzzling the poison was required.


However, this explanation has some big gaps.  First, why is it that I provide more information when I say that Socrates’ guzzling the hemlock caused his death than when I say that that his drinking the hemlock caused his death?  Bontly seems to be assuming that claiming that Socrates’ guzzling the hemlock caused his death automatically implies that Socrates’ drinking the hemlock also caused his death and not vice versa.  Suppose that this is so.  Then the extra information will generate some implicatures, but why the implicature that guzzling was required, in Yablo’s technical sense?  If Bontly is right, the proportionality constraint is not a real constraint on causes, so why would it be relevant?  This is mysterious, and so I find Bontly's explanation inadequate.

Section 4: Redescribing Causes

Yablo, like many other writers on causation, accepts the need for a fine-grained theory of causal relata. But he then seems to assume a one-to-one correspondence between properties and predicates, although this does not automatically follow.  I agree with Yablo that causal relata are fine-grained but I do not think we can simply take names of events at face-value.  This is clearly going to be important for analyzing Yablo’s proportionality examples, and leads to a second possible explanation of them.


It will be helpful to recall Davidson's views on causal relata.  Davidson claims that causal relata are events and he has a coarse-grained account of events.  Just as coarse grain mustard is chunky and only roughly ground, a coarse-grained theory of events says that the world is chunky and only roughly divided.  Davidson claims that events are individuated by the regions of space-time they occupy. Flora’s drying of herself and Flora’s drying of herself with a coarse towel occupy the same region of space-time, and so are the very same event.  According to Davidson, we have a lot of different names for the same event. Events are widely redescribable. Davidson incorporates this idea into his analysis of the logical structure of causal sentences.  He claims that the sentence “Flora drying of herself caused the rash” has an underlying form “There exist events c and e such that c was a drying of Flora by herself and e was a rash and c caused e.”
  In other words, there are implicit existential quantifiers in causal statements.


Davidson’s view of events is parsimonious.  But we should remember that there is an “anti-razor” to Ockham’s Razor: we should not postulate fewer entities than are needed to explain the phenomena. As Ockham’s contemporary, Walter of Chatton, says “If three things are not enough … a fourth must be added, and so on.”


Many writers, for example, David Lewis and Jaegwon Kim, think that a coarse-grained account of causal relata such as Davidson's does not provide enough events to capture all of our intuitive causal judgments, and so they are led to a fine-grained theory of causal relata. On Lewis's view, there are at least two events involved in Flora’s drying of herself, which differ in their causes and their effects.  One of these events (call it drying1) caused the rash and the other (call it drying2) didn't.  Furthermore, one of these events (drying1) was caused by the event of Flora's sister hiding of the soft towel, and one (drying2) wasn’t. This is a fine-grained theory of events – there can be more than one event in the same spatio-temporal region.  


I agree that we need fine-grained causal relata in order to capture our intuitive causal judgments.  There are some different fine-grained theories on offer, but I want to put aside the question of which theory is most suitable, or whether the causal relata should really be called events, aspects, property instantiations or whatever, because this is not the main point here.  In what follows I talk about causal relata interchangeably as events or properties, as is convenient in discussing the views of Yablo and others.  I hope this will not confuse the reader.


Both Davidson – with a coarse-grained theory, and Lewis – with a fine-grained theory - accept that causal relata are widely redescribable.  So the phrase “Flora's drying of herself” may be used to pick out either drying1or drying2, as may the phrase “Flora's drying of herself with a coarse towel.”
,
  It follows that the names of causal relata sometimes include irrelevant details and sometimes omit relevant details.
  


Once we accept a fine-grained theory of events and widespread redescribability of events, it may seem difficult to interpret Yablo's proportionality examples.  Does the phrase "the weight on the platform is 1600kg” refer to the same event as “the weight on the platform is more than 1000kg” within the context of this example? And what about the effect name “the collapse of the platform”?
  


One philosopher who has given an answer to this recently is Tim Crane.  Crane argues that the only true causes are superdeterminates – properties which have no further determinates (as discussed in note 7 above).  Menzies objects to Crane's view that it does not fit with ordinary or scientific usage, but I think his dismissal is too fast.
  Crane's view does fit with much ordinary and scientific usage, because he combines it with a view about the way we name causes.  Crane does not commit himself as to whether or not determinable properties exist, but he does argue that the only true causes are superdeterminates and that these can have many different names.  So Crane accepts Davidson's widespread redescribability of events.  So for Crane, the phrase "the weight's being greater than 1000kg" is a name for a superdeterminate property, as is the name "the weight's being 1600kg".  As a result, both causal claims are true: the weight's being more than 1000kg caused the platform to collapse, and the weight's being 1600kg caused the platform to collapse, and these causal statements mean exactly the same.   


This view has some advantages.  It explains why both causal claims seem acceptable and we often make them interchangeably.  But it doesn't seem to explain why we find it preferable to say that the collapse of the platform was caused by the platform's weighing more than 1000kg rather than by the platform's weighing 1600kg.
  If anything, the looseness of naming events seems to go the other way around: in this case, when I say "the platform's weighing 1600kg" I was speaking loosely and really meant "the platform's weighing greater than 1000kg".  If I initially claim that the platform's weighing 1600kg caused the collapse, and you ask me, "Do you mean the platform's weighing exactly 1600kg?" this seems to prompt me to be more precise in my naming of the event, and reply "So, it was actually the platform's being greater than 1000kg that was a cause".
  


What I am suggesting here is a loose use view of naming events, that is not extreme.  Causes need not be superdeterminates, but often when we accept statements with events that seem to come from different levels, that is because we are being loose with our event names.  This gives us the beginnings of a plausible pragmatic explanation of the proportionality examples.
   
Section 7: Contrastivism applied to the Proportionality Examples

Finally, I want to present a third kind of explanation of our intuitions about the proportionality examples rising from a contrastivist theory of causation.  I think this has some interesting consequences for the ontology of causal relata, and in the end I think it is nearly equivalent to the loose use explanation just presented, but comes from a full account of causation that is new and promising for many other reasons.

Menzies and Woodward each apply a contrastivist approach to the proportionality examples and come up with slightly different conclusions.  The contrastivist approach to causation may be unfamiliar but is gaining in popularity.  This kind of approach can be spelled out in many different ways and seems to fit particularly well with interventionist/causal modelling accounts of causation and other counterfactual accounts.  The idea of a contrastive account of causation is that contrast cases for the cause and effect are determined by the context.  Applying the contrastive account to the proportionality examples does generate our intuitive judgments, according to Menzies: the triangle’s being red caused the pigeon to peck, and the triangle’s being scarlet did not.  This is because the appropriate contrast with the triangle’s being red is with the triangle’s being not-red -  being some other colour altogether.  If the triangle had been some other colour altogether, then Sophie would not have pecked.  The appropriate contrast with the triangle’s being crimson, however, is the triangle’s being not crimson – for example, scarlet.  If the triangle had been crimson then  Sophie would still have pecked.  (Menzies also argues that correct judgements about the proportionality examples will follow from a correct account of causation and do not need to be stated separately as Yablo does.
) 


Woodward agrees with Menzies about the case of Sophie the pigeon.  The triangle’s being red is a cause of her pecking while the triangle’s being scarlet is not, because the natural contrasts differ in each case.  Woodward  also discusses the platform example.  Remember that the platform will collapse if and only if a weight greater than 1000kg is placed on it.  Menzies then considers two claims: "The weight on the platform being more than 1000kg" caused it to collapse" and "the weight on the platform being 1600kg" caused it to collapse.
  He concludes that both claims are true, but that the second is misleading.  There is a contrast that makes the second true, but the second naturally suggests a different contrast (or perhaps fails to suggest a contrast at all), and thus the causal claim is defective.  


I think it is important to stress that the contrastivist account is more flexible than Menzies and Woodward suggest here.  The relevant contrasts to the cause need not be determined entirely by the stated description of the putative cause, but also by other factors in the context and conversational principles.  And a very important conversational principle is charity of interpretation.  It seems to me that the relevant contrasts with the triangle's being scarlet here are with the triangle's being non-red.  The natural contrasts described by Menzies and Woodward are contrasts with the triangle's being non-scarlet.  These contrasts include the triangle's being non-red, and this set of natural contrasts is narrowed down to give a charitable interpretation of the causal claim - one allowing it to be true.   


It may be helpful to group events and contrast events into rough levels, according to how specific they are.  The triangle's being red is on the same level as the triangle's being yellow, but the triangle's being scarlet is on a lower level, as it is a determinate of redness.  We have a partial ordering or properties if we place determinates at a lower level than their determinables, and the determinates of those determinates on a lower level again.  Then the natural contrasts to the cause normally include events on the same level as the cause.
  These will all be incompatible with the cause, as different determinates of the same determinable on the same level tend to be incompatible with each other.  For example, natural contrasts with the triangle's being scarlet include the triangle's being vermilion and the triangle's being crimson.    


However, cross-level contrasts are also possible, and will be relevant if required to make the causal claim true, provided that no other contextual features rule them out.  So, the triangle's being scarlet is a cause of Sophie's pecking. Now returning to Woodward's platform example, Woodward does acknowledge a sense in which the weight on the platform's being 1600 kg is a cause of the collapse, because there is a contrast that makes the second claim true.  So the weight being 1600 kg, in contrast to being less than 1000 kg, is a cause of the collapse. However, he does say that the claim that the weight being 1600 kg is a cause of the collapse is misleading, because it naturally suggests a different contrast (or perhaps fails to suggest a contrast at all), and thus the causal claim is defective.  So Woodward seems to prefer the claim that the weight being more than 1000kg is a cause of the collapse as it makes the contrasts clearer and avoids ambiguity.


In general, what I have claimed is that, given the principle of charity, if there are some not-too-far-fetched cross-level contrasts that will make a causal claim true, then those contrasts will tend to be relevant in the context.  And this does fit our intuitions about the proportionality examples.  We do after all have some tendency to say that the triangle's being scarlet is a cause of Sophie’s pecking, as well as the triangle's being red.  

In conclusion, I think that the contrastivist account yields a plausible and full pragmatic explanation of our intuitions concerning the proportionality examples.  (As I said above, I think that the contrastivist explanation is nearly equivalent to the explanation in terms of loose naming of causal relata, though I will not argue for this here.  However, the contrastivist explanation has the advantage of springing from a new and promising full account of causation.)
Section 8: Cross-level Contrasts and the Metaphysics of Causation

Allowing for cross-level contrasts leads to a very interesting consequence of a contrastivist approach to causation, at least on one way of spelling out the contrastivist view.  Adopting a counterfactual contrastivist account, it turns out that the truth conditions for causal statements on different levels can be nearly exactly the same:

(a) The triangle's being scarlet, in contrast to not being red, is a cause of  Sophie's pecking is true iff (the triangle is scarlet and Sophie did peck) and had the triangle not been red, then Sophie would not have pecked.

(b) The triangle's being red, in contrast to its not being red, is a cause of Sophie's pecking is true iff (the triangle is red and Sophie did peck) and had the triangle not been red, then Sophie would not have pecked.

What we have here are causal statements on different levels with the  very same truth conditions, except for the clause that requires causes and effects to actually occur
.  Roughly speaking, we might say that contrastivism about causation allows for the same causal claim to have different meanings in different contexts and different causal claims to have the same meanings in the same context.  However, we should be more cautious in stating this.  Note that because the different causal claims relate different causal relata, and because of the clause requiring that causes and effects actually occur, these causal claims have different ontological presuppositions.  So, the claim that the triangle's being red is a cause of Sophie's pecking presupposes the existence of the event of the triangle's being red, while the claim that the triangle's being scarlet is a cause of Sophie's pecking presupposes the existence of an event of the triangle's being scarlet.
This is worth reiterating.  My view is that causal relata only play a minimal role in the truth conditions for causal claims.  The causal claim is really about the contrasts, and the descriptions of the causal relata mainly serve to help pick out the contrasts, and only the contrasts appear in the main clause of the truth conditions: “had contrast1 occurred then contrast2 would have occurred”.  According to the contrastivist, causation is the opposite of fussy (whatever the opposite of fussy is - robust, indiscriminate, laid-back, obliging.)  Whenever a causal claim holds between determinates, there is a possible context in which a logically equivalent claim holds between determinables.  So in many contexts, causal statements on different levels are logically equivalent – they express the same proposition - without the causal relata needing to be equivalent.
Of course, if this is correct, it has interesting implications for philosophy of mind.  It may be that even without the reduction of the mental to the physical that claims of mental causation are logically equivalent to claims of physical causation.
What does this all mean for the ontology of causation?  If contrastivism about causation is right, then we may need only the thinnest of ontological structures for causal claims to be true.  (Think of a completely empty world with plenty of counterfactual truths.)  The structure that supports causal claims is counterfactual connection between contrast events.  And contrast events are not really events at all - they never actually occur.  They are merely possible events that feature in counterfactuals.  (You can see that it is only a step away from here to a kind of structuralist or relation-only view of causation). 
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�	  “A little generality is causally speaking a good thing: being hit by a bus, Williamson notes, is a better candidate for cause of death then being hit by a red bus.  But there are limits.  The pursuit of greater and greater generality eventually takes one away from the cause.” [Yablo, “Causal Relevance”, p. 319]


�	 For example, see Funkhouser, 2006.


�	  Bontly, p. 332, p. 333.


�	 “Imagine a pigeon Sophie trained to peck at red shapes.  No one would call the triangle’s redness irrelevant to her pecking on the grounds that the effect was already provided for by its specific shade of red.” [1997, p. 256]


�	 Note that Yablo also comments on this example that both scarletness and redness can be causally relevant. Although determinates do compete with their determinables for causation, according to Yablo, they do not compete for causal relevance.  Causal relevance is a more permissive relation than causation, according to Yablo.  I am reluctant to postulate a relation of causal relevance, and I avoid the topic in this paper: I don’t think we need two separate causal notions once we have a correct analysis.  (In this I agree with Woodward: “Put slightly differently, if we understand causal (ir)relevance in the manner just suggested … there is no such thing as a cause of Y that is not causally relevant to Y. Equally, if X is causally relevant to Y, then X causes Y.  Bona fide causal claims always have relevance built into them” [Woodward, BR, p. 227])


�	 Jackson & Pettit, 1988, p. 394.


�	The preference for the specific can be taken to extremes. Crane, recently argues that the only true causes are superdeterminates – properties which have no further determinates.  Fred's cough might have been a loud, long, deep, growling, monotonic cough during the first bar of the second movement - but this does not yet describe a superdeterminate.  At first sight, at least, superdeterminates seem absurdly overloaded with details to be causes, but we will return to examine this view later.  The preference for the general can also be taken to extremes.  To my knowledge, no philosophers have argued that superdeterminables - properties that have no further determinables - are the only true causes.  However, Bontly suggests that the move to more general causes can also be taken too far: some may reject Socrates’ drinking hemlock as a cause of his death on the grounds that Socrates’ ingesting a lethal poison is more general, or even reject that in turn on the grounds that Socrates’ doing something lethal more general.  However, at first sight this seems absurdly underspecific.


�	 Yablo explains proportionality this way in his 2003 paper.  He is mainly talking about causal relevance and not causation in that paper however, so I am unsure whether to read that back into his earlier paper. In the 2003 paper he talks about avoiding “spurious generality”, and gives two different examples of this. The first is from Williamson: “If someone was crying because she was bereaved, it does not improve the explanation to say that she was crying because she was bereaved or chopping onions.”  The second is an example of “plumber-recommendedness”:  “If you are looking for a property that correlates well with the property of unplugging clogged drains, it would be hard to improve on plumber-recommendedness….  The objection to plumber-recommendedness is … that it bring in factors too far away to influence goings-on in the drain.” [p. 319]


�	One reason that I have always been dubious about enough, is that determinables are parts of their determinates in a sense, hence if we are trying to analyze the concept of being a partial cause rather than the notion of being the total cause, then we might expect that whenever we have a cause, then all of its determinables automatically count as partial causes.


�	 He says, “Thus, in explaining E by a lower-level cause, I conversationally implicate that this subvenient event was required and the higher-level, supervenient event not enough…” [p. 342]  


�	Bontly also describes a case where the more determinate statement is preferred for pragmatic reasons.  He imagines a case where there are two varieties of toxic hemlock, and a coroner’s report prefers to make a statement about which type of hemlock caused the death, because “knowing which type of hemlock was involved may well prove crucial to a conviction." [Bontly, 2005, pp. 341-2].


�	 He analyzes “Jack fell down, which caused it to be the case that Jack broke his crown” as “There exists events e and e’ such that e is a falling down of Jack, e’ is a breaking of his crown by Jack, and e caused e’.  [p. 80, Davidson “Causal Relations”]  He also says, “The salient point that emerges so far is that we must distinguish firmly between causes and the features we hit on for describing them”. [p. 81, “Causal Relations”].


�	  "We have two descriptions: "John's saying 'Hello''' and "John's saying 'Hello' loudly'".  But it does not follow from this alone that we have two events to describe.  The second description as well as the first might denote the first event, since the second description might describe the first event in part accidentally.  Alternatively, the first description as well as the second might denote the second event, since the first description might describe the second event by less than the whole of its essence... The real reason why we need both events, regardless of which description denotes which, is that they differ causally". [Lewis, "Events", p. 255]


�	 I think we have to agree with the point about implicit existential quantifiers too.  As Lewis does (e.g. p. 253, “Events”).


�	But why would users of causal language be so careless and misleading (you might ask)?  Why can’t they be informative and relevant like other language users?!  The answer is that this flexibility in event names does fit with Grice’s maxims of conversation.  Leaving out details does fit with the Maxim of Quantity (“make your utterance as informative as necessary for the purposes of the conversation, but no more so”).  The listener may already know that the cause is most likely to be drying2 not drying1, or it may not matter for the purposes of the conversation whether or not the cause is drying1 or drying2. Including details that are irrelevant to how fine-grained the event is also fits with Grice’s maxims.  These details may be relevant to other purposes of the causal statement.  For example, they may be relevant so that the listener can locate the cause or effect, or at the same time to provide the listener with evidence to convince him or her that this is indeed the cause.


�	One approach here is to say that it often isn't determinate exactly how fine-grained the causal relata are, because it doesn't matter to the causal claim.  Another approach is to follow Davidson even further in saying that there are implicit existential quantifiers in causal statements.  I think that something along these lines is correct, and this fits with the final picture I present in the last section.


�	"I think that the kind of metaphysical concept of causation it embraces is so remote from any concept of causation that is used in everyday or scientific practice." [p. 204]


�	I also reject one of Crane's main arguments for his claim.  This has to do with truthmakers and goes as follows:


	(1) The truthmakers for causal relata are superdeterminates.


	(2) The truthmaker for a causal truth must be a relation between cause and effect.


	Therefore, (3) The causal relata are superdeterminates. [p. 187]





	I reject premise (2) of this argument.  Even if we accept that the truthmakers for causal relata are superdeterminates, it is possible that the truthmakers for the causal relata are at a lower level than the causal relata themselves, and that the truth conditions for the causal claim involves different properties than the causal relata.


�	In fact, according to Crane, event names have an underlying existential quantification, something like the following: to say that the triangle is red is to say that the object has some superdeterminate property within the red range. [See Crane, p. 191]


�	I won't go further into the details at this stage, but I should say that this kind of view may be best spelt out not as a loose use view of event names, but with existential quantifiers for each of the causal relata, as Davidson and Crane suggest in different ways.  For example, to say that the triangle's being scarlet is a cause of Sophie's pecking is to say that there is an event that fits the description of the triangle's being scarlet that causes an event that fits the description of Sophie's pecking.


�	Menzies also argues that Yablo’s proportionality constraint is unclear and unhelpful because the counterfactuals that define screening off are so vague.  So when we ask whether if the redness of the triangle had occurred without the scarletness, then the pigeon would still have pecked, this counterfactual is very unclear.  Certainly one strength of a contrastivist account is that it relies on counterfactuals with more specific antecedents.


�	Note that if I say "exactly 1600 kg" then this example no longer sounds plausible.  Why is that?  First, this seems to fit with the idea of "loose use" in the identification of the causal relata.  So when I say "exactly 1600 kg" the causal statement no longer seems plausible as I am no longer allowed to use this phrase loosely to pick out the event of being greater than 1000kg.  Secondly, this also seems to fit with the contrastivist approach.  So "exactly 1600 kg" seems to help to narrow down the range of contrasts also.


�	Are contrast events normally superdeterminates?  That would make contrastivism look even more like Crane's loose use view.  No, contrast events don't need to be superdeterminates.  In fact they are normally from the same level.  (They are more specific than the absence of the cause - that's why the counterfactuals are more likely to be determinate.  However, they need not be superdeterminates.)


�	Thanks to Phil Dowe for reminding me to include this first clause.


� Note that Schaffer, who also defends a contrastive theory of causation, prefers Davidsonian events to fine-grained events as causal relata.  He rejects the fine-grained theory of events as counterintuitive, and says “[T]he contrastive strategy fits intuition by flatly denying fragility.  The same event could still be present even with slight differences.” [Schaffer, 2005, p. 304]	He argues that examples that seem to require fine-grained events can be successfully treated with coarse-grained events and shifting contexts.  For example, suppose that McEnroe’s tension caused his serving awkwardly but his tension did not cause his serving.  Schaffer says “The underlying contrastive truth is: McEnroe’s being tense rather than calm caused his serving awkwardly rather than smoothly, but it did not cause his serving rather than standing still.  The different descriptions of the effect (“McEnroe’s serving awkwardly” versus “McEnroe’s serving”) suggest different intended contrasts.  ” [Schaffer, 2005, p. 318]  In effect, Schaffer makes fine-grained events out of (coarse-grained vs coarse-grained) pairs.  


	I see no reason to prefer Davidsonian coarse-grained events to fine-grained events here.  Contrastivist views of causation can be naturally combined with different views of causal relata.  It is true that contrastivist views are very robust with respect to how the causal relata are conceived, because in fact, as I have explained, the causal relata are playing only a minimal role in the truth conditions for causal claims.  
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