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Abstract
In this paper I argue that recent reductionist’s arguments marshaled by Jaegwon 
Kim on the causal status of mental properties do not get the point they are aimed at. 
In particular, in the first part, tackling epistemological issues, I show that Kim’s  
arguments concerning the heterogeneity of disjunctive properties if accepted would 
undermine most  scientific practice;  in the second part,  devoted to metaphysical 
issues, I argue that Kim’s reductive functionalism, if taken as a metaphysical thesis, 
cannot be applied neither to qualitative states nor to intentional ones. In particular, 
qualitative states cannot be reduced by Kim’s admissions, while intentional states 
cannot be reduced given Kripke’s argument concerning the nature of theoretical 
identifications. Being mental states either qualitative or intentional, Kim’s strategy 
fails to make his point. Finally, I argue that the mental properties can be interpreted 
as micro-based properties, so showing that the so-called ‘generalization argument’ 
either holds or licenses us in crediting mental properties with causal powers.

Riassunto
In  questo  articolo  sostengo che gli  argomenti  recentemente  avanzati  da  Kim a 
favore  di  un  riduzionismo circa  lo  statuto  causale  delle  proprietà  mentali  non 
colgono il  segno.  In particolare,  nella  prima parte,  dedicata a trattare questioni 
epistemologiche, mostro che se gli argomenti di Kim circa l’eterogeneicità delle  
proprietà  disgiuntive  venissero  accettati  porterebbero  a  mettere  in  crisi  molta 
pratica scientifica; nella seconda parte, destinata a questioni metafisiche, sostengo 
che il funzionalismo riduttivo di Kim, visto come tesi metafisica, non può essere 
applicato né agli stati qualitativi né a quelli intenzionali. Nello specifico, gli stati  
qualitativi  non possono essere  ritoddi  per  ammissione dello  stesso Kim mentre 
quelli intenzionali non possono esserlo in virtù degli argomenti di Kripke relativi 
alla natura delle identificazioni teoriche. Poiché gli statimentali sono o qualitativi o 
intenzionali, la strategia di Kim fallisce nei propri obiettivi. Infine, sostengo che le 
proprietà  mentali  possono  essere  interpretate  come  proprietà  micro-basate 
evidenziando così che il cosiddetto “argomento della generalizzazione” è o valido o 
ci autorizza ad attribuire poteri causali alle proprietà mentali.
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Introduction

The widespread consensus against reductionism is under attack. The weak 

point in the anti-reductionist front is the one that has been considered, for 

many years, the strongest: the causal status of mental properties. Do mental 

states have causal powers? Do our desires and beliefs affect the world in its 



physical properties? In a number of papers (Kim 1988; 1989; 1990; 1992; 

1993) and lately in his book Mind in a Physical World Jaegwon Kim (1998) 

has maintained that the answer to these questions is negative.1 In particular, 

he thinks that real properties are  those that have causal powers and that 

mental  properties,  being the result  of a specific functional idiom, do not 

have  causal  powers.  In  the  following  I  will  present  Kim’s  reasons  for 

denying  causal  efficacy  to  mental  properties,  construed  as  second  order 

properties. These reasons, I will argue, can be divided into epistemological 

and  metaphysical  ones.  However,  no  reason  is  compelling  enough  to 

establish a case in favour of reduction, even of functional kind. 

The General Argument

In  order  to  argue  for  the  inefficacy  of  the  mental,  Kim  presents  three 

specific arguments: 1)  supervenience, the relation often supposed to carry 

the weight of the solution to the mind body interaction, is sufficient only for 

a minimalist version of physicalism, one that cannot underwrite the causal 

efficacy of mental  properties;  2) both physical and mental  properties are 

sufficient to causally explain mental states. So, if there are mental states, 

they  are  the  causal  effect  either  of  physical  or  of  mental  properties. 

However, it is useless to have two kind of properties doing the same causal 

work for any causal relation. So, either physical or mental properties must 

go (the causal exclusion argument); 3) mental properties can be identified 

with second order properties realized by one physical state, construed as its 

first order realizer. Because something cannot have a second order property 

without having one of its first order realizers, the causal efficacy of a given 

second order property is entirely “inherited” from the causal efficacy of its 

first order realizer (the causal inheritance principle). Given these specific 

arguments,  the  general  reasoning is  quite  direct:  supervenience  does  not 

establish the point of anti-reductionists (by 1). For a given causal relation 

there cannot be more than one kind of properties having causal efficacy (by 

2); mental or second order properties inherit their causal efficacy from their 

1 Page numbering without further indication refers to this book.
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first  order  realizers  (by  3),  hence  only  physical  properties  are  causally 

efficacious, and mental properties are epiphenomenal. They can be reduced 

in a way or another  and Kim’s own way is through some sort of functional 

analysis.  I  think that the crucial  issue concerns the robustness of second 

order  properties.  As  I  said,  Kim’s  reasoning  can  be  divided  into  a 

epistemological and a metaphysical part. I will consider epistemology first.

Epistemology: close vs. open sets

As  is  commonly  assumed,  properties  are  individuated  through  causal 

powers2, that is to say, if two entities in the same occasions are specifically 

affected by the same entities in the same way and can specifically cause 

something else  in  the  same way,  then  these  two entities  share  the  same 

property3. Because mental states are identified with second order properties4, 

we  have  to  consider  whether  these  properties  are  causally  efficacious. 

Second order properties are so defined: “F is a second order property over 

set B of base (or first-order) properties iff F is the property of having some 

property P in B such that D(P), where D specifies a condition on members 

of  B” (p. 20). For instance, the property of being a primary colour is the 

property defined over the set B of base properties (colours) which satisfies a 

further condition, that is, if mixed with other primary colours produces the 

entire visible spectrum. So defined, second order properties admit multiple  

realizations in  the  sense that  any such property admits  that type-distinct 

entities could realize it. That this is the case is intuitively evident: second 

order properties are, in most cases, functional properties because the further 

conditions are individuated through functional analysis. For instance, if you 

find a color that does “this and that” you have individuated a primary color. 

Doing  “this  and  that”  is  a  functional  characterisation  resulting  from 

functional  analysis  and  this  characterisation,  in  the  specific  example  of 

colours, is satisfied by red, blu and green.

2 As Kim himself says: “distinct properties must represent distinct causal powers” 
(Kim 1988, p. 103).
3 A definition of properties as causal powers along these lines can be found in 
Shoemaker (1980).
4 See, for instance, Loar (1981).
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Kim thinks that second order properties are not  real properties. They 

are, so to say, generated by the functionalist idiom or, more in general, by 

functional analysis of the kind just exemplified. Because one of Kim’s aim 

is to figure out the ontological structure of the mind so to assess its causal 

efficacy, he wants to point out that since mental properties are second order 

properties they do not have any causal powers. Consequently, we should 

avoid talking about second order properties when discussing causal powers, 

favoring  instead  a  more  austere  idiom,  one  in  which  only  first  order 

properties are accepted. So, why are not second order properties  real (viz. 

causally efficacious)?

Kim considers first a case in which a second order property has just one 

realizer. He says: “By quantifying over properties, we cannot create new 

properties any more than by quantifying over individuals we can create new 

individuals. Someone murdered Jones and the murderer is Smith, or Jones 

or Wang5. That someone, who murdered Jones, is not a person in addition to 

Smith,  Jones,  and  Wang,  and  it  would  be  absurd  to  posit  a  disjunctive 

person, Smith-or-Jones-or-Wang, with whom to identify the murderer. The 

same goes for second order properties and their realizers” (Ibid., p. 104). 

The idea, here, is that the disjunction of many individual properties does not 

create a new property. Each disjunct could instantiate a property, in this case 

being or not the murderer of Jones, but the disjunction of these properties 

could not. Kim extends this analysis also for those cases in which a property 

is  realised by more than one realizer.  Consider property  M (for  instance 

being jade) that is realized by two physical properties P1 (being jadeite) and 

P2 (being nephrite). There is nothing in having M “over and above” having 

either P1 or P2. So, if something has M then it has either P1 or P2, where the 

“or” has to be intended in its exclusive reading (aut,  not  vel)6.  But then, 

5 Here I suppose that the second occurrence of “Jones” has a different reference 
from the first one, excluding suicide. I also exclude cases such as those imagined 
by Agatha Christie.
6  As Kim says: “For most purposes the ‘or’ that appears to disjoin predicates 
seems perfectly well understood as abbreviating sentence disjunctions; thus ‘The 
ball is red or white’ is short for ‘the ball is red or the ball is white’, and the 
semantic of sentences like this does not require disjunctive properties, like being 
red ∨  white, any more than the sentence ‘She ate a hamburger or a hotdog’ 
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nothing has the property of being jade. Rather, what there is are cases of 

jadeite or cases of nephrite, and sussuming them under a single property 

does not create a new property by itself. Cases like this one show that: “… 

multiply realizable properties are causally and nomologically heterogeneous 

kinds, and this at bottom is the reason for their inductive unprojectibility and 

ineligibility as causes” (Ibid., p. 110). 

There seem to be, here, two different issues: one is whether disjunctive 

heterogeneous  properties  are,  in  general,  banned  from  scientific  causal 

explanations because of their unprojectibility. The other is what the realizers 

picked up by disjunctions have in common. I will tackle them in turn.

Consider such a hypothetical law as “All metals expand when heated”. 

Both copper and iron are metals. However, “copper” identifies a different 

natural kind from “iron”. If both are natural kinds it follows that “All metals 

expand when heated” can’t  be  a  law because  the  term “metal”  picks an 

heterogeneous  disjunction  and  is  thus  unprojectible.  The  reason  for  not 

considering the aforementioned a law, Kim’s reason as a matter of fact, is 

the  following:  suppose  that  the  law turns  out  to  be  confirmed  only  by 

instances  of  copper,  and  by  no  istance  of  iron,  or  of  any  other  metal. 

Because the term “metal” is identical to a disjunction which comprises also 

iron,  the  law  is  confirmed  for  iron  too.  But  this  seems  absurd.  So, 

heterogeneity at the level of realizers does not guarantee the appropriatness 

of the higher-level concept, and hence its projectibility.

Jerry  Fodor  has  replied  that  this  reasoning  is  based  on  a  case  of 

sampling mistake, not something that has to do with the notion of kind. If 

we discovered that we have tested just copper we would be ready to modify 

the  scope of  the term “metal”  or  of  the  law,  for  that  matters.  Secondly, 

Kim’s  argument  seems  irrealistic.  In  fact,  it  is  natural  to  imagine  that 

empirical  research is  conducted through some sort  of recursive function. 

Researchers start by making the fast and dirty hypothesis that there is a class 

of entities, call them “metals” - some elements of which are known, such as 

iron, copper, and the like - that expand when heated. Then the hypothesis is 

requires disjunctive snacks” (Kim 1988, p. 107).
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tested on copper, iron and so on. When a certain degree of confirmation is 

reached the hypothesis is tested on other entities to check whether those too 

are metals, that is, if they expand when heated and show other properties 

shared by the other elements in the set. If they do, then these too are metals, 

and so on.

Projectibility, then, would indicate a practice on hypotheses rather than 

on  concepts7,  that  is,  the  practice  of  whether  certain  terms,  laws  and 

properties  can be  used  as  bases  for  experiments  and tests.  The  issue  of 

projectibility,  then,  does  not  have  to  do  with  the  homogeinity  vs. 

heterogeinity issue concerning kinds. Whether a specific property can be 

projected or not is something that depends on practice, and there can be 

many  different  reasons  for  justifying  research  and  scientific  practices. 

“Projectibility” is not a normative concept, rather a descriptive one. 

The  second  problem  is  the  following.  It  could  be  true  that  metals 

expand when heated but,  a  reductionist  might  observe,  this  could be for 

different  causal  mechanisms.  So  there  will  not  be  anything  causal  in 

common.  This  argument,  though,  has  a  nasty  consequence  for  scientific 

practice. If every metal expands when heated, this phenomenon, expansion, 

is  exactly  what  all  metals  have  in  common,  and it  has  to  be  uniformly 

realized. That is, even if iron and copper expand for different mechanisms, 

they expand, that  is,  it  is  true of both  of them that they show a  certain 

metrical  phenomenon.  Otherwise we should distinguish between “copper 

expansion”  and “iron  expansion”.  However,  we do not  distinguish  these 

cases, rather, we simply say that there is expansion, sometimes occurring in 

copper sometimes in iron8.  “Expansion” is a metrical and spatial concept 

that does not, and should not, take into account the possible ways in which it  

can be realized. Otherwise we would have to abandon so many properties, 

such  as  “mammal”,  “gene”  or  “subatomic  particle”,  that  constitute 

fundamental concepts in science. 

7 A point already made by Block (1997).
8  A similar point has been made by Block (1997) when he distinguishes between 
design properties and realization properties.
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The  reductionist  could  reply:  so much the  worst  for  science,  or  for 

science as we know it. But this difficulty would remain in any case. What 

lies at the heart  of this issue, in fact, is a problem concerning  induction. 

Fodor has noticed that by insisting on properties that have a closed number 

of realizers, Kim is missing the important distinction between “a multiply 

based  property  that  is  disjunctive and  a  multiply  based  property  that  is 

disjunctively realized. To wit: A multiply based property is disjunctive iff it 

has  no realizer  in  any metaphysically  possible world that it  lacks in  the 

actual world. Jade is disjunctive in that the only metaphysically possible 

worlds for jade are the ones which contain either jadeite or nephrite or both. 

By contrast, multiply based properties that are disjunctively  realized have 

different  bases  in  different  worlds.  Pain  is  disjunctively  realized  in  that 

there’s  a  metaphysically  possible,  nonactual,  world  in  which  there  are 

silicon-based pains” (Fodor 1998, p. 13).

By insisting in construing second order properties as having a closed set 

of realizers, Kim overlooks that properties that are multiply realizable can 

be  realized  in  an  endless  number  of  ways.  Consider,  for  instance,  the 

property of being a majority. This is a second order property having as its 

firt  order  base  the  number  of  individuals  that  vote  in  a  certain  way  as 

opposed to the number of individuals that vote in the opposite way and, as a 

further characteristics, the fact that the two numbers satisfy some definition 

that specifies whether a majority has been reached. Now, it is possible to 

have voting both in open and closed sets. A Parliament, for instance, may 

represent  a  closed  set  (supposing  that  the  number  of  people  sitting  in 

Parliament does not change).  A population,  vice versa,  may represent  an 

open set, because the number of voters may change at each voting session. 

Now,  the  majority  could be  determined in  many ways.  Consider  a  very 

simple way: the half of the votes cast  plus one9.  The number of ways in 

which you can reach the majority is x!/(y!*(x-y)!) (where x is the number of 

votes and y is half votes plus one). Now, as long as x -the number of votes- 

and y – what  we defined to  be the majority  -  are  always the same,  the 

9 I am assuming for simplicity that each voter expresses a valid vote. Abandoning 
this assumption would increase the number of possibilities.
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number of possibilities will be constant, otherwise it changes at every voting 

session as  is  the case with open sets.  The property of  being a  majority, 

though, is independent on whether the voters form a closed or an open set. It 

is the property of having collected half votes plus one out of the votes cast. 

Now,  if  voting  is  performed  in  a  closed  set,  the  number  of  possible 

majorities is finite; if, on the contrary, it is performed in an open set, this 

number is not finite anymore, even if what a majority is the same in any 

case10.

Applying the case of majority to that of metals makes it evident that 

open sets are of crucial importance from an epistemic point of view. From 

such  a  perspective,  open  sets  of  realizers  show  that  we  cannot  make 

complete  descriptions  and  explanations  of  a  given  phenomenon  by 

mentioning its subvenient realizers. Mentioning open lists or realizers would 

make science plenty of never-ending descriptions and explanations, instead 

of viable ones. In order to provide viable scientific statements one needs a 

unifying level, the one that is tipically captured by a reading in terms of 

second order properties. The possibility that a second order property has an 

open set of realizers does not entail that there is a spontaneous creation of 

realizing entities. In fact, the presence of open sets of multiple realizable 

properties  is  perfectly  compatible  with  the  idea  that  the  universe  is  a 

physically closed system. So, saying “so much the worse for science as we 

know it” is not a good point for the reductionist because the reductionist 

would be forced to abandon science in its essential features, condemning 

also the very ideal of reduction.

There is a further point. When causal relations are individuated through 

scientific practice they are intimately connected with an analysis in terms of 

laws and generalizations.  This is the case even when causal relations are 

isolated in the commonsensical and non scientific practice. The particular or 

singular  causal  relations  that  Kim is  considering -  as  was the  case with 

copper expansion as opposed to metal expansion - are the result, and not the 

starting point,  of the generalizing practices mentioned. The possibility  of 

10 Here I am not considering the end of the universe, that would make the number 
finite for contingent reasons.
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asserting “this piece of copper expands when heated” depends on the very 

practice  of  testing  the  reliability  of  the  relation  between  expansion  and 

heating in  copper, not  the other way round. For,  suppose that when that 

piece of copper was heated someone was singing. Then the very same event 

would support the assertion “this piece of cooper expands when someone is 

singing nearby”. By testing this connection again, we exclude the singing as 

the proper factor for generating expansion in  copper.  So, every assertion 

concerning specific causal relation is the result of knowledge resulting from 

generalizations.  Being  the  result  of  these  practices,  particular  causal 

relations  cannot  be  considered  in  isolation  from generalization.  Because 

Kim does not  indicate any independent criterion for separating particular 

relations from general assertions from which they result, particular relations 

are  on  the  same  epistemological  boat  of  their  general  sussuming 

counterparts.  They will  stand  or  fall  together.  So,  particular  or  singular 

causal  relations  do  not  have  any  epistemologically  special  status  with 

respect to generalizations and laws resulting from them.

I have considered these as epistemological questions. However, they are 

interconnected with more substantial  issues,  of metaphysical nature.  It  is 

time to proceed in their analysis.

Second order properties and causal powers

In discussing epistemological issues I noticed that particular causal relations 

and general causal statements are interdependent. Kim, however, thinks that 

particular causal relations are ontologically prior. In particular, he seems to 

be  convinced  that  epistemological  considerations  concerning  causality 

depends  on  metaphysical  issues,  the  proper  domain  where  real causal 

relations take place. However, his arguments can, at most, show some kind 

of  epistemological  reduction,  failing  to  make  any  point  concerning 

metaphysics. Let us see why.

As I said, the heart of the matter lies in the possibility for second order 

mental properties to have causal powers. Kim, for the arguments exposed in 

the previous section, thinks that these properties cannot qualify for causal 
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efficacy and proposes a particular reductive program: functional reduction. 

The first step in this reductive process is the “functionalization” of mental 

properties. Functionalizing is a procedure that should replace Nagel’s bridge 

laws.  Now,  even  if  I  have  cast  some  doubts  on  the  viability  of  Kim’s 

argument against the eligibility of second order properties as causes, I will 

consider anyway the rationale for such a replacement first, and then we will 

see how this procedure is supposed to work.

Nagelian  reduction  proceeds  through  the  individuation  of  so-called 

“bridge-laws”. These are nomological correlations between entities at one 

level and entities at  a lower level.  “Temperature”,  for instance,  could be 

reduced  to  “mean  molecular  kinetic  energy”  because  there  is  a  lawlike 

correlation stating that whenever the temperature in a given body is  x its 

mean molecular kinetic energy is y. Once bridge-laws are individuated it is 

possible to substitute (hence reduce) every occurrence of the reduced term 

(“temperature”  in  our  example)  with  its  proper  reducing  one  (“mean 

molecular kinetic energy”). Problems with this kind of reductive strategy 

have been raised by the argument of multiple realizability. The gist of it is 

that it  is not possible to establish a one-to-one correlation because many 

entities  or  properties  at  a  given  level  can  be  realized  by  type-different 

entities or properties at a lower level. This is true for that matter temperature 

itself. In fact “temperature” is identical to mean molecular kinetic energy in 

gases, while it has to be identified with mean maximal molecular kinetic 

energy in solids, and to something else in plasma or in vacuum (where you 

do not have molecules and what is measured is blackbody temperature). So, 

according to some authors, bridge laws should be of local type11. However, 

neither this restriction solves the issue, and in particular it doesn’t solve it 

for that matter mind-body reduction. The reasons, spelled out by Kim, are 

three: 1) physical realizations of mental entities can be more different and 

heterogeneous than the realizers of physical properties (as temperature); 2) 

bridge laws, whether of general or of local type, take for granted what has to 

be explicated, namely why there is such a correlation between mental and 

11 Local reductionism has been defended, among others, by Patricia Churchland 
(1986), Clifford Hooker (1981) and Berent Enç (1983).
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physical properties; finally 3) correlating is not tantamount to ontological or 

epistemological reduction because bridge laws are contingent and hence the 

properties correlated have to be distinct.

The way out of all of this is to substitute correlation with identities, 

saying that a given mental property M is nothing but a physical property P. 

Here  functionalization  takes  its  role.  Functionalizing  a  mental  property 

means express it in terms of causal roles, and then comparing these roles 

with those of its realizers. If the realizers have the same causal roles of the 

mental  property,  it  is  possible  to  proceed in  identification  and hence  in 

reduction.  So  the  first  problem  is  whether  a  given  property  can  be 

functionalized or not.

Now,  are  all  mental  states  functionalizable?  Notoriously,  qualitative 

states pose serious problems for the functionalist view. In specifying which 

are the causal roles of a given state we should avoid to mention that very 

state.  This  requirement  does  not  pose  special  difficulties  for  intentional 

states. For instance, if we want to functionalize the belief that p we may say 

that it is a state caused by a certain perceptual input and which may causes 

other beliefs and desires possibly prompting some behavioural output. In so 

doing we never mention the epistemic state in question. However, in the 

case of qualitative states this cannot be done. Consider a state of this kind 

generated by a sip of red wine. In that case one may write: “a state caused 

by a sip of red wine which causes a certain pleasure … such that …” but in  

so doing one will conclude either by mentioning some sensation, which was 

supposed to be functionalized, or by mentioning nothing specific enough, 

failing in properly identifying the state. This kind of difficulty has to do with 

the  fact  that  qualitative  states  are  intrinsic  properties,  that  is,  properties 

whose character depends exclusively on the individual that have them. Kim 

agrees that qualia constitute a special domain of difficulties. On this regard 

he says: “In any case it seems to me that if emnergentism is correct about 

anything, it is more likely to be correct about qualia than about anything 

else” (Ibid., p. 103). Qualia, then, cannot be functionalized. 

1
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Let me notice that this is an admission that, as things stand now, not all 

mental states can be reduced. For instance, if we admit that pain states are 

qualitative  in  character,  if  follows  that  they  cannot  be  reduced  to  their 

realizers. The same can be said for some kind of emotions. The reductionist 

program appears then to be limited just to intentional states. 

Intentional states are taken to be functionalizable because their identity 

conditions can be stated in terms of causal roles (If you take any version of 

Role Semantics to be a good way of doing intentional analysis, something 

that, one should admit, is not unquestionable.) Does functionalization entail 

reduction? Consider the case of “temperature” again. This property can be 

functionalized  because  it  can  be  described  in  terms  of  its  causal/nomic 

relations (for instance: it raises in X whenever X undergoes a combustion 

process; decreases in X when X is placed in freezer, and so forth). Once a 

property has been functionalized the process of reduction is almost done. In 

fact,  functionalizing  allows  identification,  and  identification  allows 

reduction. However, as Kim recognizes, functionalizing a property makes it 

nonrigid  because  its  causal/nomic  relations,  that  are  essential  in  the 

functionalization process, are metaphysically contingent. In fact, a mental 

property can have  different causal  and nomological relations in  different 

worlds.  This  fact,  then,  seems to  threaten  the  reductive  strategy through 

functionalization. Kim notices that even if metaphysically contingent, the 

causal relations are nomologically necessary, because they hold in all worlds  

in  which  our  laws  of  nature  hold.  So,  such  relations  are  nomologically 

necessary.  If this analysis is  correct, argues Kim, functionalization is the 

only  way in  which  we can make sense  of  the  causal  powers  of  mental 

properties. These properties have causal powers because they are identical 

to physical properties, where these identities are nomologically necessary. 

Hence, mental properties can, at least in principle, be reduced to physical 

properties (cf. Ibid., p. 101).

However, this is, as a matter of fact, a second and serious limitation to 

Kim’s program. What Kim has shown is that some mental properties  are 

possibly functionalizable,  and hence reducible,  only through nomological 
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identification  because  of  the  nonrigid  character  of  the  functionalization 

process.  Such  a  character,  in  fact,  excludes  ipso  facto the  possibility  of 

having metaphysical identification since this last is based on identity in all 

possible worlds. Now, when a nomological identification is available, the 

kind of reduction that follows is epistemological, that is, is a reduction that 

applies only modulo the present laws of nature and our knowledge of them 

in our actual world and in all other worlds in which the same laws hold. This 

is  not  at  all  metaphysical  reduction,  a  reduction  based  on  metaphysical 

identifications. If what is wanted is a robust reduction, of ontological kind, 

what has to be provided is an assert of identity independent from our laws of  

nature  because  there  would  be  no  way  of  saying  that  particular  causal 

relations are indepentent from general causal statements. So, what Kim has 

shown  is  that  nomological  identification  allows  just  for  epistemological 

reduction.  However,  one of Kim’s  assumption does  not  match very well 

with his main result. 

In discussing the ways in which Burge and Baker tackle the mind-body 

issue, Kim manifests his unsatisfaction because both the mentioned authors 

argue that mind-body causation would dissolve as a problem if we confine 

ourselves to epistemological considerations. On the contrary, Kim argues, 

mind-body  causation  is  not  an  epistemological  problem,  rather  “..  the 

problem of mental causation is primarily a metaphysical problem” (ibid., p. 

61) so that “turning away from metaphysics to embrace epistemology, or 

away to causation to embrace explanation, will not dissipate the need for an 

account of mental causation” (Ibid., p. 67). 

Discarding epistemological solutions Kim, in a way, is arguing against 

his main result. As we saw, Kim cannot provide a metaphysically necessary 

identification but, at most, one that is nomologically necessary. This kind of 

identification is sufficient only for epistemological reduction. In this case, 

he has  not  addressed  what  he considers the  very problem of  mind-body 

causation,  namely  the  metaphysical  one,  unless  he  wants  to  say  that 

epistemological solutions are metaphysical enough, a point of view he is not 

prepare  to  endorse.  This objection goes  hand in  hand with the  objection 
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raised in the previous section. As you may remember, I noticed that multiple 

realization is perfectly compatible with the assumption that the universe is a 

physically closed system. At the same time, as the quotation by Fodor made 

evident, the closedness of the universe does not entail that mental properties 

have  the  same  identity  condition  in  every  possible  world.  Now, 

functionalization,  intended  by  Kim  as  the  proper  strategy  for  reducing 

mental  properties,  can at  most  be applied to  intentional  states  given our 

present  natural  laws.  As  such,  this  strategy  leaves  untouched  the 

metaphysical  possibility  of  having silicon-based intentional  states,  not  to 

mention qualitative states. If my analysis is correct, then, functionalization 

is not a sufficient strategy for that matter mental causation as a metaphysical 

problem.

Generalisation

I  will  turn  now to  a  third  problem for  Kim’s  reductionism,  one  that  is 

independent  from  metaphysical  considerations.  According  to  Kim,  a 

supposedly  second  order  property  is  just  a  functional  concept  which 

specifies that a given property satisfies a further condition.  For instance, 

there are not primary colours, just colours satisfying some further condition. 

So,  any instance of  second order  property reduces  to  istances  of  one or 

another of its first order realizers, which are the only ones endowed with 

causal powers. 

Many writers (Block1997, Burge 1993, Baker 1993, Lycan 1987, van 

Gulick 1992) have thought that this attack to second order properties can be 

generalized from psychological properties to any kind of property. Here is 

their argument: psychological states, as second order properties, supervene 

on neural states, interpreted as theirs first order realizers. Given that mental 

properties supervene on neural properties, these latter properties, according 

to Kim, preempt the causal powers of the former ones. However, this would 

be the case with any kind of supervening property, whose causal powers 

would be preempted by the subvenient properties. Since all special sciences 

properties supervene on basic physical properties we can either reiterate the 
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argument again and again showing that only subatomic particles have causal 

powers,  or  we  can  stop  worrying  about  mental  causation  because,  for 

instance,  there  seems  to  be  no  problem  for  biological  or  chemical 

causation12. 

Kim thinks that his argument does not generalize. What is essential is to  

distinguish between “levels” and “orders”. “Levels” are the proper way to 

individuate  differences  of  scale.  For  instance,  physics  and chemistry  are 

placed at different levels, and so their objects of study. On the other hand, 

Kim’s arguments apply to “orders”, these one defined as those that, while 

referring to the same entities or individuals pertaining to one and the same 

level, pick up properties differentiated by their increasing specificity, as is 

the case with colours as opposed to  primary colours. So, it is essential to 

keep in mind the difference between levels and orders. As Kim says: “..a 

second-order property and its realizers are at the same level in the micro-

macro hierarchy; they are properties of the very same object” (Ibid., p. 82), 

where  the  micro-macro  hierarchy  refers  to  differences  of  levels.  For 

instance, if I have the belief that  p and the realizer of this mental state of 

mine is the neural state n, it is always a property of mine that of being in the 

neural state n. Because both properties are referred to the same individual, 

there is no passage from personal to sub-personal level and no movement 

from macro to micro; these two properties are at the same level even if they 

are of different  order.  The generalization argument, then, fails because it 

confuses levels with orders. Kim’s argument against the causal powers of 

mental properties is not intended to show that properties at a lower level 

preempt  the  causal  powers  of  properties  at  an  higher  level,  rather  that 

second order properties do not have their own causal powers, because these 

are preempted by theirs first order properties.

Kim  argues  that  the  illusion  of  the  movement  in  the  micro-macro 

hierarchy is  generated  by  the  fact  that  in  many interesting cases  second 

order  properties  are  micro-based  or  microstructural properties.  A micro-

based property is  “a property  of  a  whole ..  characterized  in  terms of  its 

12 I have reconstructed the argument following Kim’s way (cf. Kim 1988, p. 112).
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microstructure .. [that is] at the same level as those [properties] it realizes” 

(Ibid., p. 82). Specifically, a micro-based property is “the property of having 

such-and-such  proper  parts  that  have  such-and-such  properties  and  are 

configured by such-and-such relations” (Ibid., pp. 85-6) 13. In this sense, a 

micro-based property is a property which is at the same level of its first 

order realizer14. Now, are mental properties micro-based or not?

On the one hand, as you may remember from the definition of second 

order properties, Kim says that these are at the same level of their realizers. 

So, primary colours are defined over the set of colours (and jade over the set 

of minerals), and they are all at the same level, even if of different order. On 

the other hand, for that matter mental properties he specifically says: “When 

mental properties are to be generated out of  B as second order properties 

(where B is the set of first order base properties), we must of course take B 

to consist of nonmental properties (including physico-chemical, biological, 

and behavioral properties)” (Ibid., p. 20).

If we follow the first line of definition, what I would call the same-level 

line of definition, we have to define intentional states, the only one we can 

take into account given the argument in the preceeding section, as mental 

states satisfying the further condition of having representational content. In 

this  case,  we  have  to  postulate  mental  states  in  order  to  individuate 

intentional states. So, this interpretation encounters one difficulty. Since first 

order states must have causal powers, they are the ones that preempt the 

causal powers of the second order states for which they for the proper base, 

then mental states must be granted with causal powers, the opposite of what 

Kim wanted to argue. But there is a second difficulty: because of the very 

process  of  identification,  according  to  which  no kind  of  state  has  to  be 

considered intrinsically second order, and given Kim’s admission that first 

order  states do have causal  powers,  either  all  kinds  of state  have causal 

13 A more comprehensive definition is the following: “P is a micro-based property 
just in case P is the property of being completely decomposable into 
nonoverlapping proper parts, a1, a2, … an, such that P1(a1), P2(a2), … Pn(an), and 
R(a1, a2, … an).” (Kim 1988, p. 84), where ps are parts’ properties and R is the 
relation(s) holding among them.
14 The notion of “micro-based property” is equivalent to Armstrong’s “structural 
property” (cf. Armstrong 1978, vol. 2 ch. 18)
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powers, excluding the ideally highest one, or none has, excluding the ideally 

lowest one. Since Kim wants to defend the causal efficacy at many levels, 

not only at the microphysical one, causal efficacy must be granted also for 

mental states with the exception of the ideally highest ones, whatever they 

are. 

Alternatively, if we follow what I would call the different-level line of 

definition,  then  the  proper  parts  into  which  a  mental  state  has  to  be 

decomposed are,  as  suggested  by Kim himself,  the neurons,  modulators, 

behavioural  states  and  the  like  that  are  tokened  when  a  mental  state  is 

tokened. Now, does the identification of second order properties with micro-

based properties  shows their  causal  inefficacy?  In general,  the answer is 

negative. Consider the property of being a water molecule or, better, an H2O 

molecule. This is a micro-based property because it is the property of having 

two hydrogen atoms and one oxygen atom in a certain bonding relation (cf. 

Ibid., p. 84). Because of this relation, the micro-based property has causal 

powers that its proper parts do not  have15.  Consider now the property of 

being an ice cube. This is a second order micro-based property because it is 

the property of being an aggregate of H2O molecules satisfying the further 

condition of being in a certain energetic state (the energetic state determines 

the degree of aggregation among molecules). As such, being an ice cube has 

different causal powers from being a water drop or a steam flow. The micro 

constituents are the same, what changes is  their  relation16.  Hence,  second 

15 Kim says that “Clearly, then macroproperties can, and in general do, have their 
own causal powers, powers that go beyond the causal powers of their 
microcostituents.” (Kim 1988, p. 85). So to say, among the causal powers of an 
oxygen atom there are those that we may appreciate when it is combined with two 
atoms of hydrogen, but these causal powers can be appreciated only when such 
combination is realized.
16 Suppose now that the relation that holds among these parts is nomologically 
necessary. In case of a water molecule this necessity is determined by physico-
chemical laws. When a mental state is analysed in these terms, what is the 
scientific theory that determines the relation? Secondly, is the relation necessary? 
What Kim has failed to recognize is that both the process of functionalization and 
the micro-based view of properties favour a relational view of causal powers. In 
this perspective, being a water molecule is a second order property with respect to 
its micro constituents, because it is the property of having proper parts having 
certain properties in a relational bonding, where is the combination of the 
properties of the parts plus the nature of the bonding which confers to the molecule 
its causal powers. What is essential to notice is that having a certain relation is not 
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order properties have causal powers given the particular relations that hold 

among their constituents. In the case of a micro-based property  the parts 

realize  the  base  property  and  the  further  condition  is  realized  by  the  

relations that hold among the parts. Could the same reasoning be applied to 

mental states?

Kim thinks the answer is negative because “the causal role of a mental 

property had by me is threatened with preemption by another property, a 

neural property, also had by me” (Ibid., p. 117). What is the difference with 

a physical micro-based property? Here is Kim’s answer: “The causal powers 

of the supervenient property  P may be fixed or determined by the causal 

powers of the properties and relations  P1, P2 … Pn, R, that figure in  P’s 

construction as a micro-based property, but they need not be, and are not 

likely to be, identical with the causal powers of these constituent properties 

and relations” (Ibid., p. 116-7). However, few lines below Kim adds “micro-

based  properties  …  supervene  on  specific  mereological  configurations 

involving these microproperties” (Ibid.,  p.  117). The idea is  that specific 

configurations involving part/whole relations (i.e. mereological) of a higher 

level property which can be construed as micro-based completely determine 

its  causal  powers.  So,  the  causal  powers  of  a  micro-based  property  are 

completely determined by its constituents and the relations holding among 

such constituents. Now, as far as I can see, there is not any reason for not 

applying the same reasoning to mental properties. The causal powers of any 

mental state of mine are determined by the causal powers of the specific 

neurological  configurations  that  realize  it,  even  if,  given  the  multiple 

realizability, they are not identical to such powers.

What reasons could have Kim for not accepting this interpretation? One 

is denying that a neural state could be identified with the microcostituents of 

a  mental  property  interpreted  as  micro-based,  the  other  is  that  both  the 

mental and the neural properties pertain to the same level, and so we would 

have  overdetermination.  Both  reasons  can  be  discarded.  When I  have  a 

a property of the parts, but of the way they are combined together. This makes 
having a certain  relation a property, a relational property, if considered at the 
higher order.
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mental state, so realizing a mental property, the subvenient physical state 

most  probably  correlated  with  it  is  the  neural  state  present  in  the  very 

moment that mental state is present. Because the neural states consist in the 

activation  of  many  connected  neurons,  it  is  natural  to  consider  the 

supervening mental states as micro-based in this sense. This is compatible 

with Kim’s view. He says that “mental properties … are macroproperties 

supervening  on  microproperties”  (Ibid.,  p.  18)  and  the  relation  among 

macroproperties  and microproperties  seems perfectly  well  matching with 

the idea of mental states as micro-based.

On the other hand, Kim could disregard the supposed identity of mental 

states and physical states for that matters levels as plausible. But consider: 

the causal powers of an electric field in a given instance are completely 

determined by the causal power of the specific configuration of electrons 

that realizes it in that very moment, configuration that has to be considered 

as a whole. The causal powers of the electric field are determined by the 

causal  powers  of  the  specific  configuration  of  electrons  that  realizes  it. 

However,  if  that  electric  field  is  realized,  then  that  specific  electrons’ 

configuration is realized.

So  on  both  lines  of  definition  either  the  generalization  argument 

applies, and there are no causal powers beyond microphysics, or we should 

credit mental properties of causal powers. 

Conclusion

We have two main results: from the epistemological side we have seen 

that multiple realizability is compatible with the view that the universe is a 

physically  closed  system  and  that  the  epistemological  interconnection 

between particular causal relations and general assertions concerning them 

is such that it is no possible to make sense of the firsts without invoking the 

seconds. On the metaphysical side I argued that functionalization is not a 

sufficient process for getting to a metaphysical reduction. At most, through 

the functionalization process one can obtain an epistemological reduction 

just of intentional states. This means that Kim’s project has failed because 
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he thinks that epistemological solutions leave the metaphysical problem of 

the mind-body relation untouched. 

Finally, I have tried to show that so-called generalization argument is 

another serious menace to Kim’s program because either shows that Kim 

has to credit mental states with causal powers or that there are no causal 

powers beyond the domain of microphysics. In particular, mental properties 

have  to  be  conceived  as  micro-based  properties.  So  conceived,  these 

properties  have two degrees of  freedom: one concerning the  constitutive 

elements and their properties, the other concerning their relations. 

So, not only second order properties have not being reduced. On the 

contrary, they still have causal powers and, most of all, play an essential role 

in most of our mental life.
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SOME THINGS TO WORK ON

Inheritance  principle  does  not  work  with  uninstantiated  first  order 
properties that have an instantiated second order prop. Ex: threat somebody 
of doing something. Nothing is physically done but only saying that it could 
be done prompt a certain causal physical behavior.

******************
Also the interpretation of the disjunction deserves some comments. 
Consider  another  of  his  examples,  the  property  of  dormitivity.  The 

capacity of letting you falling asleep of two drugs,  X and Y, is  causally 
triggered by two molecules, a and b. In this case, Kim says, the property of 
dormitivity is induced either by the property of having a or by the property 
of having b, and not by the disjunctive property having a or b. There is no 
such  a  disjunctive  property.  As  we  saw,  according  to  Kim  we  should 
interpret the disjunction as sentence disjunction, that is, exclusive “or”. This 
means that something is either P1 or P2 and nothing else. However, here we 
face  a  problem  concerning  quantification,  not  disjunction.  In  fact,  the 
exclusive “or” fits the  ι  (iota), a quantifier that says that there exists one 
and only one entity such that p. If we consider existential quantification, the 
usual interpretation of the quantifier says that there exists at least one entity 
such that p. It is immediate clear how the difference matters. If one says that 
something has dormitivity if and only if is it has either a or b and interprets 
the  quantifier  as  a  ι ,  then  one  is  saying that  there  is  at  maximum one 
sleeping-inducing molecule that the entity has. But why should it be so? On 
the contrary, it is reasonable to say that something has dormitivity intending 
that there is at least one sleeping-inducing molecule that the entity has, no 
matter  which  and  whether  there  are  other  molecules.  The  sentence 
disjunction fits the case of being Jade, in which case no mineral can be both 
at the same time, but it is inappropriate for inducing sleep, with which we 
can translate  dormitivity. I mention this case because it is relevant for the 
physical realizers of mental states. Suppose that only and both neural state 
C1 and C2 cause pain in the joints (conceding to Kim that the realizers of 
pain form a closed set,  which is  not  or,  at  least,  disputable  as we saw). 
Suppose we know Mary is either in C1 or in C2. We infer she has pain in the 
joints. However, in this case we would not have troubles imagining Mary 
being in a disjunctive neural state, a state that is present when either C 1 or C2 

or  both are  present.  Instead  of  refuting  these  cases  by  fiat,  it  is  rather 
advisable to  consider  the disjunctive realizations of  Jade and the like as 
extreme cases of this more general situation.

 
**************

Consider the following example by David Lewis (1969). Suppose that 
pain  in  human beings  is  identical  to  being  in  a  certain  neural  state  that 
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prompts  a  typical  behavioral  pattern.  However,  it  is  possible  that  an 
individual  can  be  in  the  same  neural  state  while  showing  a  different 
behavioral  pattern  (the  mad  of  Lewis’ paper)  [VIOLAZIONE  DELLA 
SOPRAVVENIENZA]  or  that  a  martian  showed  the  same  behavioural 
pattern  while  being in  a  different  internal  state  (not  even neural,  if  you 
want). In this case the structural descriptions would help only in a limitated 
manner. These descriptions would help in saying that the mad’s behaviour is 
deviant, but we would need a functional characterisation of pain in order to 
say that that behaviour  is deviant. At the same time, the individuation in 
functional  terms  would  give  us  the  possibility  of  attributing  pain  to  the 
martian, without considering the structural differences (and a mad martian 
would be considered deviant with respect both to us and martians, given that 
“pain” as functionally individuated is something that we and the martians 
share).

*************
Ma  riduzione  avviene  tra  ordini  o  livelli?  Se  tra  ordini,  poiché 

realizzatori  sono di  1°  ordine  c’è  ma  è  interessante?  Tra  livelli?  Prendi 
temperatura  o  gene:  i  loro  termini  riducenti  sono  riferiti  alle  medesime 
entità. Quindi neanche tra livelli. 

******

The  first  question  concerns  how  to  individuate  kinds.  Reductionists 
point out that multiple realizability has to be considered within contexts. In 
this  case,  as  the “temperature” example shows,  reductive identities  hold. 
However,  we  saw  that  there  is  some  sort  of  interdependence  between 
contexts’ individuation and kinds’ individuation. Let me explore this point.

Consider two different gases: helium and propane. They have different 
molecular structure, so that any state of the two gases may count as different 
in kind depending on which concept one is dealing with. If one is wondering 
in how many physical states it is possible to find propane, then propane in a 
gas  state  count  as  different  in  kind from propane in  a  liquid state.  This 
would be a difference within the domain of propane molecules. On the other 
side, if we consider which molecules come in a gas state, then propane and 
helium molecules are on the same side.  The point is that kinds are quite 
often individuated through causal  powers,  and causal  powers are  in  turn 
framed within scientific laws. So, causal powers and scientific laws are the 
key elements in this picture. If this is so, then putting arthritis and lupus 
together is violating the contraint that one has to compare diseases with the 
same causal powers. On the contrary, presumably arthritis and lupus have 
different causal powers (even if their causal powers overlap here and there), 
where these causal powers can be framed within scientific generalizations 
concerning  different  diseases  [basically  we  move  from  Ramsey  to 
universally quantified sentences].

Consider now pain. Mary’s neural states C1 and C2 and John’s neural 
states C1 and C2 are all good candidates for realizing a pain state because 
they have the same causal powers, that is, they are prompted by the same 
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kind of stimula and trigger the same kind of responses, where stimula and 
responses  are  mentioned  in  a  psychological  law.  However,  there  can  be 
silicon-based pain, and there can be pain in monkey, octopuses and the like. 
Should we drop the very notion of “pain”? I think the answer is not. In fact, 
what all  these different realizations have in  common can be functionally 
described:  being  in  that  state  leads  to  flight,  and  successive  avoidance  
behavior. How to nail down the “that state” depends on the context you are 
in. As in the case of temperature, the identities vary from context to context. 
Where “pain” differs from “temperature” is that there is not a closed set of 
disjunction to which we may apply the concept. And this brings us to the 
third point.

**************

scambio mail con fodor
FODOR: 
I've gotten over my jet lag enough to read your paper. I guess I really 

don't  
understand what Kim thinks he's doing. The distinction between `orders' and 

`levels' seems to me phony. In particular, the neural properties involved in 
neuropsychological  laws  are  surely  NOT properties  of  people;  i.e.  they 
aren't  
at the same level as the (presumed) functional psychological properties to 
which  they  are  nomically  related.  Rather,  they  are  (as  you  suggest)  
properties of complexes of neurons. (Just as it's germs that cause flu, not  
people having germs; the latter only cause the flues of the people that have 
them.)

On the other hand, I don't think a real reductionist would be moved by what 
I  
take to be your emergence argument. Suppose the causally relevant neural 
complexes  are  neurons  in  particular  relations  to  one  another.  Still,  the  
property of *being neurons in relation R* would presumably reduce to some 

complex relational property of microparticles. (Like, say, the property of  
*being  a  person  who  lives  at  the  North  Pole*.
So,  I  don't  see  why  Kim  should  be  particularly  worried  about  your 
observation  
(certainly correct as far as it goes) that the same micro-objects can have  
different  causal  powers
when  they  differ  in  arrangement.

Am  I  missing  something?

Best,
j
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IO
dear  Jerry

thanks  for  your  effort.
I see your doubts on why should a reductionist  be worried by my point.
I think that the point should worry Kim's way of doing reduction ( and all
his  followers).
Because, he thinks that 2nd order properties are just the side effect of the
functional idiom. In saying this he seems to think that there is a definite
list of 2nd order prop. Obviously, there is no such a list. Being 2nd order
is something that comes out of definition, since something is 2nd order with
respect to something else, that consitute its 1st order base. My observation
is inteded to point out that even physical (kosher) prop. can be 2nd order
and do have causal  powers.  So,  he needs another argument to  reject  the
causal  efficacy  of  second  order  psych  prop.
is  this  any  clear?
best
Simone

FODOR
Dear  Simone:

The  argument  against  higher  order  causation  is  supposed  to  be  
overdetermination. Suppose (a la Hempel) that causation reduces to law  
subsumption. How could there conceivably be an a priori argument that the 
same  event  can't  be  subsumed  by  more  than  one  law?  

What  *does*  Kim  think  he's  up  to?

Best,
j

IO
dear  Jerry,

my idea about Kim is that he denies that causality has anything to do with
law subsumption. Rather is the *real* pulling and pushing at the physical
level. So he thinks that when there is a phenomenon (propertY) that can be
subsumed under more than one law this is a revealing fact about its being
not a *genuine* causal phenomenon / property, viz, one for which there is a
corresponding pulling and pushing kind (viz: a causal power). My point is
that  this  extreme  realism about  causality  collapses  even at  the  physical
level.

simone

FODOR
Dear  Simone:

Fair  enough;  but  why should  we take  the `real  pushes  and pulls'  story  
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seriously?  I  thought  Hume  had  pretty  well  done  away  with  that.

Best,
j

Dear Simone:

Sorry to be so late replying. I wanted to reread your paper, and the last 
couple of weeks have been a madhouse.

Here are a few further suggestions.

1. I think you should stress the distinction between causation and causal 
explanation. The overdetermination of the former doesn't imply the 
overdetermination of the latter.

2. The distinction between orders and levels really does seem phony Having 
exactly 72 neurons is a property of my brain. What's a property of mine is 
only having a brain that has 72 neurons. Why shouldn't reduction to the 
latter count as microreduction. 

3.  Your point  about  functional  identification being nonrigid is  much the 
same 
as  mine  about  open  disjunction  It  might  be  worth  pointing  out  the 
connection.

4. Of course "heterogeneity at the level of realziers *does not guarantee* 
..." the projectibility of the higher order concept. But Kim needs something 
much stronger; viz that it is not compatible with the projectibility of the 
higher order concept.

I think you should probably have some native English speaking philosopher 
go 
over it for the style which is occasionally rough. I'd suggest MIND AND 
LANGUAGE as a natural place to publish.

Best,
jf

MARRAS

Caro Simone, 

ho  appena finito  di  leggere  il  tuo  paper.  Devo dire  che  il  tuo 
inglese scritto e` migliorato notevolmente rispetto a qualche anno fa. 
Complimenti.  
Come  noterai  quando  leggerai  i  miei  lavori  su  Kim,  la  mia 
interpretazione di alcune sue tesi e` un po' diversa dalla tua. Non mi 
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pare  che  in  Mind in  a  Physical  World Kim voglia  negare  che  le 
prorieta` mentali abbiano poteri causali. Mi pare, al contrario, che 
voglia spiegare com'e` possibile che abbiano tali poteri. E` vero che 
gran parte del libro e` dedicata a confutare vari resoconti dei poteri 
causali  delle  proprieta`  mentali  (alcuni  basati  sulla  tesi  della 
sopravvenienza,  altri  sul  "generalization  argument',  altri 
sull'esistenza di certi controfattuali e leggi mentalistiche, ecc.). Ma 
nell'ultimo  capitolo  offre  la  sua  proposta  riduzionista  (functional 
reductionism) di come sia possibile che le proprieta` mentali abbiano 
poteri causali. Tale proposta vorrebbe identificare (incoerentemente, 
secondo me) le proprieta` mentali (proprieta` funzionali del secondo 
ordine)  con  i  loro  rispettivi  realizer  (proprieta`  fisiche  del  primo 
ordine),  e  di  conseguenza  ridurre  i  poteri  causali  delle  proprieta` 
mentali a quelli dei loro realizer. Cio` che vuole negare, credo, e` che 
le proprieta` mentali costituiscano dei generi naturali (natural kinds): 
infatti, affinche` queste siano identificabili con uno l'altro dei loro 
molteplici realizers, bisogna che ciascuna venga frammentata in una 
molteplicita`  di  proprieta`  mentali,  ciascuna  relativa  a  una  specie 
distinta,  in  maniera  tale  che  ogni  frammento  possa  poi  venire 
identificato col suo esclusivo realizer. (Nota a questo proposito che 
Kim non identifica una proprieta` mentale con la  disgiunzione dei 
suoi realizers: a pp. 106-7 riconosce esplicitamente che le proprieta` 
disgiuntive sono entita` altamente problematiche (contrariamente a 
quanto pensava una volta). Infine, come rilevo nel mio paper, c'e` da 
chiedersi se la strategia usata da Kim di passare dal discorso sulle 
proprieta` funzionali a quello sui predicati o concetti funzionali (con 
lo scopo di evitare l'incoerenza implicita nell'identificazione di una 
proprieta` funzionale con un suo realizer), non finisca per portarlo a 
una  posizione  eliminativista rispetto  alle  proprieta`  mentali:  bel 
modo sarebbe questo di rivendicare i loro poteri causali! 

Son  sempre  in  attesa  del  tuo  indirizzo  postale .  
Cari  saliti ,  
Ausonio

Simone Gozzano wrote: 

 Caro Ausonio,grazie per  la valutazione dell'inglese.  Beh, dopo 
tanti tentativi qualcosa doveva uscire! Vengo alle tue osservazioni. 
Partendo dalla fine, tu affermi che la strategia riduzionista di Kim, 
via functionalization, potrebbe portarlo a negare poteri causali alle 
prop. mentali invece che a spiegare com'e' possibile che ne abbiano. 
Forse  non  mi  riesco  a  spiegare  ancora  a  sufficienza,  ma  a  mio 
giudizio  lui  è  proprio  quello  che  fa:  adottando  la  strategia  della 
funzionalizzazione svuota di potere causale le prop. mentali, dando 
solo alle prop. fisiche (realizers di 1° ordine) tali poteri. Inoltre, lo 
stesso argomento della sopravvenienza, al quale dedica un capitolo è 
teso a mostrare che le prop. di 1° ordine "preempt the causal power" 
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delle prop. di 2° ordine. Quindi a mio giudizio la sua è una posizione 
di fatto elimintivista, anche se il suo atteggiamento vorrebbe essere 
più debole. Probabilmente dovrei rendere più chiaro che io la vedo 
così. Quanto  alla  disgiunzione,  temo  di  nuovo  di  aver  dato  una 
immagine  sbagliata  della  mia  posizione.  Io  credo  che  il  suo 
argomento sia: (i) poiché ogni prop. di 2 ordine è realizzata da una o 
l'altra  prop.  di  1  ordine  essa  andrebbe  identificata  con  la 
disgiunzione  di  tali  prop. (ii)  Tuttavia,  non  esistono  prop. 
disgiuntive, (iii) ergo la prop. di 2 ordine non è un natural kind (o 
non ha poteri causali di suo e quindi non è una prop. dato che le 
prop.  sono  individuate  dai  poteri  causali).  Ritieni  che  sia 
completamente fuori strada o che con un po' di aggiustamenti potrei 
mandarlo?a presto e ancora graziesimone 

 

Caro Simone, 

forse le nostre  divergenze non sono poi tanto sostanziali.  Riguardo al 
primo punto, dipende da come si valuta la differenza fra l'eliminativismo e il 
riduzionismo.  L'intento  di  Kim  era  di  ridurre  le  proprieta`  mentali  a 
proprieta` fisiche (i realizers delle proprieta` mentali), e quindi identificare i 
poteri causali delle prime a quelli delle seconde. Normalmente, ridurre non 
vuol dire eliminare: se i poteri causali delle proprieta` mentali si rivelano 
identici  a  quelli  delle  proprieta`  fisiche,  questo  vuol  dire  solo  che  le 
proprieta` mentali non hanno poteri causali  distinti, cioe` suoi propri: non 
vuole certo dire che non non hanno poteri causali tout court. (Se cosi` fosse, 
le proprieta` mentali non esisterebbero nemmeno, visto che le proprieta` per 
Kim sono individuate dai poteri causali.)  La minaccia dell'eliminativismo 
rispetto alle proprieta` mentale subentra quando Kim decide di non parlar 
piu` di proprieta` mentali ma solo di predicati (o concetti) mentali; private 
di statuto ontologico, le proprieta` mentali non potrebbero certo possedere 
poteri causali. 

Quanto alla disgiunzione, m'era parso di capire da quanto dici a circa p. 3 
del tuo paper ("The fact that second order properties are identical with a 
disjunction  of  first  order  realizers  is  the  epistemological  reason  Kim 
endorses...ecc") che tu attribuissi a Kim il fatto menzionato. Evidentemente 
ho frainteso. In ogni caso la conclusione dell'argomento che attribuisci a 
Kim dovrebbe essere non (iii) ["ergo, la prop. di 2 ordine non e` un natural 
kind"]  ma "la  proprieta`  di  2  ordine,  in  quanto identificata  con con una 
proprieta` del 1 ordine (cioe` con uno dei disgiunti), non e` un natural kind 
distinto da  quello  costituito  dalla  proprieta`  del  1  ordine".  Le  proprieta` 
mentali,  per  Kim,  sono  dei  natural  kind  semplicemente  perche`  sono 
identiche a proprieta` neuronali! 

Comunque  queste  sono  sottigliezze.  (Come  diceva  un  tal  filosofo, 
qualsiasi tesi  filosofica e` sostenibile:  basta aggiungere un "Distinguo"...) 
Con qualche piccolo aggiustamento il tuo paper puoi certo mandarlo. 

Saluti, Ausonio 
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PS. Un paio di giorni  fa ti  ho inviato qualche mio lavoro su Kim. A 
proposito di Kim, lo vedro` in marzo, quando fara` una conferenza al mio 
dipartimento, a poi di nuovo in agosto a Saarbrucken, dove sia lui che io 
siamo  stati  invitati  come  "plenary  speakers"  a  una  conferenza  sulla 
causazione  mentale.  Avro'  quindi  occasione  di  invitarlo  a  chiarire  la  sua 
posizione. 

Ausonio

Considera  la  def.  di  colore  primario  e  l’oopsizione  con  l’assasino  di 
Jones. Lui definisce col primario (o l’assassino) dicendo che è un colore che 
è o R o V o B. Ma come lo sa? Lo stipula. Sta effettuando una definizione 
nominale. Invece la nozione di colore primario va definita tramite una def. 
reale, che indivua la proprietà in più – mischiato ad altri da il visibile (ha 
ucciso J.) così che emerge che solo R B e V lo sono.

Ristrutturare  esempio dei  colori  di  SI:  un  mondo possibile  identico a 
questo n cui  ho di fronte un cartone rosso oppure blu.  Punta aun colore 
primario oppure dimmi un colore primario: nulla fisicamente cambia tranne 
l’input  percettivo  ma  stesso  comportamento.  Quali  conseguenze? 
Esternalismo semantico e causazione via prop. estrinseche?

Quali  argomenti  per  sostenere  che  è  una  questione  metafisica  e  non 
epistemologica?  Argomento  che  mostra  che  a  parità  di  spiegazione 
metafisica  puoi  avere  contrasto  epistemologico  e  a  parità  di  spiegazione 
epistemologica puoi avere contrasto metafisico. Ciò mostrerebbe che sono 
indipendenti?

Due casi contro il principio di causa (stesse cause-stessi effetti)
Puntura nel punto x -> dolore
Puntura nel punto x -> non dolore (ipnosi lucida)

Puntura nel punto x -> dolore
Non puntura nel punto x -> dolore (arto fantasma)

Centro di gravità non realizzato: pallone vuoto dentro: ha un centro ma 
nessun realizzatore fisico.  Il  centro di gravità ha effetti  causali? È entità 
astratta. Di che tipo? Universale??

Finezza di grana:  se Rosso  e colore primario sono la stessa proprietà 
perché  hanno  stesso  potere  causale,  allora  poteri  causali  individuano 
proprietà. Quindi anche triangoare e trilaterale sono stessa proprietà. Quindi 
proprietà  sono  più  grezze  dei  concetti  (o  sensi).  Nell’individuazione  dei 
poteri causali i concetti non giocano alcun ruolo? Sicuramente non tra noi 
umani. Es. di Jackson: conduttività (a) e termoconduzione(b). Se c’è a allora 
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c, ma dato che a=b allora se b allora c. Spiegazione non valida. (Rilevanza 
esplicativa  ->  pertinenza  ontologica?).  Inoltre,  nessuno  direbbe  che 
proprietà che hanno la stessa estensione – per necessità nomologica - sono 
la  stessa  proprietà:  creature  con  rene/con  cuore.  Fatti  causali  sono 
indipendenti da spiegazione? Sembra in linea con l’idea di Kim di ritenere 
insufficiente l’epistemologia per affrontare la cuasalità e muoversi verso la 
metafisica. Ma su quali basi? E’ in accordo con l’immagine delle proprietà 
come microbasate?

[[A relational view is  present even in  case of second order properties 
which  are  functionalizable  but  are  not  micro-based.  Consider  primary 
colors.  Being a  primary  color is  the  property  of  producing  the  entire 
spectrum  of  colors  if  mixed  with  other  primary  colors,  that  are  to  be 
specified.  For  instance,  we  consider  red  as  a  primary  color  because 
ordinarily we organize the spectrum in a certain way. However, if primary 
colors are those out of which the entire spectrum can be produced, then also 
the colors complementary to red, blue and green, that is cyan, magenta and 
indigo, are primary colors. Actually, there are endless triples of colors that 
can be defined as “primary color” (cf. Hardin 1988). Red is not necessarily 
a primary color. It is so if associated with other colors, namely green and 
blue17. Which are the colors that count as primary depends on some sort of 
decision. For instance, if we consider physiology we say that red, blue and 
green are the ones; if  we consider art,  red,  blue and yellow are primary 
colors18. So, a color is a primary one if and only if it is considered in the 
proper triple of colors. Are the relations among the individuals that make the 
triple the individuating condition for being a primary color.]]

17 In this case, and using the distinction made by Fodor, the property of being a 
primary color is disjunctive or multiply realized? Strictly speaking it should be 
considered disjunctive, since there is not a metaphysically possible world in which 
there are primary colors that are not present in the actual world.
18 A reply: what if there are no “relational properties”, and these are “inscribed” in 
the properties of the parts? For instance, being a water molecule is not a second 
order property with respect to its constituents. It is one of the properties of an 
oxygen atom that of having two links available for two hydrogen atoms and, once 
these links are occupied, showing such-and-such causal powers. Hence, being a 
water molecule is just a first order property. 
As you may see, on this view relations would disappear. However, this has the 
consequence that only subatomic particles do have causal powers, something that 
Kim himself denies.
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