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Abstract: In this paper I defend the impossibility of strictly circular causal relations, recurrently seen in the
academic literature corresponding to disciplines whose object of study is humans. I use a combination of
aprioristic and empirical arguments, based on a central example, to expose the logical flaws they generate,
as well as the incompatibilities they raise with numerous scientific principles. Once this explanatory
model has been refuted, I propose a corrected model that admits the phenomenon of feedback but denies
the return of any cause to itself. Finally, I discuss the most relevant contributions directly or indirectly
related to the problem examined in this essay.
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Resument: En este articulo defiendo la imposibilidad de las relaciones causales estrictamente circulares,
recurrentes en la literatura académica de disciplinas cuyo objeto de estudio son los seres humanos.
Combino argumentos aprioristicos y empiricos, basados en un ejemplo central, para exponer los fallos
16gicos que generan, asi como las incompatibilidades que plantean con numerosos principios cientificos.
Una vez refutado este modelo explicativo, propongo un modelo corregido que admite el fenémeno de
la retroalimentacién, pero niega el retorno de cualquier causa sobre si misma. Por tltimo, examino las
contribuciones mds relevantes, directa o indirectamente relacionadas con el problema abordado en este
ensayo.
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The Causa Sui Strikes Back: The Impossibility of Strictly Circular Causality and the Scientific Study of Humans

1. INTRODUCTION

The academic literature across multiple scientific disciplines that focus on human
beings reveals the uncritical presumption of causal explanatory models that provoke
controversies in the field of Philosophy of Science. A good example is the Ethnography
manual for school scientists edited by Velasco and Diaz de Rada (2018), where the
authors repeatedly highlight the existence of circular relationships of causes and
effects as an explanation for problems arising from interethnic coexistence, labor and
educational activities, and other relevant aspects related to the study of human cultures.
Classic and widely disseminated ethnographic works such as those by Wolcott (1989)
and Ogbu (1974) serve as significant examples of this seemingly convenient theoretical
approach.

Such a circumstance should draw attention in the philosophical debate, almost
evidently recalling the famous causa sui', so discussed throughout the history of
thought, particularly from medieval scholasticism to modernity (Lee, 2006). Authors
like Dagher (2023) and Pruss (2023) have revived the thesis that any causal history
from which an event is derived must be finite, that is, with a beginning and an end.
However, the idea of circularity, as conceptualized, seems to lead directly to the
existence of closed loops that repeat uninterruptedly, with their parts successively
feeding back into each other in a retroactive continuation of links.

In this regard, it is interesting to explore the validity of circular causal models
as a path to obtaining scientific truths, particularly in disciplines that study human
beings from different prisms and methodological paradigms. Indeed, recent research
in the fields of Psychology and Economics appeals to these explanatory schemes
without conceptual precision that clarifies such a problematic notion as circularity, as
it recurrently lends itself to paradoxes (De Angelis, 2021).

Although it is impossible to compile all existing cases in a single text, a di-
achronic exploration in the scientific database Scopus yields a notable sample if the
extraction is narrowed according to the criterion of relevance. In recent years, works
like those of Curtis (2024) provide complex models of retroactive causes and effects
to approach therapeutic solutions in the treatment of family problems. Similarly,
Lemke et al. (2023) propose closed systems that perpetuate socioeconomic differ-
ences sustaining inequalities in the field of motherhood, which in turn reflect back
on said socioeconomic differences. Recently, Pliushch (2023) uses the concept of
circular causality to theorize about cycles of self-development, entering a kind of
double redundancy, closer still to the causa sui. Other researchers adhere to this same
position, adding the concept of self-reinforcement supported by circular causality
systems, ambiguously differentiating between linear and circular causal sequences, as
the same logic that applies to circular models in the study of some business models
could be applied to the study of others, all forming part of the same economic order
of interrelated agents (Thornton, 2024).

But this trend not only affects the social sciences; there is also recent literature in
branches of Medicine such as Psychiatry, with works like that of Maximino (2023) that
address mental pathologies as phenomena framed within a biocultural network, where
the human mind remains embedded in a niche of ecosocial transactions whose causal
regime is circular. Similarly, disciplines such as Demography have drawn analogous

1 The self-caused cause.
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conclusions in the study of population growth processes in feedback relation with the
presence of primary education schools (Lourenco et al., 2021).

All these publications share the total or partial inference to processes of circu-
lar causation, accepting as valid a closed sequence of explanations that fold back on
themselves, without distinguishing the differences in the essential properties of each
element and placing them on the same epistemic plane?®. In this way, they assume
that their causal interdependence is homogeneous and that the loop is self-sufficient
without the need for external elements to remain operational. Consequently, the lack
of conceptual precision not only constitutes a notable theoretical deficiency but can also
lead to interpretative errors with concerning practical consequences. Although the
principle of parsimony (commonly called Ockham's Razor) advises against multiply-
ing entities without need, the rules of logical inference and potential hidden variables
should not be ignored in favor of simple or illusorily functional explanatory models.

What follows concentrates on three operational questions: (i) Circularity: in
what sense I use “circularity,” how it can be detected in a text or model, and which
problems—Ilogical and/or empirical—it introduces; (ii) Generality: whether that
circularity is structural to the theory/domain analyzed or rather a local mistake of
the paper (or its author); (iii) Domain of reply: I keep the critique either strictly
logical (§3) or strictly empirical (§4), avoiding reliance on intuition or metaphor. This
narrowing is intended to focus the argument and make each step testable.

2. PRELIMINARY ISSUES

When citing social-science literature that speaks of “circles” or causal “loops,” I will
use “strict circularity” for cases where an effect returns to the same cause in the same
state; and “feedback” for returns that change the system’s state (which, I argue, breaks
identity and avoids strict circularity). This distinction guides the manuscript.

The debate on closed causal loops is not new. Mellor (1998) argues against
the possibility of causal loops of the type P causes Q and Q causes P, based on the
logical independence of P apart from its causal activity generating Q and vice versa,
considering Q apart from its causal activity generating P (Dowe, 2001). But with such
a scenario, can both P and Q be independent in any way?

Consider the following proposition:

If Q is explained by virtue of P, then P cannot be explained by virtue of Q, as
this returns us to the origin, asking for the principle. This would imply a fallacious
reasoning since the explanation would be surreptitiously enclosed in that which is to
be demonstrated. Therefore, it follows that neither term is independent of the other
nor provides real information regarding its counterpart, turning the proposition into

2 It is important to highlight that the investigations cited as examples and a as brief state of the

question explicitly speak of causes by virtue of whose influence or action other events occur. They do not
speak of reasons or justifications that would circumvent the necessary link implied by causality. From this,
I deduce that, albeit implicitly, the authors assume the existence of efficient causes, which by definition
are "extrinsic determinants," as extensively developed by Mario Bunge (1979, p. 175), supported by the
peripatetic principle “Omne quod movetur ab alio movetur” [everything that moves is moved by another]
(Aristotle, 2008, VII, 1, 214b; VII, 4, 254b). For a detailed analysis of Bunge's thought on causality, see
Schlegel (1961).
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a tautology.

There is strict circularity if a finite causal chain contains a cycle in which some
element x appears as both cause and effect of x in the same type and state. Any return
that involves a change of type or state is not strict circularity but feedback.

From a formal point of view, we see that causality in both directions presents
defects. Henceforth, I will try to demonstrate that even by adding more elements
to the chain of causes and effects, whenever a circle is constituted in the sequence,
we will end up encountering aporias. To do this, I will first use a series of a priori
philosophical arguments (section 3) based on the nature of causal series considered
temporally and hierarchically. Secondly, I will verify these arguments with others of
a scientific order and, therefore, a posteriori (section 4). And thirdly, I will discuss
some relevant academic contributions directly or indirectly related to the problem
examined here (section 5). Ultimately, the purpose of this work is to demonstrate that
not only is it logically problematic to construct a circular explanatory model, but it also
opposes fundamental principles of Physics and other sciences, unless the proposed
causal schemes are reformulated, offering an adequate and precise terminological
perspective. This argumentative strategy is deliberately narrower in scope than general
interventionist, structural, or capacities-based accounts of causation (e.g., Woodward,
2003; Pearl, 2009; Cartwright, 2007; Illari & Williamson, 2011), and focuses specifically
on the logical possibility of strictly circular causal chains and the empirical viability of
their feedback-based reformulations.

3. A PRIORI ARGUMENTS

No cause can revert to itself while remaining identical in a succession of causes and
effects. Otherwise, we would encounter an event that is the original cause of itself,
which is impossible, as it constitutes a case of causa sui. Consider the following
proposition:

ab,c,d A:aRb " bRc " cRd — aRd

For any set A formed by 4, b, ¢, d, the transitive property holds that relates a
with b, b with ¢, and ¢ with d, ultimately and more fundamentally relating a with d
so that the chain reaction makes sense by reason of transmission between elements.
However, accepting a return of this set in a circular form from d back to a would imply
either substituting d for a, which is absurd given the expressed formula, or accepting
an infinite loop that would prevent the effectiveness of the transitive property due to
the lack of at least one element more fundamental than all the others, or a supreme
cause.

Note that the ‘most fundamental cause” may lie outside the modeled set (initial
condition, exogenous input), which suffices to break circular closure without positing
identity of elements. Going forward, I explicitly assume an A-theory of time and a
methodological commitment to the Principle of Sufficient Reason (PSR), made explicit
in §3 (premises (1) and (2)). Both assumptions are substantial and controversial in
contemporary metaphysics of time and modality. Accordingly, the main conclusions
of this paper should be read as conditional on the adoption of an A-theoretic view of
time and a version of the PSR strong enough to rule out unexplained brute facts.
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Therefore, according to the following premises:

(1) Circular causality is impossible because, assuming the A-theory of time?,
something caused by itself would require having existed before occurring, which is
absurd, since what has not yet occurred does not exist and therefore cannot have a
precursor.

(2) Furthermore, it does not seem to be a reasonable explanatory scheme and
is thus dismissible if one opts for the inference to the best explanation. Something
contingent caused by itself (according to the previous premise) has no explanation
external to itself, making its reason for being identical to the fact of its existence, which
turns the thing into a brute fact. The thing explains itself, which is the same as saying
it does not explain itself, contradicting the PSR*.

From this, it follows that, to offer an alternative to the models proposed so far
as circular causation, a type of linear causality must be proposed that explains the
apparent circularity under critique.

Within the proposed chain of causes and effects, the hypothetical feedback of
an effect on a cause of the sequence generates another modified cause, or subelement
of the system. This subelement can be of the same genre (which would explain the
erroneous assumption of identity), but of a different species, as previously explained.

Therefore, the possibility of circular causal explanatory models must be rejected
to work rigorously in any research that does not overlook important elements of
judgment or unnecessarily simplify the explanatory model to settle the posed questions.
Of course, this conclusion is conditional on the metaphysical and methodological
assumptions made explicit in sections 3—4, and it can be reasonably contested by those
who reject an A-theoretic view of time or a strong version of the PSR. It is important
to emphasize that the adjective "circular" has a strict sense, by the very definition
of circumference: a plane and closed curve whose points are all equidistant from
the same center’. Instead, a curved but open explanatory model can be proposed,
whose scheme adopts the form of a helical motion (Fig. 2). The explanatory scheme
would consist of a history or sequence of causes and effects that start from a beginning
dependent on another cause outside the system, and whose successive causes and
effects (one, the last; or several) inaugurate a new causal cycle dependent on the
previous one but different in species, although this difference may not be noticed. The
similarity between both cycles does not imply identity at all, even though they belong

3 Tassume the A-theory of time, according to which events are ordered as past, present, and future

linearly in a progressive becoming (Craig, 2000). Embracing this thesis is more compatible with human
experience and intuitions and, therefore, with scientific knowledge, which is based on experiential facts.
Any experiential fact considered as valid knowledge comes from a past antecedent to the present in which
it is considered. The experiential facts in scientific and philosophical knowledge are also cumulative, and
to consider them as a criterion of reason, it must be accepted that a future will succeed the present and
that the events it reveals will be regular with respect to their preceding counterparts. The invariance
under temporal translations formulated in Noether's theorem (1971) could be argued as a scientific
argument in favor of the A-theory of time.

4 Accepting even the possibility of a single brute fact would lead directly to radical skepticism. If
it is conceded that there are events whose explanation cannot be found anywhere except in the mere fact
of their existence, it could be thought that anything might occur spontaneously, mutatis mutandis. For the
original formulation in modern thought of the PSR, see Leibniz (1951, I, 44).

5 Someone might object that the term "circular" is used metaphorically. To this, it should be
responded that scientific knowledge largely depends on terminological rigor to avoid confusion, and
that geometric representations are indispensable aids in making the reality of the world intelligible.
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to the same kind, as they necessarily differ in at least one of their elements, whether
this particularity is evident or not.

The stages of the sequence or causal history would generate sub-stages or points
in the sequence modified with respect to their antecedent. By belonging multiple times
to the same kind of causes, despite the inevitable specific distinction (as previously
mentioned), it is possible that many confusions leading to the consideration of circular
causality models stem from the following premise: every effect contains, in some way,
part of its cause. In other words, the conditions that determine the cause must exist, in
some form, in the generated effect. Otherwise, there would be no necessary connection
between the two events due to the lack of an intrinsic relationship between them.

However, given qualitative differences in the causal efficiency of the parts or
points of the sequence (which is, in reality, a linear continuum, as explained earlier), we
must reject strict causal circularity, in virtue of the provided definition of circumference.

A common attempt to solve the problem while preserving the circular scheme
would involve adding an external cause to the system that operates as the prime mover
and subsequently generates a vicious or virtuous circle that constantly feeds back,
restoring the initial conditions. Nevertheless, even if we disguised the closed circular
model by adding an external beginning, the circular sequence would still be invalid,
as it would imply accepting that its elements maintain their causal efficacy indefinitely
until an external agent breaks the cycle. This is equivalent to accepting as possible and
logically acceptable the concept of perpetual motion.

Taking the following example:

Son ﬁ Parents pay
more

misbehaves .
attention
(SM) (PA)
Parents Son behaves
ignore son better

(PT) b (SB)

Figure 1. Example of a hypothetical cycle of circular causality affecting family behavior.
Source: own elaboration based on Galvin et al. (2015).

In the seemingly infinite causal relationship depicted in Figure 1, there must
exist a starting point and a determined point (cut-off or transition) that gives rise to a
second round or time in the sequence, qualitatively different from the previous one,
regardless of the degree of its variation. Otherwise, any element could constitute the
starting point, which is the same as accepting that none does. This latter point is absurd
because it is contradictory. Likewise, any event has a beginning if we accept a temporal
becoming as posited in the first premise, which is reasonable when considering any
entity distinct from the God of Classical Theism, Natura naturans, or Platonic Ideas®.

6 The three entities cited are traditionally considered eternal (without beginning or end), which
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Despite the probable temptation of some social scientists (and from other
fields) to appeal to explanations presented without hierarchical distinction among the
nodes of a causal network, according to my reasoning, it is necessary to determine
their order by analyzing the statements of each stage to distinguish their causal efficacy
clearly and distinctly. This is because, without at least one cause more fundamental
than all the others, there cannot exist an effective relationship of dependencies that
allows us to move from one element to another, as none incorporates its causal activity
independently, but rather by reference to another. If all the causes in the sequence
point to a preceding one, a paradox arises where none actually follows from another. If
we randomly take one of the elements and assign it an arbitrary hierarchical position,
upon closing the circle, it would simultaneously hold that position and not hold it,
which is absurd due to the contradiction. If I assign SM the first position in a set
like the one used as an example (Fig. 1), upon reaching PI, it would be immediately
following the last position.

Furthermore, in constructing a scientific explanation based on a chain of causes
and effects, the existence of intermediate elements is assumed, which would not exist
without the prior involvement of preceding elements that necessarily refer to one or
several more fundamental elements than all the others.

In the given example (Fig. 1), [ will arbitrarily choose one of the two elements
that could constitute the beginning, discarding the two that do not appear to refer to
external conditions or agents outside the sequence, nor can they be easily explained
as seemingly independent facts or behaviors (PA and SB). Thus, assuming PI as the
prime mover (since SM could be explained in terms of PI, but PI cannot be explained
in terms of SB, considering that at least one prime mover is needed, as I have explained,
and this being the "first round" of the sequence), we see that:

PI generates a hypothetical lack of affection that triggers SM, which in turn
provokes PA, given that parents are responsible for the behavior of the children under
their care, and through their intervention leads to SB, which ultimately feeds back
negatively into PI, constituting a perpetual vicious circle. That is, a perpetual sequence
of movers (agents of change) in motion (undergoing change). However, the scheme
must account for the fact that the original PI can never be identical to the PI of the
"second round," since the former cannot be originally explained by SB (given the
reference criterion of behavior taking this point as the mover that moved PI), and if it
could, it would no longer be the prime mover, leading to a contradiction.

Moreover, it cannot be assumed that at the end of the "first round" or cycle,
the initial conditions determining the prime mover remain identical to the start of the
causal chain. This would make little sense if the causal efficacy of the supposed final

is not the case for the events we place under the Principle of Causality (PC) in scientific activity. The
case of Natura naturans is peculiar because Spinoza conceived it as the generating principle of God,
understood as Nature and the single Substance, something that is in itself and is conceived through itself
(Spinoza, 1677,1, D3) and thus, the cause of itself. However, Spinoza's causa sui should not be equated
with the set of contingent entities, as it pertains to the Absolute. In virtue of its ontological monism, it
must be understood as the necessary, blind, non-volitional, and deterministic substance that perpetually
actualizes and regenerates itself and does not violate the PSR. As explained by Saint Thomas Aquinas,
there must be something whose necessity does not depend on another, to avoid an infinite regress. It
is therefore imperative to accept the existence of something necessary in itself, whose necessity is not
explained by reference to another, but which upholds the necessity of everything else in reality (Aquinas,
1966, q.2, a.3). This property is attributed exclusively to God by Aquinas, and as mentioned, Spinoza
identifies God with Nature.
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element closing the cycle is accepted, as it necessarily exerts some type of activity by
tfeeding back into the first event.

From what has been said, it follows that when PI receives the causal influence
of SB (in the form of feedback”) at the end of the first cycle of the process, it must
necessarily transform into another kind of PI (which I will call PI,), and so on with
the rest of the elements in the series (SM, PA,, and SB,), which enter a new cycle and
constitute their own set, dependent on the original set, if one does not want to accept
the perpetual motion of circular causality. Consequently, the scheme would adopt the
following form, represented geometrically:

Figure 2. Three-Dimensional Representation of the Corrected Model of Apparently Circular
Causal Relationship. Source: own elaboration.

As can be seen more clearly in this graphical representation, the superposition
of a modified PI,, with each cycle of the process transitively triggers a reaction that
forces the variation of the entire sequence in successive cycles within the same forward-
moving temporal trajectory, that is, progressive. Here, the representation plays a
crucial role because if we do not consider the set with the appropriate perspective,
it might give the impression of a strictly circular relationship. The reality is that the
causal efficacy of each link retransmits through the chain a flow of modifications that,
necessarily, must alter the initial conditions of the system, even if only slightly. That is,
using the example, the parents' lack of attention that causes the child's misbehavior
cannot always respond to the same variables despite originating from the same factors,
as these change as a result of the transitive chain of effects derived from the first mover
of the set.

Thus, we can schematically represent the sequence in a linear succession:

7 I understand feedback as the causal activity exerted by a higher element in the hierarchically

considered causal chain (per se) upon a lower element, within the established order of the set. Feedback is
temporally possible because all elements evolve proportionally with each cycle, by virtue of the transitive
property that binds them within the set (their necessary relation to the most fundamental cause) and
according to the progressive trajectory marked by their temporal becoming. Considering feedback that
alters the temporal sequence by returning to the past would be impossible unless one accepts the B-theory
of time, which is difficult to reconcile with the PC as applied in the sciences, which demands sequences
subject to temporal flow.
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PI SM PA SB Pl, SM, PA, SB, Pl...

Tr: Trs

Figure 3. Two-dimensional representation of the corrected model of the seemingly circular
causal relationship®. Source: own elaboration.

4. A POSTERIORI ARGUMENTS

So far, I have sought to demonstrate the logical issues resulting from accepting a strict
circular causality devoid of clarifications, in which there is no beginning or hierarchical
distinction between the members of the series. But to complete the demonstration, I
will provide a series of arguments based on scientific principles aimed at reinforcing the
thesis defended here: strictly speaking, truly strictly circular series do not exist, despite
the lack of conceptual and terminological distinction or clarification observed in the
consulted literature. All causal series have a beginning, and with each cycle, changes
occur that modify essential properties of the sequence, generating causal subseries
and creating a helical movement pattern (Fig. 2) that, although indeterminate a
priori, must also have an end. Precisely, its necessary tendency towards finitude is the
mechanism that allows change. Otherwise, one would have to consider an eternal
entity, which by definition must be immutable due to its subsistence (Aquinas, 1966,
I, c.10, a.1 and a.2). The scientific considerations that follow should therefore be
understood as heuristic analogies: they are meant to illustrate formal constraints on
causal closure using physical systems, rather than to literally reduce psychosocial
processes to thermodynamics or circuit theory.

Movement (understood fundamentally as change that requires work) requires
energy exchange (W=AE). Since energy is conserved, a perpetual motion system
could only be observed if said system remained isolated in absolute vacuum, free
from any kind of friction resulting from interaction with other systems (W=AE=0).
Additionally, the system in question could not have moving parts (in the process of
changing through work), as both this assumption and the previous one would imply
friction and, consequently, energy exchange that ultimately leads to the halting of
the system's parts and, finally, the system as a whole. Indeed, energy is conserved
and subject to transformation during the work observed in a system, in accordance
with the First Law of Thermodynamics (AU=Q+W) and the Law of Conservation of
Energy (E;=E;+W+Q) (Pomper, 1962). Therefore:

W=AEQ thus EiEf

In line with this, it should be said that, since the system is not in a vacuum, its
activity is affected by the environment in which it is located. According to Newton's
Third Law (1686)°, the effect exerted by both the parents' attitude and the child's
behavior on the surrounding environment generates an equal and opposite reaction.

Where C = cycle; t = time; and Tr = transformation.
Expressible as Faonp=-FBonA -
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The result can affect the broader family, school, and work environment, with its
consequent direct or indirect effect on the causal sequence and its changing parts. All
of this would mean a variation in the way both the parents' attitude and the child's
behavior are presented, simultaneously altering the intermediate elements of the set.

While the system's external factors modify its parts, and by extension the whole
set as discussed, the internal dynamics of the process also favor particular changes that
result in an overall modification. The repeated reception of stimuli by both parents
and the child due to their reactive attitudes would eventually lead to a decrease in the
perception of these stimuli, resulting from the habituation phenomenon that obeys
Weber-Fechner's Law (Fechner, 1966). Given a cumulative succession of constant
stimuli, as in the example, the magnitude of their perception and, therefore, their

response will tend to decrease!”.

Moreover, during the interaction process of the system's parts, we do not
observe a real loss of energy but, as previously mentioned, an exchange or transfer in
the form of distribution or dispersion caused by the increase of subsystems endowed
with their own states but dependent on their precedent. Thus, according to the Second
Law of Thermodynamics (ASO), the increase of subsystems endowed with sub-states
will always tend to maximize until reaching the most uniform circulation possible
in the energy distribution of the parent system. This phenomenon, in the realm of
observable and knowable events through experience, presents itself as oscillation or
change, deterioration or disorder. In reality, it refers to the course of an evolution
experienced by any physical system, resulting from the increase of entropy.

In addition, the example around which this paper revolves (Fig. 1) can be
compared with the classic example in physics to illustrate the mechanics of a feedback
process. Assume a basic electronic amplifier circuit. In such a system there would
be a linear relationship between input current and input voltage and an analogous
relationship between output current and output voltage, according to Ohm's law
(V=RI) (Zeng et al., 2021). Thus, considering the effect of the circuit's output signal
on its input, determined by the feedback factor (3), we would obtain the proportion
of the output signal that feeds back to the input and causes a variation in the system's
behavior by changing the system's initial conditions. In other words:

The output voltage influences the input voltage, which in turn affects the over-
all operation of the amplifier and generates changes by oscillation or saturation of
the signal. If the PC is accepted as universally applicable to all facts of experience,
and thinking of the main example (Fig. 1) as a whole, as if it were a circuit, it will
be seen that successive feedback cycles by transmission of energy and information
will necessarily modify the starting conditions, ultimately creating sequences organi-
cally dependent on the first but altered with respect to it, due to the influence of the
interaction between the parts of the system and its observable result in the chain of
interdependent actions and reactions in the course of time.

10 This has recently been verified in zoological research, where repeated exposure to the same

stimulus in zebrafish has been shown to cause a reduction in the activity of the neural network responsible
for the reception of that stimulus. See Nieder (2021).

10
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5. DiscussioN

Although in a generic way or exclusively based on mental experiments lacking an
empirical basis, some authors have addressed the question of circular causation using
synonymous or at least analogous terms. The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy in-
cludes a recent entry in which Faye (2024) lists the philosophical theories of ‘backward
causation’. Such approaches defend the possibility of contexts in which, although the
cause hierarchically precedes the effect, the temporal order is reversed, i.e., the effect
occurs before its cause, without implying a temporal journey. In the example used by
the author (ibid.) the magician Houdini makes a ‘prediction” about the outcome of the
toss before the coin is tossed. Since Houdini always gets it right, the possibility arises
that Houdini's response was caused by the subsequent coin toss.

This argument falls down since, as introduced in the first premise of section 3,
the B theory of time is rejected. Assuming a theory A of time and considering that in
a linear and progressive becoming of events, the future cannot intervene the present
without constituting a time travel (which rejects the exemplified theory itself), I must
rule out that if B is true, A is produced. On the other hand, to accept that B is true
would imply a confusion between prediction and prophecy. Prediction presupposes
a set of rational principles and laws by virtue of which a certain calculation can be
exercised. Prophecy, on the other hand, is a gratuitous and unprovable assertion about
a contingent future. To accept the validity of B would imply granting Houdini the gift
of divination!!, rather than a rational capacity for prediction. We are thus faced with
a non causa pro causa fallacy, which causally relates two correlated events, but which
have nothing to do with each other, since Houdini's presumed or expected success
(which did not occur) is a matter of probability and not of the causal efficacy of the
result on the answer.

In a similar way, Silver (2022, p.3) defends ‘Backwards Causation’ inductively
based on several homologous examples, the first of which I will paraphrase for the
sake of concreteness. Suppose the following scenario: a student makes a mistake
in enrolling at university. In year X, the student enrolls in Philosophy 2 instead of
Philosophy 1. Both subjects follow an open assessment model consisting of the writing
of an academic essay, without the need to attend class or to take a formal syllabus.
Enrolment is therefore a formality. The administrative error is not revealed until
the student decides to review all his documents in year X+1 prior to his imminent
graduation. To his surprise, he realized that he had enrolled in Philosophy 2 (which he
had passed), instead of Philosophy 1 (which corresponded correctly to his academic
pathway and without which it was impossible for him to obtain his degree, even
though it is identical to Philosophy 1 for practical purposes). After recognizing his
mistake, he asked the Administration of the Faculty for help and, kindly, a member of
the office retroactively regularized his registration, replacing the title Philosophy 2 on
his transcript with Philosophy 1. This is not a problem, since, on a practical level, the
contents of the subject and its evaluation format are identical. Once the problem has
been solved, it follows that the clerk performed an action in X+1 that was technically

n What is presented as a tautology is not really tautological. If reason is accepted as a method of

knowledge, divination cannot be accepted, neither in Houdini, nor in anyone else. This issue has a long
philosophical tradition inaugurated by Cicero (1923), who defended clairvoyance by appealing to the
argument of consensus omnium (all cultures have exhibited one form or another of divinatory practices).
However, despite the authority of the Latin philosopher, his argument is based on an ad populum fallacy,
since truth is not decided by consensus.
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recorded in X, resulting in an interaction of the present with the past, without implying
a time travel.

In view of this approach, it must be said that retroactive causation never
occurred. Just because a procedure that has future effects in terms of obtaining a
university degree (correction of a nominal error that does not affect the content
or development of the subject, given its starting conditions and its organizational
system) has been regularized in documentary form does not mean that the present
has in any way modified the past, thus maintaining the order and result of the events
unaltered. It is thus a fallacy of affirmation of the consequent in disguise. In the form
of a syllogism:

(1) If the student registers for Philosophy 1 (p) he may graduate (g).
(2) The student may graduate (g).

(3) The student is enrolled in Philosophy 1 (p).

Else:

(1) p—q

(2)q

3)p

The fact is that the student did not enroll in Philosophy 1, but in Philosophy 2,
which in effect lacked real causal efficacy on his subsequent possibility of graduating.
The basic problem is the confusion between a nominal concept (the title of the subject)
and a real, unalterable fact of experience. Consider this counterexample to refute the
false causal retroactivity, as a limiting case:

The student in Silver's (2022) example is named Arthur. After graduating,
Arthur goes out to celebrate his academic success and, unfortunately, is involved in a
violent incident after consuming too much alcohol. Arthur is arrested by the police
and, after being brought to court, a speedy trial is held in which he is found guilty
of an assault and battery offence. The two offences together carry a sentence of four
years' imprisonment. Having served half of his sentence, Arthur's lawyer appealed
to a higher court to have the trial annulled due to a series of procedural errors and
a lack of evidence to support the conviction. As a result, the court declared Arturo
innocent and the provincial court's sentence was replaced for all intents and purposes
by that of the High Court of Justice. However, although ‘on paper’ (documentarily)
or, rather, nominally, his innocence has been reinstated for any future legal effects
that may follow, this does not nullify either that he was found guilty at trial and went
to prison (both occurred), or that he was able to commit the crime of which he was
initially accused.

For his part, Fernandes (2023) reflects the attempts to question the causal
asymmetry to which the temporal presuppositions of this work respond in premise 1
of section 3. This is usually done by resorting to the alleged inconsistency between
the asymmetry of classical causal sequences (those defended in this essay) and the
fundamental symmetry of the laws and principles of physics. Other attempts, on the
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other hand, have tried to reconcile the two supposedly opposing realities. However,
phenomena such as charge parity symmetry violation (CP-violation) (Donoghue and
Menezes, 2020) seem to be a major obstacle to these theoretical approaches. But in any
case, the asymmetry of the causal relations under criticism points exclusively to their
temporal direction since asymmetries between causes and effects can occur. This does
not imply contradiction, so it does not entail a logical problem, nor is it even incompat-
ible with our empirical observations. In fact, according to Curie's Principle (1894), an
effect can be more symmetrical than its cause, but at least as symmetrical as the cause,
which is an asymmetry. In contrast, the referred fundamental symmetry of Physics
points to questions of proportion and not of direction, as illustrated by the invariance
under temporal translations (supra, note 3) (Castellani, 2003), specular symmetry
(Bravais, 1866) and projective symmetry (Lord, 2013). So, the two formulations of the
concept of symmetry are not identical and, therefore, the problem is originally based
on a fallacy of false equivalence.

The possibility of circular causal models has also been suggested by appealing
to pluralism (Maziarz, 2023). However, whether the ontological status of causal
relations rests on a substantially pluralistic or, on the contrary, monistic reality does
not alter the fact that there must be causes more fundamental than all others. In fact,
in this paper it is made explicit, “at least one more fundamental cause” (see section 3).
Nor does ontological pluralism or monism affect the progressive temporal sequence
of causal relations.

Likewise, Adlam (2022) studies the possibility of causal circles by analyzing
the compatibility or incompatibility of hypothetical loop-systems with ontological
determinism. To do so, he criticizes the notion of delocalized causal sequences and
introduces the concept of causal loops belonging to indeterministic universes. From
the approaches set out in this work, closed causal loops could not exist (ignoring their
impossibility by virtue of the arguments adduced) outside a hypothetical deterministic
structure of reality. The very definition of closure precludes openness to counterfactual
contingencies. Nor is it possible to think of causal models that are spatially delocalized
or outside a temporal becoming, since this would make it impossible to consider events
materially and to do so exclusively in an abstract or formal way. If the spatio-temporal
inscription of phenomena or systems of causal relations were denied, it would be
impossible to affirm the precedence and consequence of the parts of any system, as
well as their interdependence regime. And since the observable phenomena of the
world are part of a spatio-temporal continuum, it is inconsistent to think of causes and
effects subtractable from such a framework. The only way would be to contemplate
the order and connection of things sub specie aeternitatis, in the words of Spinoza (1677)
in the Ethics, which is impossible for the human intellect because of its finiteness
(the timeless is infinite and, therefore, unintelligible because it is incomprehensible,
considered from the order and connection of particular things).

On the other hand, Stradis (2023) attacks the retrocausation defended by Albert
(2000) on the basis of the following proposition: it is irrelevant whether a past event
has been recorded or not (contrary to Albert's claim), so that the causal influence of a
present or future event on it can be inferred. From the postulates presented here this is
a spurious digression since it requires a closed universe in which the future interacts
with the past by modulating the sequence of events. The arguments I present reject
this presupposition as undemonstrated and because the verifiable facts of experience
and the logical framework that supports the inference of propositions from them are,
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to a greater extent, compatible with the A-theory of time (see note 3) and the existence
of linear causal hierarchies. These two premises are consistent with the observation
of regularities in the world and with the intellectual intuitions from which human
reasoning starts.

On the opposite side, the contribution of Ian Hacking (1995, 1999) in the field
of social sciences and health sciences (disciplines whose object of study is the human
being) is noteworthy. The author argues that the theoretical constructs that make up
social types and diagnostic categories applied to the subject, for example, in Psychology,
have a feedback loop effect on the properties of the individual. The subject presents a
number of characteristics that are subjected to analysis, classification and synthesis in
the form of a concept. Put into practice in a diagnosis, their reception as a stimulus by
the individual exerts a causal influence that immediately alters their properties under
examination, rendering the theoretical construct obsolete and, consequently, forcing
the researcher to resume their work of analysis ad infinitum. While Hacking's idea of a
causal loop does not fit exactly with the one I have defended here, his theory of causal
retroactivity could be considered an antecedent to the one put forward in this paper,
with which it is frankly compatible.

6. FINAL REMARKS AND CONCLUSION

In the preceding lines I have tried to demonstrate the following hypothesis with regard
to those disciplines whose object is the study of the human being;:

It is not possible to think in strictly circular causal series, nor, therefore, to
make use of them in the synthesis of scientific conclusions. At least, this is the case
once one adopts the linear, feedback-based picture of time and causal dependence
defended here. To advocate this type of explanatory model is to embrace a collection
of aporias, logical flaws and notable empirical contradictions, which are exposed in the
course of the text. To this end, I have adopted a realist'? position and have made use
of essentially two kinds of arguments, namely: formal arguments of an aprioristic and
deductive nature (section 3); and material arguments of an inductive nature, based
on the general formulations of the spectrum of sciences (section 4).

In the light of my reasoning, I must say that the distinction between strictly
circular and linear causality is erroneous. As I have explained, there are only linear
causal sequences that, at best, present a curved trajectory due to cross-interactions
between the elements of the set, which we know as feedback. However, each cross-
interaction of one element on a hierarchically preceding one generates a subset that
reproduces the causal structure of its matrix, being, however, particularly distinct no
matter how small the degree of variation. Nothing in this reformulation prevents
us from borrowing the language of “loops” or “circles” in a looser, heuristic sense;
the claim is only that, under closer analysis, such patterns can be reconstructed as
hierarchically ordered linear sequences with feedback.

12 I say realist because I consider both pure formalism and radical positivism to be lame perspec-

tives. The former because it claims to deduce the truths of the world from reason alone, completely
disregarding experience. The second, precisely because of the opposite. A combination of the two is, in
my opinion, the most complete position, since it allows us to formulate statements of reason that are
based on experience and are also verified by it.
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The complexity of causal series, especially those that explain human mental
and behavioral phenomena, can lead to errors of interpretation. In this sense, any
attempt to model an explanatory system must be made from the right perspective.
This necessarily requires taking into account the mechanics of the functioning of any
causal sequence, paying attention to its formal aspects of a logical order, but also to its
empirical implications. To examine all relevant aspects, I have devoted an extensive
section (5) to discuss the main academic contributions directly or indirectly related
to the subject of my dissertation, in parallel to the works criticized in section 1. The
physical illustrations employed in section 4 are therefore intended to constrain the
space of admissible causal architectures by analogy, not to collapse the rich ontology
of social and psychological phenomena into that of physics.

Despite the more than possible errors and repetitions, my intention has always
been to contribute to epistemological rigor in the field of the Philosophy of Science, as
well as to enrich the debate within it. I am aware that what I have said is debatable and,
nevertheless, I believe I have based my demonstration on a combination of reasoning
that covers the problem from the most complete position within my reach.

In sum, the ultimate aim of the work has not only been to shred a possible
recurrent error in research papers, but to provide a model from the right perspective,
which does its best to take into account the complexity of the phenomena that appear
before human sensibility, without settling for models of explanation that seem to
fit perfectly, but which overlook some of the most elementary principles of logical
reasoning and scientific findings.
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