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SPECIES-SPECIFIC PROPERTIES AND MORE
NARROW REDUCTIVE STRATEGIES

It is now commonplace to observe that mental properties can be “multi-
ply realized” by an indefinite number of physically dissimilar systems,
and in such a way as to preclude any straightforward identification with
physical properties.' In light of this, various suggestions have been
made in an attempt to salvage the traditional type-identity theory. Some
claim that the multiple realization of physical properties vitiates any
anti-reductionist argument.? Others accommodate the facts of multiple
realization by construing mental types in terms of higher-order proper-
ties, for example, the second-order property of having certain first-
order physical properties which play a particular causal role.” Still
others appeal to a wider notion of the first-order properties, most
notably, infinite disjunctions of maximally consistent sets of first-order
physical properties.* And a final group of identity theorists appeal to
a more narrow notion of the first-order properties, relativizing mental
types to a species, then identifying them with first-order physical proper-
ties.”

Among these variations and permutations on the type-identity the-
ory, I will focus on the latter “narrow reductive strategy,” hereafter
referred to as the “NRS.” A careful examination of this topic is long
overdue, seeing that the other strategies have generated much dis-
cussion in their own right, while the NRS has been criticized only in
passing. Moreover, this criticism has been indecisive in a number of
respects. Nevertheless, I want to discuss other more serious problems
with the NRS, probiems which have largely gone unnoticed.

To set the stage for what follows, the chief desideratum of any narrow
reductive strategy is threefold: (a) find psychological properties which
are (b) sufficiently narrow to avoid the phenomenon of multiple realiza-
tion, while being (c) explanatorily adequate to the demands of psycho-
logical theorizing. Most critics have focused their attention on (c).
Principally, Ned Block has claimed that the narrow, species-relative
mental types are explanatorily inadequate inasmuch as they cannot
capture important psychological generalizations which might obtain ac-
ross species.® My argument is decidedly different. First, as regard to
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condition (c), I think the NRS is best viewed as a form of theoretical
replacement which should make no pretext of reducing cross-species
properties. This I discuss in section 2, and it will have important rami-
fications for Block’s argument examined in section 3. Yet a deeper
problem, in my view, lies with (a) and (b), and in sections 4 through
5 I attempt to show that these two conditions cannot be jointly satisfied.
If one carries out the logic of the NRS, the resuit is a theory involving
particulars or token events — not types or properties at all.

1. THE NRS

To help facilitate the discussion, I will use the term “‘standard psycho-
logical property” to cover a broad range of mental phenomena, such
as the having of belief, desire, sensation and image, as well as properties
more indigenous to scientific practice, such as being an input analyzer,
having a filter for selective attention, and the like. What makes these
properties standard, for our purposes, is their level of generality. They
are general features which can be shared by various kinds of cognitive
systems. (I will also follow common practice and use the terms “‘proper-
ty” and “‘type” interchangeably as designating these features. If one
insists on the distinction, I always intend the property by which objects
are of the same type.)

Now with respect to these standard psychological properties, the
NRS begins by conceding that they are not lawfully coextensive with
physical properties, and this, due to the facts about multiple realization.
Consider the property of having pain. It is realized by various and
sundry physical states, in human beings by a system of neuron firings,
in dolphins by a different neurophysiology, in extraterrestrials by X-
fibers, and so on. Nevertheless, the NRS proceeds by postulating more
restricted types — think of them as the standard properties indexed to
a species — and these more narrow items appear to be better candidates
for reduction. Hence, whereas pain is multiply realized in the way
mentioned, yet Auman pain is certainly not. Rather, human pain is
lawfully coextensive with human neuron-firing, and the appeal to other
nonhuman cognitive systems with distinct physical constitutions is sim-
ply irrelevant. In short, nothing about multiple realization across species
will prevent the reduction of a species-specific property. As Jaegwon
Kim, who first suggested the view, put it:
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Let us assume that the brain correlate of pain is species-dependent, so that we have
generalizations like “Humans are in pain just in case they are in brain state A”, “Canines
are in pain just in case they are in brain state B,” and so on. These species-dependent
correlations do not of course warrant the species-independent blanket identification of
pains with a “single” brain state . . . But they clearly do warrant — at least they are not
inconsistent with — the identification of Auman pains with human brain state A, canine
pains with canine brain state B, and so on. That is to say, species-specific correlations
warrant species-specific identities.”

Others have followed Kim in this regard. David Lewis, for example,
appears to endorse a version of this strategy when he relativizes the
causal role of mental types to a “population”, which he says is “a
natural kind — a species, perhaps”.® Also, D. M. Armstrong embraces
the NRS after observing that what plays the causal role of pain may

differ from one kind of creature to the next. For he then says:

It may be granted, for the reason just discussed, that it is impossible to identify the
type pain with a certain neurophysiological process. But what about the more narrowly
conceived type: pain in human beings? It is quite plausible that it can be identified with
some single sort of neurophysiological process.’

Finally, Robert Causey, Berent Enc, and others have defended the
NRS by viewing it as an instance of a more general point about how
scientific reduction may often proceed.™ The paradigm is the reduction
of the thermodynamic property of temperature. As it turns out, temper-
ature is realized by various microphysical states. In ideal gases it is the
mean kinetic energy of the molecules. But, as Churchland points out,
in solids the correlation with mean kinetic energy is more complicated
since the molecules do not have the free movement enjoyed within the
gases, but are confined to certain vibrational motions.'" Moreover,
what realizes temperature in a plasma is something entirely different,
since a plasma has no constituent molecules which remain intact. In-
deed, Churchland notes that even a vacuum void of any particles is
said to have a “blackbody’ temperature. But none of this prevents the
identification of femperature in gases with mean kinetic energy, or
temperature in a vacuum with the blackbody distribution of radiation.

Thus, the strategy seems clear: relativize or index standard mental
properties to a restricted domain of objects, like the human species, as
we relativize temperature to a restricted set of objects, like the gases,
and the reduction to a more basic physical theory will presumably
follow.



306 RONALD P. ENDICOTT

2. THE LOGIC OF THE NRS: REPLACEMENT VS. REDUCTION

But how does this reduction proceed? And more importantly, what
exactly is reduced? For we have three theories: the more general
psychological theory which employs a taxonomy of kinds that cuts
across various species; a set of species-specific psychologies, each em-
ploying the more narrow properties and each having as its goal the
explanation of behavior in more restricted domains; and finally, some
physical theory to which the psychological theories must ultimately
reduce. Our question, then, can be put as follows: Is general psychology
reduced via the reduction of species-specific psychology, or is it merely
the latter which is reduced? Put in terms of the properties countenanced
by these differing theories, does the NRS allow us to say that standard
psychological properties are identical with physical properties in ad-
dition to those of the species-specific variety?"?

At first glance, we might think that the answer should be affirmative.
After all, the purpose of the identity theory was originally to provide
a reduction of all mental phenomena, with standard types being our
primary concern. Moreover, this would seem to be required if the
present strategy is patterned after the reduction of temperature, a
general property of thermodynamics. Nevertheless, I think there are
serious problems with the idea that standard properties could be re-
duced in this fashion, problems that defenders of the NRS have not,
in my view, sufficiently stressed.

Let us begin by following Kim’s earliest suggestion and speak about
psychophysical laws which ground “the identification of human pains
with human brain state A, canine pains with canine brain state B, and
so on”."? The envisioned bridge laws would be something like:

(NRS1) ““for every x, x has human pain if and only if x has human brain state A”,

with a number of such laws for each mental type in the restricted
domains. Are there any untoward consequences if we take laws of this
kind as the means by which psychophysical reduction may proceed?
Recall the fact that there are three theories (and three sets of proper-
ties): general psychology, the set of species-specific psychologies, and
the physical theory. This being so, it becomes evident that laws which
take the form of (NRS,) will only reduce species-indexed properties
since (NRS;) concerns human pain, not pain per se. Hence, given that
laws of this kind only connect physical theory to the items of species-
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specific psychology — not general psychology — they leave all the stan-
dard properties which belong to the general theory completely un-
touched.

Of course, standard properties could be reduced if we assume they
are identical to a combination of the more narrow properties which
presumably are reduced in this fashion, specifically, a disjunction of all
species-indexed properties. (I ignore their conjunction since, uncon-
strained mereology notwithstanding, nothing has the conjunctive prop-
erty of being a human pain and canine pain and extraterrestrial pain,
etc.) But this means that we must also accept disjunctive laws con-
necting general psychology to the species-specific theory, such as “for
every x, x has pain if and only if x has human pain or x has canine pain
or x has extraterrestrial pain...,” where the right-hand side of this
biconditional expresses the perhaps infinite disjunction of all nomolog-
ically possible types of species-specific pain that we are now assuming
to constitute the standard, more general type pain.

It initially seems, therefore, that if the present strategy provides a
reduction of standard psychological types, then it must be committed
to the idea of infinite or indefinite disjunctive properties. This result,
however, ought to be disheartening for two reasons. First, if we must
appeal to disjunctive properties, the NRS is in fact superfluous. For we
might as well dispense with all this talk about “species” and “more
narrow psychological types” and straightway identify mental properties
with the disjunction of all their physically possible realizations regardless
of whether each realization happens to be the exclusive property of its
own separate species. In other words, simply omit the step which postu-
lates the more narrow properties since the opposite strategy, according
to which we widen our notion of a property by means of disjunction,
appears inevitable anyway.

But second, the need for infinite disjunctive properties can only
detract from any appeal which the NRS might have had, since the
postulation of such properties for the purposes of reduction has not
been favorably received. It has been argued, for example, that disjunc-
tive properties violate certain criteria for propertyhood inasmuch as
they do not count towards the similarity of the objects having them, that
they are not genuine nomic properties, or that they do not contribute to
an object’s causal powers.' I do not say these objections are absolutely
decisive. I wish only to point out that if we view the NRS as employing
the laws previously mentioned, and if these laws are thought to provide
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a reduction of the standard psychological types, then we are likely to
find ourselves in the midst of a number of these other controversial
issues, with the overall strategy having no clear advantages over its
competitors.

Perhaps, then, the NRS will fare better if we consider a different kind
of law. We might, for example, follow Kim’s most recent suggestion and
appeal to laws of the form:

(NRS2) “for every x, if x is human, then x has pain if and only if x has human brain state
AS

Formally, the difference comes to this: (NRS,) is a simple biconditional
employing a species-indexed mental type, in this case human pain;
(NRS:,), however, is a conditional whose consequent is a biconditional
employing the more general type pain. In roughest terms, (NRS;)
relativizes the mental type to a species, while (NRS,) relativizes the
entire bridge law to a species.

Does this second kind of law provide a reduction of standard psycho-
logical properties? Admittedly, (NRS,) seems more promising in this
regard since it mentions the standard type directly: “for every x, if x
is human, then x has pain (not human pain but pain) if and only if x
has brain state A.” However, Kim actually refrains from any claim that
the properties of general psychology can be reduced. Rather, he says:

What we could more reasonably expect is this: as science makes progress, it will succeed
in identifying an increasing number of local physical coextensions for psychological prop-
erties, that is, physical coextensions restricted to specific domains (e.g., particular biologi-
cal species); and a sufficiently broad system of such local coextensions can serve as a
base for “local reductions™ of psychological theories.

And again:

Unlike species-independent laws, these laws cannot buy us a uniform or global reduction
of psychology, a reduction of every psychological state to a uniform physical-biological
base across all actual and possible organisms; however, these laws will buy us a series of
species-specific or local reductions.'”

A “local” reduction, according to Kim, is the reduction of a theory
like human psychology in virtue of the species-relative coextensions
that we are assuming to obtain in the form of (NRS,). So the pivotal
issue is whether a series of local reductions will amount to a uniform
or global reduction of the general theory. The answer is, I think,
negative.
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For let T be a psychological theory with predicates M;,..., M,
satisfied by some species S, and let 7* be the more general theory with
predicates M;-, ..., M, satisfiable by a broader range of cognitive
systems outside S (intuitively, M;-, ..., M, pick out the standard
mental properties). Now if L is a law of T, Kim has suggested that
“S=> L” is derivable from the physical theory by means of (NRS,)
bridge laws, thus providing a local reduction of mental phenomena.'®
Specifically, given predicates P;, ..., P, of our physical theory, and
given the relativization to a species S, then the laws of T can be derived
by means of species-relative biconditionals: (x) [Sx=>(Mx&-
Px)], ..., (x) [Sx = (M,x & P,x)]. Nevertheless, it is clear that these
relativized biconditionals will not reduce the laws of T* since, being
laws of a more general theory, they contain the different predicates
M;«, ..., M, satisfiable by systems across the several species. Conse-
quently, the properties picked out by these terms will remain unre-
duced.

As a final attempt to reduce general psychology along these lines,
suppose we construe the NRS as an instance of approximate reduction.
Using the model Kenneth Schaffner first proposed, we might claim that
general psychology approximately reduces to physical theory in virtue
of the straightforward Nagelian reduction of its close analogue, the
species-specific theory." Unfortunately, I doubt that we can view the
NRS in this way. For it is an essential feature of approximate reduction
that the reduced theory be closely similar to the original, otherwise the
reduction of the former could not be viewed as an approximate reduc-
tion of the latter. Yet assuming that the properties of species-specific
psychology are lawfully coextensive with physical properties, as pro-
ponents of the NRS maintain, then species-specific theory is no more
similar to general psychology than the neurophysical theory (which,
on all accounts, is radically incommensurate with respect to general
psychology).

In summary, then, whether the preferred form of bridge law is
(NRS;) or (NRS;), or whether the proposed reduction be precise or
approximate, the NRS simply does not appear to reduce general psy-
chology, and hence does not licence any claim to the effect that standard
mental properties are identifiable with physical properties. Of course,
one could always analyze the standard types into second-order proper-
ties, here the property of having any first-order species-specific prop-
erty. But, as Armstrong points out, if first-order properties play the
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causal roles associated with mental types, then second-order types could
never be considered as causes.” And, in any case, this move to higher-
order properties is an altogether different reductive strategy, one that
can be pursued independently of any concerns over species-specificity
Or more narrow properties.

So perhaps the surprising moral is this — as far as standard mental
properties are concerned, we should not look on the NRS as a reductive
strategy at all, but as a form of eliminativism. That is to say, the NRS
requires that general psychology be replaced, not reduced, by species-
specific psychology, and so ultimately replaced, not reduced, by physical
theory. Even so, it is not a radical form of eliminativism. The NRS
does not eschew the intentional or folk psychological altogether; rather,
it views such phenomena from within the confines of each species, and
from the vantage point of each one offers a reduction to physical theory.

3. THE ISSUE OF EXPLANATORY ADEQUACY

Some need hear no more. The fact that the NRS cannot capture stan-
dard mental properties is sufficient to reject it out of hand (which might
explain why such rejections often occur in the space of one or two
sentences). Thus, Ned Block remarks simply that the appeal to species-
specific properties requires that we “give up saying what property it is
in virtue of which Martians and humans can both be in pain”.*' And
in another place he says:

Kim . .. and Lewis . . . propose species-specific identities: pain is one brain state in dogs
and another in people. As should be clear from this introduction, however, this move
sidesteps the main metaphysical question: “What is common to the pains of dogs and
people (and other pains) in virtue of which they are pains?”’?

David Wiggins, in a footnote, makes a similar point; and Kim Sterelny
insists more recently that we need an explanation of why species-specific
types are instances of a more general phenomenon.*

Contrary to popular lore, however, this loss of generality across
species is not a foregone conclusion. It can only be arrived at after a
careful examination of the logic of the NRS, as we have attempted
here, an analysis of the concept of local reduction, skepticism about
the application of approximate reduction, resistance in this context to
any analysis of standard types into second-order properties, and a
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rejection of any disjunctive strategy by which one could construct stan-
dard types out of species-specific properties.

Be that as it may, is the fact that the NRS cannot capture standard
mental properties a fatal defect? Perhaps not. For in the last section I
argued that we best view the NRS as a form of eliminativism, that is,
as a replacement rather than reduction of general psychology. But
theoretical replacement does not require that the new theory be saddled
with all the explanatory work of the old, now defunct theory. Hence,
those who argue like Block must show that standard psychological
propertics and the cross-species similarities they explain are indeed
irreplaceable features of our best psychological theory. Though I am
sympathetic, the point is difficult to establish.

First, a defender of the NRS might claim that it is sufficient for
species-specific psychology to explain human behavior in terms of
human mind/brain states, canine behavior in terms of canine mind/
brain states, and the like, without explaining the alleged similarities
between the respective domains. For any such loss in explanatory power
might be compensated by the theoretical gains achieved through the
reduction of species-specific psychology, namely, simplicity, ontological
economy, and the additional explanation of psychophysical laws by
virtue of the identities thought to obtain.**

Second, a defender of the NRS could point out that there may
be no interesting cross-species generalizations of the kind Block and
company allude to, which is to say, for example, there may be no
psychological property that hurans and canines have in common when
they suffer their respective pains. Block himself suggests that this might
be true if we accept what he calls ‘psychofunctionalism’, whereby men-
tal types are defined in terms of whatever causal role is discovered
by empirical investigation (this was the point behind the charge that
psychofunctionalism also falls prey to chauvinism).>> Moreover, that
empirical investigation should uncover differences in causal role seems
likely. That is, the different environmental facts, selective pressures,
and genetic endowments which serve to generate a difference in species
might also serve to generate a difference in the psychologically relevant
functional organization between the species: for example, a difference
which would manifest itself somewhere in the perceptual abilities, cog-
nitive skills, or behavioral repertoire (just think of the different ways
humans and canines respond to pain!).

On the other hand, if mental types are indeed functionally construed,
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whether empirically at the end result of scientific investigation or ana-
lytically from the meaning of our commonsense folk psychology, they
would nevertheless seem to support counterfactuals inconsistent with
the type identity theory even when relativized to restricted domains. It
is nomically possible, for example, that the causal/functional role of
human pain be realized in humans who have changed in some neuro-
physical respect (worse, cp. the variability in function within the domain
of artificial systems). But this is a point we shall return to in the next
section.

What seems uncontroversially right about Block’s original criticism,
in any case, is simply this. It would seem to be a desideratum of any
scientific psychology that it be able to capture interesting generalizations
that might obtain. Yet cross-species generalizations, if there be any,
must in principle lie outside the purview of a species-specific psychology.
Good scientific methodology, then, should favor the more general the-
ory (weighed against, remember, the theoretical gains provided by
reduction). Nevertheless, this point concerns methodology, not on-
tology, and it may well be that the facts preclude any cross-species
psychological generalizations.

4. PLASTICITY AND MORE NARROW TYPES

In my view, the most interesting problem for the NRS arises not from
outside human psychology, but from the way our own biological species
happens to instantiate mental properties. Here I refer to the well known
problem created by the plasticity of the brain, and, though defenders
of the NRS have addressed themselves to the issue, tracing out this
particular dialectic will, I trust, lead to more serious difficulties.

Thus, to begin, the appeal to species-specific properties seems unsuc-
cessful because the phenomenon of multiple realization can occur within
our species. That is, any number of human brain structures can subserve
the same type of psychological function.”® Of course, there are well
known cases of “localized” cognitive functioning, for example, linguistic
representation in the left hemisphere, or Hubel-Wiesel cells that re-
spond to lines at particular orientations in the visual field. But this kind
of localization is insufficient to ground law-based coextensions between
species-specific mental properties and neurophysical types for three
reasons.

First, the aforementioned localization only obtains for the relevant
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input systems, not for any higher-level processing which might be in-
volved. As Fodor observes, “all the cases of massive neural structuring
to which a content-specific cognitive function can confidently be as-
signed appear to be associated with input analysis, cither with language
or perception. There is, to put it crudely, no known center for modus
ponens.”*” Second, this localization is not universal across the human
species, as witnessed, for example, by the fact that a percentage of
adults have linguistic representation in both hemispheres while children
have bilateral representation until about the age of five years.® Third,
the physical basis for mental properties may change within the same
individual over time when cognitive functions have been transferred to
a different area of the brain because of some neurophysical damage.*

In fact, we can demonstrate the problem of multiple realization for
species-specific properties without relying on any facts about the plas-
ticity of the brain. Remember the commonplace observation that gen-
eral psychology and physical theory will taxonomize behavior in differ-
ent ways. Signing a check and paying cash are physically distinct, to
use Fodor’s example, yet general psychology might count them the
same if the subject were in each case exhibiting the same behavior as
intentionally described, that is, paying one’s bills.?® So consider, not
the general type “paying one’s bills”, but the species-specific analogue
“human paying one’s bills”. It is still true that the human paying of
one’s bills can require distinct bodily movements and differing neuro-
physical explanations, and hence it is still true that species-specific
psychology will type behavior in ways significantly different than the
neurophysical theory.

The net result is that the differing taxonomies create the same prob-
lem of incommensurability with respect to their generalizations, the
same problem of multiple realization with respect to their properties
and kinds, as we find between general psychology and the physical
theory. Such is the problem facing species-specific psychology.

Having said all this, however, those who defend the NRS have a
ready answer: multiple realization can be circumvented by the introduc-
tion of even more narrow properties. Thus, after appealing to the prop-
erty of pain in human beings, Armstrong says:

And if even that identification turns out to be too optimistic, it will presumably be
possible to find still narrowly conceived sub-types: pain in human beings of the sort X,
in human beings of the sort Y, ...and so on, where the identification can finally be
effected. For, after all, the idea that the physiological nature of pain in human beings
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changes from occasion to occasion, or even from person to person, seems truly bizarre,
although it may be a logical possibility.>!

As a quick response, what Armstrong finds as “truly bizarre” and a
mere “logical possibility” are precisely the facts to be derived from the
empirical data concerning individual differences in how psychological
functions are realized. The physiological nature of pain may change
from occasion to occasion, depending on the development and circum-
stances of the individual. In any case, what interests us here is the
appeal to “more narrowly conceived sub-types”.

And Jaegwon Kim has also made a similar suggestion. Speaking of
psychophysical coextensions, Kim says:

In order to generate laws of this kind, biological species may turn out to be too wide;
individual differences in the localization of psychological functions in the brain are well
known . . . What is important then is that these laws are relative to physical-biological
s‘[ructurg2 types, although for simplicity I will continue to put the matter in terms of
species.

But what, exactly, are these more narrow physical-biological structure
types? Important metaphysical issues lie in wait.

5. OBJECTIONS TO MORE NARROW PROPERTIES

For domains more restricted than species there are obvious candidates
in the offing — subspecies, individuals, temporal slices of individuals.
But my concern is that, when carried to its logical conclusion, the NRS
will require an item so narrow that it no longer counts as a form of
type reduction. What I have in mind is the following: In light of the
individual differences within a species, a defender of the NRS should
find it necessary to relativize mental property M to an individual subject
S, creating, as it were, the property M of S to be identified with some
physical property (e.g., not just Auman pain but Sally’s pain). But this
will not do for the purposes of reduction since, as we know, the physical
realization may change within an individual due to brain injury and the
like. Thus, in light of the differences in S over time, the next step is to
relativize property M to a particular time ¢, creating the even more
narrow property M of S at t (Sally’s pain at 2 a.m., April 27, 1991),
again to be identified with some physical property. We are thus lead to
postulate, not species-indexed properties, but individual-time-indexed
properties.
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Indeed, some philosophers have suggested just such a view. In his
book Mind and Meaning, Brian Loar appeals to “psychophysical type-
type correlations relativized to individuals at times”.>> And Frank Jack-
son, Robert Pargetter, and Elizabeth Prior defend the view that a
functionalist may accept type physicalism by endorsing the reduction
of mental state types relativized to particular organisms at definite
times, types picked out by terms such as “pain for an organism O at a
time £°.%*

What can be said about this narrowest version of the NRS? Granted,
only properties relativized to individuals and times can avoid multiple
realization at the intrapersonal level. Yet the problem is that, for all
intents and purposes, the proposal appears indistinguishable from a
token identity thesis. Why? Because relativizing a mental type M to a
subject S at a time ¢ seems very much like talking about S having M at
t, which philosophers have recognized as a dated particular, specifically,
a token structural event.>

Three arguments are worth considering here. First, linguistic pre-
cedent. Descriptions such as “the pain of S at £ or singular terms like
“S’s pain at ©” were taken to pick out token states or events. To cite
one famous example, in Naming and Necessity Saul Kripke uses such
locutions to effect a contrast with type identity claims:

Identity theorists have been concerned with several distinct types of identifications: of a
person with his body, of a particular sensation (or event or state of having the sensation)
with a particular brain state (Jones’s pain at 06 : 00 was his C-fiber stimulation at that
time), and of rypes of mental states with the corresponding zypes of physical states (pain
is the stimulation of C-fibers).*®

More importantly, however, assuming we can say that properties or
types are expressed or designated by these terms, precedent had it that
any properties so expressed were general features, what Kim called the
“generic event type” determined by the constitutive property of the
structural event (see again fn. 35). Hence we can say, and people who
wrote on events did say, that “the pain of S at £’ and “$’s pain at ¢’
serve to designate a token event and express a more general property,
not an individual-time-indexed one.

On the other hand, could a defender of the NRS just stipulate that
the reference is a more narrow type? No. For the second argument is
that one cannot create narrow properties by fiat, or by employing certain
narrowly construed linguistic expressions. After all, the proper use of
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these terms may only involve a narrow concept, with no objective
property (of the individual-time-indexed variety) answering to them.
This is possible, for example, if we are “scientific” or “a posteriori
realists” about properties, that is, if we reject the view that there is
an exclusive property determined by every meaningful predicate (or
corresponding singular term) of our language, and, instead, let the
appropriate science determine what properties exist. My suspicion is
that cognitive science has no need for properties restricted to individuals
and times. Indeed, the issue of explanatory inadequacy now returns
with a vengeance! What explanatory power or predictive success could
accrue to our psychological theory if it is reduced to properties that
will not generalize over individuals and times?

Finally, the third argument concerns the semantic contribution of the
crucial linguistic element S of £’ which is annexed to the original
mental term. Suppose it is treated as a direct referring expression which
has the object S (or a temporal part of S) as its semantic value. Then
the entity designated by the containing expression “the M of S at ¢’ or
“S’s M at ¢’ would seem to have the same constituents as the token
event I mentioned, namely, the concrete object S, the abstract general
M, and the time ¢. Defenders of the NRS did, after all, talk of relativiz-
ing to ‘individuals’, not any properties used to pick out individuals (and
perhaps this was incautious on their part — cp. relativizing to a species,
which is an abstract object).

Hence suppose, on the other hand, S at £’ is treated in the manner
of a descriptive theory of names so that it expresses a condition or
property F which, we may presume, S uniquely satisfies at the time.
But then someone else could have satisfied it, barring haecceities and
their ilk, from which it follows that the containing expression could
have been satisfied by another individual (or even the same individual)
with a distinct physical constitution — the inimical point that our NRS
attempts to avoid. For instance, if the causal role analysis yields: “the
state type which occupies the pain role for Sally at #’, then the point
is that it should be nomically possible for someone fitting Sally’s descrip-
tion (someone who shares the property F we associate with the term
“Sally”) to have had a different physical type playing that role at ¢.*’

Consequently, defenders of the NRS are confronted with a dilemma:
either their terms pick out event-like structures with concrete objects
as constituents, or else their strategy will succumb to the phenomenon
of multiple realization.
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Now judging from what Jackson, Pargetter, and Prior have said, I
think they would at least respond to the issue of token structural events
by noting (a) that the subject S need not actually exemplify the mental
property at the time in question, meaning that the item designated is
an abstract entity (cp. in this context Kim’s ‘existence condition’ for
token structural events: the event [S, M, 7] is not said to exist unless S
exemplifies M at £); and (b) a type indexed to a subject at a time simply
differs from others inasmuch as it lacks the generality afforded by other
properties.*®

I would counter that if S does not exemplify M at ¢, the description
simply fails to refer. This hardly shows that any type expressed is
an individual-time indexed one as opposed to a generic event type.
Furthermore, even if the entity in question is abstract, we cannot say
it is a genuine property on that account alone. For being abstract,
though admittedly necessary, is not sufficient for propertyhood. After
all, consider the class of abstract particulars. So in order for a thing to
be considered a genuine property, it is also necessary that it be a
general feature, that is, a universal and not a particular. (Perhaps this
shows that, even on its best construal, the NRS will collapse into the
reduction of properties to tropes.)

Finally, the whole rationale for talking about types or properties is
that they are general features, instantiated or instantiatable on different
occasions. Yet Jackson, Pargetter, and Prior’s distinction between
“types’” and their “generality” misses this fact; hence there is no longer
any motivation for distinguishing their proposed types (they call them
“universals”) as entities which are ontologically distinct from tokens or
particulars. Put differently, the M of § at ¢ is intended to be a nonrepear-
able entity, unable to occur apart from § at the particular time 7. But
nonrepeatability, we remember, is a mark of tokens, not types, of
particulars, not properties or universals. v

In my view, the fact that this narrowest version of the NRS turns out
to be a theory of mental tokens should not be surprising, given the
general nature of properties. Hence, one way to put the moral is this:
the more narrow we make our properties, the less general they become,
and the less general they become, the more they become like parti-
culars. In any case, I have attempted to show how the logic of the NRS
leads to a theory involving particulars. Whether we call them “‘abstract
particulars” or “token structural events” matters not. For only mental
particulars are guaranteed to avoid the phenomenon of multiple realiza-
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tion by being of such a nature that they cannot have multiple instances
and so a fortiori cannot have multiple instances by systems with distinct
physical constitutions.
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