For Philosophy and Phenomenolgical Research

The main concluson of Jaegwon Kim's admirable Mind and the Physical World is that the mind-
body problem- Descartes problem of explaining how mental causation is possible- has not yet been
solved. In particular, non reductive physicaism (NRP), a metaphysica account of the relationship
between mental and physicd entities that has become increasingly popular among philosophers of mind
and that Kim himsdlf once endorsed, is not a viable solution to the problem. | argue here that Kim's
arguments againgt non-reductive physcaism are unpersuasive and suggest that they involve assumptions
about causation that are implausible in the light of contemporary physics. When these assumptions are
rejected NRP lives.

NRPisafamily of views differing by how they understand “reduction” and “physicadism.” Following
Kim | understand the non-reduction as holding that some events and properties are digtinct from any
physical events and properties. A necessary condition for physicalism is that menta properties, events,
and laws supervene on physicd ones. Kim dlows various understandings of “supervenience’ but | think
that physicaism requires at least the daim that any minima physica duplicate of the actud world isa
duplicate simpliciter.® Some complications aside this means that true menta propositions, e.g.
Jaegwon is thinking about salling, are metgphysicaly entailed by true physical propostions. Kim says
that supervenienceis too week to capture the root idea of physicdismthat menta property
ingtantiations depend on physica property ingtantiations so he adds that the menta depends on the
physica.? One way (but not the only way) in which this dependance might be spelled out is that mental
properties are higher order functiona properties whose ingtantiations are realized by ingtantiations of
physica properties. | need to say alittle bit about Kim's ontologica assumptions. An eventisan
indantiation of a property by an individua and atime. A menta event isthe ingantiation of a menta
property. Not every predicate expresses a genuine property (digunctions of properties need not be
properties). Kim further suggests that properties are individuated, at least partly, by nomologica and
causal relations:® For physicaism to have content something must be said about the difficult issue of
characterizing the physicd. Kim'sview seemsto be that the micro-physica properties of ided physics

1Jackson (1998) gives this necessary condition on physicalism.

2Two of the reasons that Kim gives for holding that Supervenience is too weak to capture
physicdism have to do with festures of his formulation of Supervenience. Oneisthat dlowsthat he
formulates the doctrine as involving properties. That leaves the possbility that there are laws and other
facts that don’t supervene on the physica. Another isthat he dlows that notion of necessity involved in
Supervenience is nomologica necessty. That dlows for the posshility of fundamentd bridge laws
linking physica and mentd properties and the existence of such laws would surdly violate physicaism.

3Kim seems to endorse Shoemaker’ s view that properties are individuated in terms of their
nomologica and causd relations. An gpparent consequence of this view isthat aleged properties that
possess no causal/nomologica features are not genuine properties.
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arephysicd.. He dso counts as physica propertiesthat are conjunctionsand aggregates of micro-
physical properties and higher level properties defined over lower-level physical properties. (P115).
Since these latter two classes of properties supervene on the micro-properties and laws there is no
need to include them in the supervenience base.

Kim'sformulation of the problem of mental causation is Smple and familiar. Each of the
following propostionsis plausble:
1. Many (or dl) menta events cause physica events (dternatively may menta properties are causdly
relevant to some physica properties).
2. Menta events are digtinct from physical events (the condtitutive properties of mental events are not
physical properties).
3) The physicd isnomologicaly and causdly complete and closed.
4) Physical events are not pervasively causdly overdetermined.

Regecting 1 would require modifying our view about the mind enormoudy. It isalast resort. The
digtinctness of menta properties and events iswidely accepted on the basis of the autonomy of
psychologica explanation and intuitions of multiple redlizability and conceivability.® That the physica
relm is causally/nomologicaly complete does not mean that physical events only have physica events
asthear causes. If that ishow it is understood then the fallure of non-reductive physcdismistrivid.
Rather it meansthat if the fundamenta laws and the total physical state at completely determinesthe
chance (whichis 1 or Oif the laws are determinigtic) at t of an event E's occurring at time t+k. There
are no gaps that must befilled in by mental events to account for the occurrence of physica events.
Findly, it does seem implausible that every case of menta-physicd causation is a case of causa
overdetermination, at least if such overdetermination isthought of as like the case in which two
assassins each independently kill their victim.

The conflict anong 1-4 is obvious. If P occurs @ t the physicd state S (which may consgts of a
fuson of many micro-physical events) at t-k fully accounts for P. If M superveneson Sand is a cause
of Pthen it gppearsthat P is overdetermined by S and M. If there is no such overdetermination then
either M doesn’t cause P or isidentica to some part of S. If the latter than it isa physica event and so
2 fails. Descartes attempted to resolve it by reecting the completeness of physics. But thisis not an
option for physcdigts sinceit involves there being nomologica or causa relaions that do not

“Kim thinks that his characterization makes make and biologica properties physica. Bt it
does't. Being awater moleculeis not an aggregate or conjunction of fundamental micro-physica
properties but avast digunction since water molecules can occupy infinitely many quantum states.

® The conceivability intuitions have been deployed in (Chamers (1996) in attempts to show
that certain menta events (properties and facts) don't metaphysicaly supervene on physicd facts and
so fasfy physicaism. These arguments depend on an inference from conceaivability of certain
propositions to their possibility. The failure of thisinference is established by Baog (2000)

2



metaphyscaly supervene on the physicd. And, of course, Cartesan dualism hasfdlen into disfavor in
part because it iswidely believed on the basis of scientific developmentsthat 3 istrue. The non-
reductive physcdists only way out isto deny 4. But Kim thinks that thisis especidly unattractive for a
non-reductive physicdist since it threatens 3. He argues that the best way to understand non-reductive
physicdiam is one on which the relations between mentd events and physica (and other mentd) events
is not genuine causation at al. Some non-reductive physicalists have responded to the problem by
attempting to characterize causation (or causd relevance) in terms of counterfactuals and argue that
overdetermination is acceptable. | think that this isthe correct gpproach and will briefly defend it after
looking a Kim's arguments againgt overdetermination..

Kim clamsthat overdetermination is unacceptable because (p44,45). 1) it isimplausible that
every physica event that has a menta causeis causaly overdetermined, 2) mental causes are
dispensable, 3) it may come into conflict with physica causd closure. None of these reasons are
persuasive. We need to distinguish the two ns cases of overdetermination from the kind of
overdetermination involved in NRP. An example of such overdetermination isonein which a
neurophysiologica event N realizesamenta event M (say adesire for asip of beer) and both cause E
(say the subject’s hand’ s moving). In the two assassins case the two causes are metgphysicdly (and
nomologically) independent. In the latter case M depends on N since it is metgphysicaly (or physicaly)
entailed by it. Cases of the first sort of overdetermination are indeed rare but that provides no reason to
think that cases of the second sort are unusud. The reason that we think that the first kind of
overdetermination is generdly not plausible is that when we posit two independent causes C1 and C2
for E we raise the question of why both C1 and C2 and why the events that occurred led to the same
effect. But in the case of NRP we don’t face these questions since N and M are not independent.®
Further, mental cases are not redly dispensable on the NRP account since the only way M could be
dispensed with is by dispensing with P and P may not be dispensable with respect to E. Kim says:

“For congder aworld in which the physical cause does not occur and which in other respectsisas
much like our world as possible. The overdetermination approach says that in such aworld, the menta
cause causes a physica event -namely that the principle of causa closure of the physical no longer
holds. | do not think we can accept this consequence: that aminima counterfactua supposition like
that can lead to amgor change in theworld.” (p.45)

This puzzling. Congder two worlds: in w1l M occurs N doesn't but M is redlized by another brain state
N* and both M and M* are causes of E; inw2 M occurs and causes E but E has no physicd cause.
Kim seemsto be saying that w2 is more smilar to the actud world than wl. But why think this? In wl
supervenience and the completeness of physics both hold while in w2 they both fall. In fact it ssems
obvious that we accept “if M had occurred but had not been redlized by N it would have been redized

®Kim formulates an “exclusion principle’ according to which no event has two independent
causd explanations and which he uses to argue against overdetermination. But it doesn't seem
gpplicable to menta-physica causation in NRP since on it menta and physical events are not
metaphysicaly independent.



by another neura state” and reject the corresponding counterfactud with the consequent
“...supervenience and the completeness of physicswould have failed.”

It becomes clear why Kim thinks that the reasons he gives againgt overdetermination should be
convincing when he describes what he thinks the right way to describe the Stuation if NRP holds.
“However, if we understand the difference between genuine, productive and generative causa
processes, on the one hand, and noncausa regularities that are observed because they are parasitic on
real (Sc) causa processes, we are in a position to understand the picture recommended by (viii) (i.e.
by NRP). In the case of the supposed M-M* causation the Situation is rather like a series of shadows
cast by amoving car. The moving car represents a genuine causal process, but the series of shadowsiit
casts, however regular and law-like it may be does not congtitute a causal process’ (p45)
Kimisthinking of causation as ardlation in which the cause generates or produces the effect. If both N
and M each produce E then they do so independently. So if N produces E then M isdispensable asa
producer of E. If M produces E then if we just take N away M would till produce E thereby violating
the causad completeness of the physicd. If we rgect overdetermination then we will have to say that M
doesn't produce M* (or anything else) but is like the shadow of the car. | will return to the issue of
whether this andogy is apt and whether we should understand causation as production at the concluson
of these comments. So Kim's argument against overdetermination, as he makes clear, depends on his
concelving of causation on the modd of one event producing ancther.

Under the heading “free lunches’ Kim discusses counterfactua accounts of causation as away
for NRP to have on€e's causal cake and et it too. The basicideaisthat C causesE if Cand E are
occurring distinct events and -C>-E.” The counterfactua account countenances overdetermination. It is
clear that there are situationsin which we would be willing to assert both -N>-E and -M>-E. On the
most devel oped account of counterfactuas, David Lewis (1986), counterfactua overdetermination is
compatible with digtinctness and completeness. So why isn't thisaway in which NRP can both have
and eat its cake? Kim gives two reasons. One isthat the counterfactua account of causationis
inadequate as an account of causation. The other isthat Lewis account of counterfactuas-which may
solve some of problems he raises for the counterfactua account- involves * heavy metephysica
assumptions.” (P 130 fn19).

Kim's main objection is that the counterfactua account doesn't digtinguish epiphenomenda relations
from genuine causation. Let S1 be the location of the car’'s shadow at t1 and S2 at t2 and C1 and C2
the corresponding locations of the car. The counterfactuals -S1>-S2 and -S1>-C2 may strike us as

"Lewis proposes a condition that is necessary aswell as sufficient. C causes E iff thereisa
chain of counterfactual dependenciesfrom C to E. There are well known problems with the necessity of
the account due to pre-emptive causes. Lewis has recently modified his account grestly to ded with
them. But whether or not thisis successful if the condition is sufficient and it could be shown thet it
permits mental causation that is compatible with NRP Kim's objections would be answered.
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true though there is no causa relation between S1 and either S2 or C2. Further, it seemsto Kim that
the supervenience of M on N is compatible with epiphenomenaism with respect to E (indeed Kim
thinksthisisthe caseif M isdigtinct from N) and yet in this Stuation -M>-E. So the counterfactua
account can't distinguish epiphenomenaism from menta causation. Kim aso observe that -E>-E* may
be true when E doesn’t cause E* but both are effects of a common cause and that -E>-C may be true
when C causes E. If these objections are correct than the counterfactua account fails.

I think these objections can be overcome by combining aLewis account of counterfactuals with a
dightly more complicated account of causation. Roughly, on Lewis account A>B istrueiff at dl the
most smilar to the actua world a which A holds B aso holds. Lewis assumes that worlds can be
characterized in terms of their complete histories of ingtantiations of fundamental categorical facts and
their laws. Counterfactua and causal relations supervene on these® World similarity isevauated in
terms of smilarity in hisory and smilarity in conformity to laws of the actud world. | am not sure what
“heavy” metaphyscd assumptions Kim hasin mind. It iswiddy believed that Lewis account of
counterfactuals depends on his version of possible world realism. But thisisamistake. For Lewisthe
truth makers of counterfactua statements are the actud facts and laws. Possible worlds are merely a
device for spelling out their semantics and there is no commitment to any particular view of worlds.
Now it isimportant to keep in mind that in evduating Lewis counterfactua account of causation one
must employ counterfactuals characterized by Lewis and not merely apped to intuitions about
counterfactuas. Lewis argues that his counterfactuas (and so the account of causation in terms of these
counterfactuas) can handle the problem of the direction of causation and the problem of effects of a
common cause.® In order to handle the problem concerning epiphenomendism for higher level events
we need to complicate Lewis account. Say that M causes E if -M>-E and there is no lower level event
that preempts this relation that is not itself preempted by M.2° N preempts M with respect to E if -N>-
E and N&-M>E. Theintuitive ideaisthat M causes E if E counterfactualy depends on N and but
doesn't counterfactually depend on M aslong as N occurs. This condition clearly makes the shadow
epiphenomena wirt the car’ s position and the future shadow. Both the mental epiphenomendist and the

8 Lewis assumes that fundamental properties are categorical (laws and causd relaions are not
essentid to fundamenta properties so his account of counterfactuas and causation is not circular. He
further assumes that laws supervene on the categoricd property ingtantiations. While | like this Humean
view it is not part of my defense of the counterfactua account of causation.

°In fact Lewisiswrong about this for reasons having to do with statistical mechanics. (Elgams;;
Albert and Loewer ms.). However, thisis not rlevant to my defense of the role of counterfactuasin
mental causation since there are repairs that can be made in the Lewis account to avoid the problems.

1%We a'so need to include that the physical states that are the supervenience bases for M and E
are connected by fundamenta dynamica law. A proposa dong these linesisfound in LePore and
Loewer (1987), (1990)



interactionist dualist hold that menta events are (at most) connected by bridge laws to
neurophysiologica states!* It followsthat N&-M is metaphysically possible. Suppose that -M>-E so
M isa putative cause of E. The epiphenomenalist holds that it isn't a genuine cause since N preempts
M while the interactionist dudist holds that M is not preempted and is a genuine cause. The non-
reductive physcdist holds that there are menta events M that are putative causes that are not
preempted by events that they themselves don't preempt. The existence of such mentd eventsis
compatible with non-reductive physicalism.

| don’'t expect Kim to be persuaded by my counterfactual defense of causation because he
consdersit, at best, causation lite as compared to causation as production. But causation as
production fitsill with contemporary physics. Russdl (1912) famoudy said that causation so understood
“isardic of abygone age, surviving, like the monarchy, only because it is erroneoudy is supposed to
dono ham.” What Russdl had in mind is that the fundamenta laws and facts of physics do not
mention causdlity. Further, those laws rdate the totdity of the physical sate a one ingtant to the totdity
at later ingtants.*2 They do not single out parts of states at different times as being causdly related. If
one wants to think of causation as production then one hasto say that the entire micro physica Saeat t
produces the sate a t'. In discriminating among the events in the states prior to the occurrence of E we
areinterested in the extent to which, given the laws, these events make a differenceto E's
occurrence. Thisisthe ideathat counterfactua accounts attempt to capture. It may be that Lewis
particular account (or my development of it) doesn't succeed in explicating the making a difference
concept of causation, but we have every reason to believe that it can be explicated in terms of the
fundamenta laws and non-causa facts Snce we have every reason to think that they make up the
world. On the other hand, the production conception of causation seemsto involve facts that fail to
supervene on the fundamental laws and facts. It seemsto dlow the existence of two universes that
match perfectly in fundamenta laws (of the sort posited by contemporary physics) and facts and yet
differ in which events “produce’ which others.® Thisindeed is a heavy metaphysical assumption.

Propogtions 1-4 are inconsstent. NRP holds the first three and regjects 4. The kind of
overdetermination it requiresis innocuous when causation is understood in terms of counterfactuals.
Kim thinks of causation as production and so finds 4 more plausible than the conjunction of 1-3. But
giving up one of those, as Kim makes clear, leads to dudism or epiphenomendism or reductive
physicdism. This seemsto me yet another reason to reject the production conception of causation. A
free lunch is preferable to indigestible metgphysics.

1guch bridge laws do not supervene on the physicd laws and state.

20r alittle more correctly aregion of the state at timet is related by law to the statesin its
baciward light. This point which is often neglected by philosophersis forcefully made in Latham (1987)
and Field (ms)

13Tooley (19xx) who holds a production conception of causation argues for this very possibility.
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