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ABSTRACT: Most philosophers of mind nowadays espouse two metaphysical views: Nonre-
ductive Physicalism and the causal efficacy of the mental. Nevertheless, this position is
threatened by a number of serious difficulties. In this paper, I propose a metaphysical ac-

count of functional properties and show how this proposal is able to overcome some of

these difficulties, in particular, some recent arguments against the causal efficacy of mul-
tiply realized properties. However, in the second part of the paper an objection against
this proposal is raised and, after a detailed discussion of it, the conclusion reached is that
the prospects for a functionalist nonreductive metaphysics of the mind which affords
causal powers to the mental seem certainly dim.
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Most philosophers of the mind nowadays espouse two metaphysical views:
Nonreductive Physicalism and the causal efficacy of the mental. Throughout
this discussion I will refer to the conjunction of both claims as the Causal
Autonomy of the Mental. Nevertheless, this position is threatened by a num-
ber of difficulties which are far more serious than one would imagine given the
broad consensus that has been reached in recent decades. This paper purports to
offer a careful examination of some of these difficulties and to show the con-
siderable efforts that have to be made in order to try to overcome them. The
difficulties examined concern only those metaphysical problems common to
all special science properties but not those that are specific of mental proper-
ties. So, in proposing a functionalist version of Nonreductive Physicalism in
what follows, I will not attempt to answer well-known objections such as the
absent qualia argument and the like. This should not be interpreted as a limi-
tation in the scope of this work. On the contrary, in dealing with more general
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objections we will try to evaluate a position which entails (under common as-
sumptions) the Causal Autonomy of the Mental, namely: Nonreductive Physi-
calism plus the causal efficacy of special science properties.

The aim of this work is twofold, corresponding to its positive objectives
and to its negative aims. The positive undertaking is the proposal of a meta-
physics of functional properties that is free of some of the objections to the
Causal Autonomy of the Mental; the negative undertaking consists in the con-
sideration of further problems which will cast doubt on our previous efforts to
render plausible the Causal Autonomy of the Mental. The conclusion drawn is
that this view, its overwhelming acceptance notwithstanding, is more prob-
lematic than it might otherwise scem at first sight.

1. The proposal

The central tenet of the Causal Autonomy of the Mental could be summarised
by the following proposition:

(1) Mental properties (and, in general, special science properties like bio-
logical or geological properties) appear in causal laws and are multiply
realized by physical properties.

Many assumptions are implicit in (1) and these will be spelled out in a mo-
ment. However, let me make two remarks before I try to tackle them. The
first remark is that in my opinion nothing essential hinges on these assump-
tions. They are important because they will help us to shape the discussion that
will follow, but I do not believe that any of the problems discussed depend on
them. My second remark is that all of them are assumptions endorsed by the
vast majority of the defenders of the Causal Autonomy of the Mental, so thar
no extra assumptions not taken into account in the current debate will be intro-
duced.

Let's turn our attention to the assumptions. One of them states that the em-
pirical world is governed by laws; another states that laws consist partly of
properties, and in particular that causal laws are constituted by a certain rela-
tion (which we do not need to analyse here for present purposes) between ante-
cedent or cause-properties on the one hand and consequent or effect-properties
on the other. Given these views on laws, the claim that an instantiation of a
mental property M is causally efficacious with respect to an instantiation of
another property P implies that there exists a causal law such that M is one of
its antecedent properties and P is one (or the only one) of its consequent prop-
erties. Moreover, to say that a property M is multiply realized by a class of
properties C implies that each instantiation of M occurs in virtue of the instan-
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tiation of a property belonging to C and that different instantiations of M can
occur in virtue of instantiations of different properties in C.

Assuming that the instantiation of a law consists essentially in the instantia-
tion of the properties constitutingiit, the picture that emerges from the Causal
Autonomy of the Mental together with these assumptions is the following.
Any instantiation of a special science law; i.c., any instantiation of a biologi-
cal, geological or psychological law, requires -in the sense that occurs in virtue
of- the instantiation of a phy31cal law, constituted partly by the physical prop-
erties which are the realizers in that occasion of the special science properties
constituting the special science law. Given that the latter properties are multi-
ply realized by physical properties, we cannot identify the special science law
with any physical law (as Reductive Physicalism would recommend us to do),
since different instantiations of the same special science law would take place
in virtue of instantiations of different physical laws. So, here we have a sense in
which physical laws are basic, since any other causal law depends on them. But
they are not the only ones, since there also exist causal laws -biological, geo-
logical, psychological laws-, which are not physical. In sum, here we have a po-
sition which is compatible with orthodox physicalism and affords full meta-
physical autonomy to the special sciences, which is the crucial tenet of Nonre-
ductive Physicalism.

Before starting to discuss the problems of this approach, let me say at the
very outset that I take the Causal Autonomy of the Mental to be the most
commonsensical view about the mind. First, because of the empirical evidence
of the dependency of the mental on the physical that is being built up. Second,
because denying the causal efficacy of the mental goes against some of our
most firm convictions (Would Ethics or Law make sense were the mental caus-
ally idle?). Finally, because the denial of the multiple realizability claim
seems preposterous: are we seriously willing to assert that all organisms capa-
ble of feeling pain instantiate the same physical property when they experience
pain? (Putnam 1967 and 1973). However, even more commonsensical views
have been refuted by means of argument, c.g., the view that the sun moves
around the Earth. Hence, to acknowledge the commonsensical character of the
Causal Autonomy of the Mental does not by itself guarantee its truth and nei-
ther does it entitle us to ignore its difficulties.

The first difficulty I want to explore is that of making clear the key rela-
tion that holds between properties according to which one property realizes
another in such a way that different propertics may realize one and the same
property. Without a clear understanding of that relation we will not have a
clear understanding of the possibility of the mental being "multiply realized”
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by the physical either, nor of the claim of the Causal Autonomy of the Mental.
We need to dispel the sense in which an instantiation of a property occurs in vir-
tue of the instantiation of another property, implicit in the realization idiom.
Or, what amounts to the same thing, we need to make it clear in exactly what
sense a special science law depends on physical laws though at the same time
remaining autonomous of them.

However, this task is far from casy, as we shall presently see. Some nonre-
ductive physicalists worried by this problem proposed some time ago to elu-
cidate the realization relation among properties as a kind of supervenience re-
lation. The favourite was strong nomic supervenience (Kim 1984), though it
was not the only one (others advocated global nomic supervenience). But there
scems to be powerful objections against this proposal. First, a supervenience
relation between properties (cither strong or global) does not look like a de-
pendence relation between them, for at least two reasons: a) supervenience rela-
tions, as they are usually defined, are never asymmetrical, whereas a depend-
ence relation should be asymmetrical -if a property P depends on a property
Q then it cannot be that the property Q also depends on the property P. At
least not in the sense of dependence required by the Causal Autonomy of the
Mental. Nonreductive physicalists want mental properties to be realized by
physical properties in a sense in which it cannot be the case also that the latter
are realized by the former; b) a relation of supervenience is simply a relation
of covariance among properties. To say that mental properties covary in cer-
tain ways with certain physical properties is very different from saying that
they become instantiated in virtue of the instantiation of those physical proper-
ties. One can, in effect, endorse covariance, supervenience, and reject depend-
ence of the right physicalist sort. Furthermore, the claim of the supervenience
of the mental on the physical is too weak for the nonreductivist since it is
compatible with certain forms of Dualism. For example, one could hold that
mental properties correlate with physical properties in such a way that a rela-
tion of supervenience holds among them, but the former are not dependent on
the latter (such a position was defended by prominent dualists including
Malebranche and Leibniz).

Some physicalists, in light of these or similar reasons, consider that the re-
alization relation entails but is not entailed by a supervenience relation and
therefore cannot be analysed in terms of it (Kim 1998).

The question that suggests itself is: what other relation could do the job?
My first proposal in this paper is that in order to answer this question one must
bear in mind what I take to be a central requisite of the notion of realization
of a property by another. The requisite is that there must be an explanatory
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link between realizers and realized properties in such a way that each instantia-
tion of the realized property can be explained in terms of the instantiation of
its realizer on that occasion. The reason for that requisite is that in the absence
of this explanatory link there is no way of distinguishing realization from
mere covariance. Given that we do indeed distinguish these two sorts of rela-
tion among properties, therefore I conclude that the idea of an explanatory
link is part of the concept of realization involved in the claim of the Causal
Autonomy of the Mental. So in saying that a particular instantiation of a prop-
erty P realizes a particular instantiation of a property Q we imply that there is
an explanation of the latter instantiation in terms of the former.

Some restrictions as to the kind of explanation required here are in order.
Quite obviously one of them is that mention of the instantiation of the realizer
property must be crucial in the explanation. Another important restriction is
that in the explanation there cannot be any appeal to properties or laws belong-
ing to the same ontological level of the realized property. This second restric-
tion is particularly clear in the case of the multiple realizability of mental
properties: if we could not explain a particular instantiation of a mental prop-
erty M without appealing to some mental properties or mental laws, then there
would be empirical mental facts not wholly accountable in terms of physical
facts, and quite independent of them, and that would be contrary to the claim
of Nonreductive Physicalism.

These restrictions are hard to meet. And it is here, in my opinion, where
Functionalism proves to be of great help for the defender of the Causal Auton-
omy of the Mental. This is so because functional properties, at least from a
particular understanding of them, hold with their realizers an explanatory rela-
tion that meets the restrictions of realization. My proposal is then to explore a
functionalist version of Nonreductive Physicalism and to see whether it can
guarantee the causal efficacy of the mental in which case we would have a solid
defence of the Causal Autonomy of the Mental.

Functional properties are often characterised by the following proposition:

(2) Something X instantiates a functional property F if and only if X instan-
tiates any property having the functional role associated with F. (Schiffer
1987).

'functional role' in (2) is used to mean a property of properties, more pre-
cisely, the property instantiated by some properties when and only when they
enable those entities instantiating them to cause and be caused in the ways
specified in the functional role. Since we will be dealing with very complex
problems I will focus only on functional properties with a simple functional
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role associated with them, properties such as solubility in water and dormitiv-
ity. Thus, according to (2), we will say that something X instantiates solubil-
ity in water if and only if X instantiates some property which causes X to dis-
solve when submerged in water. Likewise, we will say that something X instan-
tiates dormitivity if and only if X instantiates any property causing sleep.

A realizer of a functional property F, according to this characterization, is a
property having the functional role associated with the functional property.
Therefore, a realizer of solubility in water is any property causing any entity
instantiating it to dissolve when submerged in water (and normal conditions
obtain); and a realizer of dormitivity is any property causing sleep (in normal
conditions). It is clear that some functional properties will have more than one
realizer, that is, that in some cases more than one property is going to have the
right functional role. This is the case, in our example, of dormitivity, since
more than one property has the property of causing sleep.

Let us see now whether the relation between a functional property and its re-
alizers meets the requirements of the realization relation which is of interest to
the defender of the Causal Autonomy of the Mental. The characterization of-
fered in (2) of functional properties makes perspicuously clear their explana-
tory link with their realizers, since (2) entails that the instantiation of a func-
tional property requires the instantiation of one of its realizers. Furthermore,
we have an explanation of each instantiation of a functional property F in terms
of instantiations of its realizers. In fact, we explain a particular instantiation of
F by the instantiation of some property having the functional role associated
with F. For example, we can explain a particular instantiation of solubility in
water by something X through the instantiation by X of a property P which
causes the dissolution of X when submerged in water. It goes without saying
that mention of the realizer is crucial in this explanation and, furthermore,
that there is no appeal to properties or laws not belonging to the level of
the realizer itself. Hence, as far as the requisites of the realization relation are
concerned, we could in principle elucidate it as the sort of relation held by a
functional property and the properties having the functional role associated
with it.

So we could defend the Causal Autonomy of the Mental as follows. We
could say that mental properties, and other special science properties like bio-
logical or geological properties, are functional properties in the sense that they
are individuated by a functional role, and that they are multiply realized by
physical properties in the sense that there is, in some cases, more than one
physical property with the same functional role. This proposal is however still
insufficient for the purpose of defending the Causal Autonomy of the Mental.
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What we have just done is simply to defend the claim of Nonreductive Physi-
calism by analysing the realization relation mentioned in (1) as the relation of
functional realization. But we still have to argue for the causal efficacy of the
mental. What I want to do next is to defend this claim from some powerful
objections which are, in fact, targeted at the more general thesis of the causal
efficacy of any special science property multiply realized by physical proper-
dies. In order to do that we will have to endow our metaphysical proposal with
some more complexity.

Indeed, to answer some of the objections we need to say something more
about the nature of functional properties. Notice that (2) gives us only the con-
ditions under which it is correct to attribute to an entity a functional property
-namely, when that entity instantiates a property having the right functional
role-, but it tells us nothing about what sort of thing a functional property is, or
to put it in other words, it does not tell us exactly what a functional property
consists 1n.

There are two positions with regard to functional properties which can be
adopted as two initial answers to this last question. These two positions are
summarized by the following two propositions: ‘

(3) for any functional property F and for any instantiation iof B, 71is the in-
stantiation of its realizer in that occasion. (Lewis 1994; Kim 1997).

(4) for any functional property F and for any instantiation 7 of F, 7 requires
the instantiation of some realizer of F, but is not the same entity as that
Instantiation.

To distinguish between these two positions, I will refer to the one character-
ized by (3) as the first order interpretation of functional properties, and to the
one characterized by (4) as the second order interpretation of functional prop-
erties. I call the latter the "second order interpretation” because it characterizes
any instantiation of a functional property by quantifying over the instantiation
of another property.

Notice that the first interpretation tells us more about the nature of func-
tional properties than the second, since it tells us what their instantiations con-
sist in. The second one, in contrast, tells us what their instantiations depend on,
but not what they consist in. However, in my opinion there is a knock-down ar-
gument against the causal efficacy of functional properties understood under
the first order interpretation, whence the defender of the Causal Autonomy of
the Mental needs to turn to the less precise second order interpretation of func-
tional properties.-
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Here, briefly, is the argument, inspired by one consideration in Kim

(1992):
(5)

(i) All the instantiations of a causally efficacious property must share the
same causal powers.

(if) Not all the instantiations of a multiply realized functional property
share the same causal powers.

(c) Multiply realized functional properties are not causally efficacious
properties.

This argument makes use of the notion of the causal powers of an instantiation
of a property. Although the use of this notion is ubiquitous in the literature its
meaning is seldom elucidated. To discuss this argument thoroughly, however,
we will have to tackle this task. Intuitively speaking, the causal powers of a
given instantiation of a property P consist in this feature of such instantiation in
virtue of which the entity having it is capable (if appropriate conditions hold)
of undergoing certain causal transactions. Now, assuming that causal relations
are backed by causal laws (an assumption commonly shared by the defenders
of the Causal Autonomy of the Mental, which among other things endorse the
existence of mental causal laws), then an instantiation of a property P has the
causal powers that it has in virtue of being an instantiation of a causally effica-
cious property, that is, of a property figuring in causal laws. This being so, it
follows then that the premise (i) of the argument (5) is unquestionably true.
The reason for this is as follows. Take two different instantiations, 7 and j,of a
property P. Since causal transactions are backed by causal laws and both 7and ;
are instantiations of the same property P, it follows that the causal transactions
enabled by 7 and the causal transactions enabled by jare both backed by causal
laws in which P figures and hence that the set of causal transactions enabled by ¢
is the same as the set of causal transactions enabled by j. Therefore, 7 and
share the same causal powers. Given this result I will henceforth, to avoid ver-
bosity, speak of the causal powers of a property instead of the causal powers of
a given instantiation of a property.

Now, a very simple reasoning shows that premise (ii) of argument (5) is
also true, under the first order interpretation of functional properties. Suppose
that a functional property F has at least two different realizers P and Q. In
principle, P and Q may or may not have different causal powers (there is no
need here to assume the view that a property is individuated by its causal pow-

ers, in which case P and Q being by supposition different should also have dif-
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ferent causal powers). However, for the defender of the Causal Autonomy of
the Mental who wants to argue that mental laws do exist that are autonomous
with respect to physical laws, and who also wants to contradict the reductivist
claim that mental laws simply are, or are correlated to, physical laws, it is
crucial that mental properties have physical realizers with different causal
powers. Suppose then, further, that P and Q have in effect different causal pow-
ers. Now take two different instantiations 7 and j of F and suppose finally that
in the case of 7 F is being realized by an instantiation of P, and in the case of j
F is being realized by an instantiation of Q. The causal powers of the instan-
tiation of P being different from the causal powers of the instantiation of Q,
and 7 being the instantiation of P and j being the instantiation of Q (under the
first order interpretation of functional properties), then by Leibniz's law, the
causal powers of 7 are different from the causal powers of ;.

Since argument (5) is obviously valid and its two premises have been shown
to be true, then conclusion (c) holds if we understand functional properties in
terms of the first order interpretation. Does conclusion (c) also hold if we
wished to adopt the second order interpretation of functional properties? Were
it to do so, we would then have to abandon our functionalist proposal to de-
fend the Causal Autonomy of the Mental. But I think it does not, although to
demonstrate this we would have to complement once more our account of
functional properties.

J. Kim has proposed (in Kim 1992; 1993) a metaphysical principle which,
were it true, would render premise (ii) of argument (5) true regardless of how
functional properties are understood. The principle, called the Causal Inheri-
tance Principle, reads as follows: ‘

(7) If a property F gets instantiated in virtue of being realized by another
property P, then the causal powers of that instantiation of F are identical
to the causal powers of P.

Now, if Kim's principle is true, then even if, according to our second order in-
terpretation of functional properties, an instantiation of F is not identical to
the instantiation of its realizer on that occasion, both instantiations share all
their causal powers. Therefore, two instantiations of F which occur by being
realized by two realizers of F having different causal powers will also have
different causal powers, and conclusion (c) will follow (assuming (i), o
course).

Notice that Kim's principle is quite general, because it concerns any multi-
ply realized property. It holds true no matter how the realization relation in-
volved in it is elucidated. The genecrality of the principle is in my opinion the
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cause of its debility, since in the absence of a clear account of the relation in
which two properties stand when one is realized by the other (an account which
Kim does not bother to offer), there seems to be no way of justifying (7). The
principle could be true or not depending on how the realization relation is un-
derstood in general and on the nature of the realization relation proposed. 1
will show that the principle is false in some cases, and particularly false if the
relation of realization proposed is the relation of functional realization and
functional properties are understood under the second order interpretation.

What then are Kim's reasons for such a general principle? As far as I can see,
his reasons are contained in the following paragraph:

I challenge thesernonreductivists who would reject this principle to state an alternative
principle on justthow the causal powers of a realized property are connected with those
of its realization base; or explain, if no such connections are envisioned, the signifi-

cance of the talk of realization (Kim 1993, p. 355).

In my understanding of this passage Kim is making two points. The first point
is that to say that a property P is realized by a property Q implies that there
is some "connection” between the causal powers of P and the causal powers of
Q. The second point is that the only connection possible is that mentioned in
principle (7). Now, I agree with Kim on the first point, but disagree on the
second. Note, to begin with, that if Kim were right it would be impossible to
defend the Causal Autonomy of the Mental provided that one also wants to
defend the claim that causal relations are backed by causal laws. The causal
autonomist of the mental requires two claims to be true: mental properties are
multiply realized by physical properties (with different causal powers) and
mental properties are causally efficacious (with respect to other properties),
and these two claims are incompatible if Kim's second point is true. Hence,
Kim is arguing not merely for the falsity of the Causal Autonomy of the Men-
tal but for the unintelligibility of such a position. The best way to reply to
Kim's objection, therefore, is to offer some intelligible version of the Causal
Autonomy of the Mental. This is what I will try to do next.

I will begin by arguing in favour of Kim's first point. We should recall that
Nonreductive Physicalism obviously purports to be a form of Physicalism.
The core idea in Physicalism is that every empirical entity and process de-
pends on physical entities and processes, including causal processes. Now, if
any causal process depends on physical (causal) processes, then it cannot be the
case that the causal powers of, say, mental properties, are independent of, or
unconnected with, the causal powers of physical properties. Therefore, if the
claim that mental properties are realized by physical properties is to count as
a physicalist claim (as the causal autonomist of the mental would have it), then
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it must be true that the causal powers of realized properties are dependent on
the causal powers of their realizers. Otherwise the claim that mental properties
are multiply realized by physical properties would not be a physicalist claim.

So then, what the defender of the Causal Autonomy of the Mental must re-
spect is the following principle, and not the principle proposed by Kim:

(8) For any realized property P, the causal powers of any instantiation i of P
depend on the causal powers of the realizer of P on the occasion of i.

This principle is obviously satisfied by (7), but there are other proposals of the
relation between the causal powers of realized properties and their realizers as
regards (8) other than identity. I want to offer such a proposal.

The leading idea is expressed in the next proposition:

(9) The causal powers of a functional property are individuated by the
properties mentioned in the functional role associated with it.

Notice, first of all, that given our key assumption about the nomologicity of
causation and the role of properties in causal laws, it is fairly natural to indi-
viduate causal powers in terms of properties. This means that the notion of
property occurs prior to the notion of causal power, but for the sake of exposi-
tion, I will assume this prioricity here without argument. I think that nothing
essential hinges on this question and, in any event, there are surely other ways of
specifying my proposal without relying on this assumption.

Going back to our examples of functional properties, it turns out, according
to (9), that the causal powers of solubility in water are individuated partly in
terms of the property of dissolution in water, since that property is mentioned
in the specification of the functional role associated with solubility in water.
Likewise, the property of sleep will be one of the properties in terms of which
the causal powers of dormitivity will be individuated.

This proposal about the causal powers of functional properties is not "ad
hoc". The main rationale for it is the characterization (2) of properties of this
kind. According to this characterization, what is specific about a functional
property is precisely that it has a functional role associated with it, but this
functional role is nothing more than a pattern of causal relations. So, if we
identify a property by a pattern of causal relations and we want to defend the
causal efficacy of such a property, it is very reasonable to hold it causally effi-
cacious with respect to the properties involved in that pattern. That is pre-
cisely what proposal (9) seeks to do.

Moreover, notice that all of the realizers of a given functional property
must be causally connected with the properties mentioned in the functional
role associated with the functional property in order to count as such realizers.
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Our simple examples show this point very clearly. For example, any realizer
of solubility in water must cause dissolution in water of that which instantiates
it (under normal conditions). The modality here is conceptual, for the exis-
tence of this causal connection is what qualifies it as a realizer of solubility in
‘water. Likewise, any realizer of dormitivity must cause sleep, for similar rea-
sons. Hence, our proposal about the causal powers of a functional property has
the following interesting consequence:

(10) The causal powers of a functional property F are a subset of the causal
powers common to all realizers of F.

This result follows directly from our characterization (9) of the causal powers
of a functional property together with the fact that any realizer of a functional
property F has the functional role associated with F. All realizers of F must at
the very least have in common the causal powers in virtue of which they qualify
as realizers of F, and according to our characterization, these causal powers
must also correspond to F.

The relation exhibited in (10) between the causal powers of a functional
property and the causal powers of its realizers also offers us a rejoinder to
Kim's argument concerning the causal efficacy of multiply realized properties.
As (10) makes clear, our proposal respects the general physicalist principle
that the causal powers of a functional property are dependent on the causal
powers of its realizers. However, any two instantiations of a functional prop-
erty will share the same causal powers according to our proposal. This is the
case since any two intantiations of the same functional property are associated
with the same functional role and causal powers are individuated by relation
to the functional role. Finally, the causal powers of a functional property F
need not be the same as the causal powers of its realizers, certainly not if F, as
the case might be, has two or more realizers with different causal powers. This
will ensure the metaphysical autonomy of functional properties and show that
principle (7) is false. So then, any two instantiations of a functional property
will share the same causal powers, and be different from the causal powers of
its realizers. So far, it seems that we have met Kim's challenge, and have at our
disposal a nonreductive metaphysics capable of supporting the claim of the
Causal Autonomy of the Mental.

2. The Problem

Our proposal should be refined in a number of ways to account for the causal
powers of functional properties with more complex functional roles associated
with them than those associated with dormitivity and solubility in water.
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Thus, some functional roles will involve other functional properties. For ex-
ample, if we find plausible the view according to which the property of be-
lieving that P is a functional property, then we will probably also find plausi-
ble that the functional role associated with it includes that believing that P to-
gether with believing that Q causes in the object which instantiates those prop-
erties the further property of believing that P and Q. Hence, to count as a real-
izer of believing that P any such realizer must cause, together with a realizer of
believing that Q, a realizer of believing that P and Q, under normal condi-
tions. It seems natural to think that if we want believing that P to be a causally
efficacious property it must be efficacious with respect to believing that P and
Q, and so the capacity of bringing about the latter property must be among its
causal powers. To cope with this case we should, as I said, make our proposal
more sophisticated. Still, our characterization (9) would hold, but it is dubi-
ous whether the consequence (10) would follow as well. There could be inde-
pendent reasons not to regard a realizer of believing that P as causally effica-
cious with respect to believing that P and Q, and in that case the causal powers
of believing that P could not be a subset of the causal powers common to its
realizers, being the bringing about of believing that P and Q among the former
but not among the latter. In any event, whether we want to regard a realizer of
believing that P as causally efficacious with respect to believing that P and Q
or not, the causal powers of believing that P would still depend, in the right
physicalist way, on the causal powers of their realizers, since an instantiation of
believing that P and Q would in any case require an instantiation of one of its
realizers which in turn would be caused partly by the realizer of believing that
P. The validity of this dependency claim, together with the falsity of the
Causal Inheritance Principle in this case too, is all that we need to reply to
Kim's sceptical argument.

However, Kim has another sceptical argument against the causal efficacy of
multiply realized properties which would apply to our proposal. The argu-
ment is complex and deserves a careful examination, but the gist of my posi-
tion on it can be summarized in a few paragraphs. Notice, to begin with, that
our characterization of the causal powers of functional properties commits us
to massive cases of "downward causation", as Kim would put it (Kim 1993).
Indeed, it follows from our characterization that the instantiation of certain
properties (namely, those mentioned in the functional role associated with the
functional property) will be caused by both the instantiation of the functional
property and the instantiation of its realizer, whereby the name of "downward
causation”, since we claim a causal relation of a property F with another prop-
erty causally related to one of the realizers of F, belonging therefore to a more
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fundamental ontological level. Kim holds that such a claim is absurd in the
light of the Principle of the Causal Closure of the Physical Domain, according
to which the instantiation of physical properties is causally sufficient for the
instantiation of a physical property. He argues that, given that the physical re-
alizers are causally sufficient to bring about the physical effect, what entitles us
to hold the functional properties causally responsible for that physical effect
also? (Kim 1993; 1998).

This question, which is usually referred to in the literature as "the causal ex-
clusion problem", has a short and direct answer: common sense. Let me expand
on this answer a little. It has been repeatedly observed that Kim's argument, if
valid, would render causally efficacious only fundamental physical propertics.
So any properties not reducible to them would be deprived of causal powers.
Now, common sense attributes causal powers to certain properties, like men-
tal, geological or biological properties, which it also tends to regard as not
physically reducible at all.

[s this answer good enough for the defender of the Causal Autonomy of the
Mental? The answer is based on the implicit premise that any argument having
a consequence contrary to common sense is incorrect. Now, as a general prin-
ciple this premise is false in scientific disciplines. Otherwise, it would rule
out heliocentrism, to give a simple example. It should then be argued that it is
true in the case of philosophical disciplines, in particular metaphysics, but that
surely requires a long and complex argumentation. .

Be it as it may, it should be mentioned that Kim's considerations, even if
we decide to accept them fully, only show that special science causation is re-
dundant, not fundamental causation, and they do not demonstrate, on their
own, that it is no causation at all. In fact, this "exclusionary" conclusion should
come as no surprise for those of us who have characterized the causal powers of
functional properties as a subset of the causal powers common to all of their
realizers. Redundancy was apparent here in the characterization itself. And in-
deed, it should not surprise us that physicalist considerations, such as those in-
voked by Kim, lead us to the conclusion that only physical causation is funda-
mental and that special science causation is at best redundant. This is simply
what we should expect to happen as a result of embracing the physicalist prin-
ciple (8) above. If the causal powers of special science properties should de-
pend on the causal powers of their realizers, then it is perfectly coherent to
hold that only physical properties have fundamental, non redundant causal
powers.

However, our metaphysical proposal in support of the claim of the Causal
Autonomy of the Mental is still incomplete in one important respect: the na-
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ture of the functional properties. Earlier, we rejected the first order interpreta-
tion of functional properties and adopted the second order interpretation. As
we sald there, this interpretation is very imprecise about the nature of an in-
stantiation of a given functional property. It only tells us that it requires the in-
stantiation of a realizer of that functional property, but nothing more than that,
and in particular nothing about how we are to construe our functional proper-
ties.

To show the importance of this limitation, and the difficulty of overcom-
ing it, I will discuss a further argument against the proposal defended in the
last section, an argument which has been cropping up in the literature in recent
years, and which I call "the modal argument". The argument, inspired by that
offered in Fodor (1991), and discussed in Block (1990), could be summarized

as follows:

(11)

(a) If there exists a conceptual link between a property A and a property B,
then there cannot be a causal link between them.

(b) There exists a conceptual link between a functional property and the
properties mentioned in the functional role associated with it.

(c') There cannot exist a causal link between a functional property and the
properties mentioned in the functional role associated with it.

The argument is obviously valid, and the conclusion (c') is obviously incom-
patible with our account of the causal powers of a functional property. Premise
(b) also seems perfectly correct. It seems conceptually true that the instantia-
tion of a functional property F requires the instantiation of a realizer of F. And
it is conceptually true that the instantiation of a realizer of F involves the in-
stantiation of a property causing the properties mentioned in the functional
role of F (again this should be qualified in the case of more complex func-
tional properties, but discussion of the simpler case will be enough for our
purposes). Thus, for example, it is conceptually true that the instantiation by
an entity X of solubility in water requires the instantiation by X of a property
causing the dissolution of X in water under normal conditions. So in effect
there secems to be a conceptual link between a functional property and the
properties mentioned in its functional role. As for the premise (a) the main
reason for it is the following. We all know of the limitations of a purely coun-
terfactual analysis of causation. The sheer fact that a certain counterfactual de-
pendence relation holds between two properties (or two instantiations thereof,
strictly speaking), does not entitle us to infer a causal relationship between
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them, or the causal efficacy of one of them with respect to the other. We have
well known counterexamples to such an inference. For instance, there exists a
relation of counterfactual dependence between the property of being dead as
instantiated by Socrates and the property instantiated by Xantippa of becom-
ing a widow, but we would not infer from that that there exists also a causal
relation between these two instantiations. One plausible explanation as to why
we do not license the inference in this case is that we know a priori that the cor-
responding counterfactuals involving these instantiations are true. We know this
for conceptual reasons, and this scems to lead us to discard any causal connec-
tion between them.

If this reasoning were correct, then indeed premise (a) of our argument
would be correct and we would have a rebuttal of our proposal. But there
seems to be something wrong in this reasoning, since premise (a) would seem
to be clearly wrong. For instance, to consider a simple example, in classical
mechanics there exists a conceptual link between the force acting upon an ob-
ject and its acceleration, and this fact does not prevent us from attributing also
a causal connection between them. Of course, the causalist interpretation of the
laws of classical mechanics, and the theory of the meaning of theoretical terms
implicit in this counterexample, are open to objection, but the point at stake
here is that they are not rendered incoherent to make our premise (a) false.

However, this rebuttal of the modal argument may be too hasty. There is a
crucial distinction, one could argue, between the force-acceleration case and
the functional properties-properties mentioned in the functional roles case. In
the first case, the hypothesis of the causal connection between the force acting
upon a body and the acceleration of that body has an explanatory role in clas-
sical mechanics. It helps to explain many things, including the covariance be-
tween these magnitudes that the second law of motion describes. However, in
the second case, the hypothesis of the causal connection between a functional
property and the properties mentioned in its functional role does not have any
explanatory role. Nothing seems to be crucially explained by invoking such a
connection, not even the modal covariance between these properties, which is
explained by the conceptual link between them. As a general criterion, we tend
to abandon hypotheses when there is no explanatory role left for them. For in-
stance, we discard any causal connection between double effects, given that we
can explain the modal covariance between them in terms of a common causal
source and there is nothing which is crucially explained by such a causal hy-
pothesis.

So then, we could reformulate our modal argument in a more cautious way
by weakening our first premise as follows:
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(12)

(a') If there exists a conceptual link between a property A and a property B,
then we have a prima facie reason against the causal efficacy of A with
respect to B. '

(b) There exists a conceptual link between a functional property and the
properties mentioned in the functional role associated with it.

(c'") We have a prima facie reason to discard any causal connection between
a functional property and the properties mentioned in the functional role
associated with it.

The reason in favour of (a') is that in being a conceptual link between A and B
we can in principle explain the modal covariance between A and B, and in case

there is no explanatory role left to the hypothesis of a causal connection be- -

tween A and B our general criterion would push us toward abandoning such a
hypothesis.

Admittedly, (c")is not overtly incompatible with our proposal about the
causal powers of functional properties, and hence this modified modal argu-
ment (12) is not a knock-down argument against it, but it has considerable
force, and obliges us to argue for the explanatory role of the causal connection
of functional properties with the properties mentioned in their functional roles,
in order to secure our efforts to render plausible the claim of the Causal
Autonomy of the Mental. In fact, the situation becomes even worse when we
realize that, according to our proposal, all the properties which are allegedly
causally influenced by a functional property are conceptually linked to it.

These reasons suffice, it seems to me, to look for other possible replies to
the modal argument. Thus, some philosophers have argued that premise (a') is
also false. I will end this work by examining this objection.

The main reason against (a') is contained in the following proposition:

(13) A property causally related to another property may also appear con-
ceptually connected to it if it is described in a proper way, in the same
manner as an event causally connected to another may appear as concep-
tually linked to it when described in the appropriate: way. (Block 1990;
Segal, Sober 1991).

The argument against (12), as we see, proceeds by analogy with a famous ob-
servation for the case of events contained in Davidson (1963). Suppose an event
A causes an event B, then we can describe A as "the cause of B". Under that de-
scription, A appears conceptually linked to B, but this constitutes no prima fa-
cie reason against the causal connection between A and B. On the contrary, the
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existence of such a connection is what entitles us to describe A as "the cause of
B". The argument, then, is that what goes for events is exactly the same as what
goes for properties. And this scems undeniable. Suppose that property P is
causally efficacious with respect to property Q, then we can describe P as "the
property whose instantiation causes the instantiation of Q under such and such
conditions". Now, under that description, P appears conceptually linked to Q,
but this does not prevent us from claiming its causal efficacy with respect to
Q. Again, the presence of such a causal connection entitles us to describe it the
way we do.

The upshot of this reasoning is that properties, like events, are conceptually
linked to other properties only under certain descriptions, whereas they are
causally linked to other properties depending on the existing causal laws, re-
gardless of the way in which the properties are described. This reasoning pres-
ents us with a way round the modal argument, but it does not show us whether
we can avail ourselves of this route. Let me elaborate a little the difficulty I
have in mind here.

We may distinguish between direct and indirect conceptual links between
properties. For instance, in the Davidsonian example above involving two
events, A appears conceptually linked to B only in an indirect way, that is, be-
cause A has a property, the property of being the cause of B, which is (the prop-
erty, not the event) conceptually linked in a direct way with B. Likewise, in
the example involving property P and property Q, P appears conceptually
linked to Q only in an indirect way, that is, because P has a property, the
property of being causally efficacious with respect to Q, which is conceptually
linked to Q in a direct way. Hence, in this case we have two properties, prop-
erty P and the property of being causally efficacious with respect to Q, which
are conceptually linked to Q in a different way. The first is linked only in an
indirect way, in virtue of having the second property which is linked in a di-
rect way. The conceptual connection involving P depends clearly on the con-
ceptual connection involving the property of being causally efficacious with re-
spect to Q. And the latter connection holds only in virtue of the very nature of
the property of being causally efficacious with respect to Q. These facts jus-
tify my terminology. Thus, I propose in general the following proposition:

(14) A property P is conceptually connected to another property Q in an
indirect way if and only if the explanation of that conceptual connection
involves the fact that P has a property which is directly connected to Q.
A property P is connected to another property Q in a direct way if and
only if the explanation of such a connection lies in the very nature of P.
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Armed with this distinction now we can formulate very clearly the difficulty
I alluded to earlier in this reply to argument (12). The difficulty is that all
that the Davidsonian reasoning shows is that the existence of an indirect con-
ceptual link between two properties is not a prima facie reason against the
causal connection between the two, but it shows nothing similar in the case
where the conceptual link among the two properties is direct, not indirect. In
fact, in our examples we are hardly tempted to attribute any causal connection
between the property of being causally efficacious with respect to Q and Q it-
self, or between the property of being the cause of B and B itself. Now, if we
conceive of a functional property F as the property consisting in having a prop-
erty with the right functional role (as is, by the way, usually the case) then the
conceptual link between the functional property and the properties mentioned
in its causal role is direct, and in that case the Davidsonian considerations are
of no help for dealing with the modal argument (12). To put it in other words,
the Davidsonian considerations are not a good reply to this further modifica-
tion of the modal argument:

(15)

(") If there exists a direct conceptual link between a property A and a
property B, then we have a prima facie reason against the causal efficacy
of A with respect to B.

(b") There exists a direct conceptual link between a functional property and
the properties mentioned in the functional role associated with it.

(c"") We have a prima facie reason to discard any causal connection between
a functional property and the properties mentioned in the functional role
associated with it.

Therefore, Davidsonian considerations are of help for dealing with argument
(15) only in case we can challenge premise (b") in that argument, that is, only in
case we offer a plausible metaphysics of functional properties according to
which the conceptual link between them and the properties mentioned in their
functional role is only indirect. We need to frame, thus, an account of func
tional properties that is more complex than is usually assumed. An account ac-
cording to which a functional property F is construed as a property having the
property of being associated with a certain functional role, but not as consist-
ing in that property. Moreover, our account of functional properties should re-
spect all the requirements and demands made explicit in the first section of
this article in order to be useful for the defender of the Causal Autonomy of
the Mental. This forces us to make our metaphysics of functional properties
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more sophisticated in ways I am not at present capable of envisaging. I will
close this discussion by examining a possibility and arguing why it is not ac-
ceptable.

The possibility in question is encapsulated in the following proposition:

(16) A (multiply realized) functional property consists in the disjunction of
its realizers. It is functional in the sense that it can be denoted by a de-
scription following this pattern: "the property consisting in the disjunc-
tion of all properties having a given functional role Rf".

For example, following the suggestion in (16) we should understand solubility
in water as the property consisting in the disjunction of all realizers of solubil-
ity in water, that is, as the disjunction of all properties causing the dissolution
of that which instantiates them when it is submerged in water. Dormitivity
would be construed as the disjunction of all properties causing sleep, and so
on.

Conceiving of functional properties as disjunctive properties in this way,
means a functional property is not conceptually linked in a direct way with
any of the properties mentioned in its functional role, but only in an indirect
way. For example, solubility is a disjunction of physical properties and it is
conceptually linked to dissolution in water only because it has the property
that all the members of the disjunction cause dissolution in water in normal
conditions, that is, the conceptual link is merely indirect.

What is the problem then with this metaphysics of functional properties?
To appreciate the problem, recall that we started our investigation trying to
attain a metaphysics capable of giving support to the commonsensical widely
shared view of the Causal Autonomy of the Mental, that is, to Nonreductive
Physicalism and the causal efficacy of the mental. Well, the problem with this
last proposal is that it does not look as a nonreductivist proposal. What reason
is there to suppose that a disjunction of physical properties is not itself a
physical property? Notice that each disjunct conceptually entails the disjunc-
tion. Are we willing to say that the disjunctive property is a property of an en-
tirely different kind from that of the members of the disjunction? On what
grounds? The reductivist minded philosopher used to respond to the objection
of the multiple realizability of special science properties precisely by identi-
fiying the multiply realized properties with the disjunction of their realizers.
The standard objection to that move was that it incorrectly assumed that a
disjunctive property would be causally efficacious if its disjuncts were (Fodor
1974). Now our metaphysical proposal, having wandered down a tortuous and
somewhat contrived path, reaches the same conclusion and meets the reductiv-
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ist claim. We cannot coherently blame the reductivist strategy and at the same
time accept this proposal which, in the last resort, amounts to the same thing.
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