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or nearly three decades Jaegwon Kim has argued that antireductionist theories
f mind are inconsistent with mental causation. Here I aim to show that if Kim’s
harge against antireductionism is correct his own reductionist view falls prey
‘the same plight. Specifically, I argue that (i) Kim’s theory salvages mental
usation only if mental properties are multiply realizable, physically reducible,
have instances that are causally efficacious in virtue of being menzal property
stances, but (i) his theory is unable jointly to satisfy these conditions. In
positions. Many still do. Such philosopher ction 2 1 present 90. mc.mn?n.anbom >Hm¢5.nnﬁ mnmwmba&. by Kim to prove that
contravening its letter and spin. 1 1 phers assume the mantle of science while m,Mnr.omg\Eo& causation requires nm&c.oﬁoEmB. In section w I .r_mrrmrﬁ wo
will do better. ope that new generations of philosophers principles upon which Kim’s charge against nonreductive physicalism essentially
f lies, and in section 4 I show how a consistent application of these principles
laces demands upon theories of mental causation that Kim’s reductive func-
onalism cannot meet. The result is that no theory of mind other than type
hysicalism is consistent with mental causation if Kim’s case against antireduc-
onism holds up. If, on the other hand, Kim’s reductive functionalism does
e trick, antireductive physicalism has nothing to fear from the Supervenience

rgument.

2.

he Supervenience Argument incorporates three central assumptions. The first
ne specifies that the physical world is causally closed:

Closure. If a physical event has a cause at #, then it has a physical cause at z.
(Kim 2005: 15)
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properties:
3.

%&%m@w@mxnw. If any system s instantiates a mental property M at z, the
necessarily exists a physical property P such that s instantiates P ar ¢,

n 1 S 2, . not interested in disputing the validity of this argument or any of the
ecessarily anything instantiating P ar any time instantiates M at that tim

umptions it deploys. Instead I want to make explicit two principles Kim relies
to force the choice between reductionism and epiphenomenalism. After
ng them out I will argue that Kim’s theory of mental causation is untenable
ight of the parameters they set.

tis crucial to keep clear on the distinction between properties and property
» o event ar # distinct from ances. Kim himself is quite explicit that properties are ‘causal’ in virtue of
1 instances being causal:

ka&. Hw..—ﬂ HT:.Q. 1S an 0Nﬁ.~ﬁw.~0:, @mmbﬂww_.ﬂ ﬂunﬁmﬂmmzwm H‘TO @MOmET T v\
1TIon Om.;w stema;
over &OHQHEHDNQOD.

perties as such don’t enter into causal relations; when we say ‘M causes M*,’ that is
rt for ‘An instance of M causes an instance of M*’ or ‘An instantiation of M causes
to instantiate on that occasion.” (Kim 2005: 39)

>Moo~.m%_:m to HA:.F if we further assume thar mental properties are neit
reducible to not _a.nczmmzn with physical properties, whart results is a set
propositions inconsistent with the causal relevance of mental properties: ,

N he N:S&.NNS of mental causation. Causal efficacy of mental properties is inco
sistent sﬁv the joint acceptance of the following four claims: (i) physical caus
omv\mcm@ . MM_V causal exclusion, (ii1) mind-body supervenience, and (iv) me
tal/physical property dualism—the view that mental ies are i

to physical properties. (pp. 21-2) T PepeTe are frreducl

d he is just as clear concerning the intended reading of the premiss that
ntal properties are not reducible to, and are not identical with, physical
operties’ (p. 34) as it functions within his argument. According to him, just
the claim that ‘M causes M*’ is short for ‘An instance of M causes an
tance of M*, the assumption that ‘M # P’ ‘only means that this instance
i M # this instance of P° (p. 42, n. 9). As is well known, however, not all
The reasoning behind this contention is as follows, Suppose we wish to ident tireductionists endorse this assumption. For these theorists the nonidentity of
a mental property instance, M, as the cause of a subsequent physical proper mental and physical phenomena enters into the picture at the level of properties,
instance, P. By Supervenience we know that there must be some phys ki not at the level of property instances. Indeed, Kim’s initial formulations of the
upervenience Argument were targeted precisely at such ‘token identity’ theories.
¢ claimed then, as now, that not just any theory according to which mental and
hysical property instances are identical suffices to vindicate; mental causation,
ce mental causation requires that mental events produce their effects i virtue
eing the sorts of mental events they are.3 But if mental properties cannot
reduced to physical properties any mental property instance identical with
. . hysical property instance is causal only as regards its physical characteristics,
with or RﬂcQE.n to any physical property, it follows that the putative mental ich is epiphenomenalism near enough. To save mental causation, therefore,
cause, M, is not in reality a cause of P.2 Since there is nothing special about /. at is required is either reduction or identity of mental with physical properties
P, or P 0, the argument generalizes to show thar instances of irreducible ment hemselves.

properties do not have physical effects, so that nonreductive physicalism enta; Why then does Kim specify that the assumption M % P ‘only means that this
m@%ﬁboBg&aB” ‘That then is the supervenience argument against ment nstance of M # this instance of P?” As he realizes, this qualification evidently
causation, or Descartes’s revenge against the physicalists’ (Kim 1998: 46). caves open a question Kim has tried to close:

cause at a time 7, it has a physical cause ar 7. Ler us suppose that P has a ca;
at ¢ and that the physical cause of P (at 2) is Py, and let us assume that
is the physical property instance upon which A/ supervenes.! By Exclusion ,
know that P has no cause other than P, unless this is a case of genuine caus
overdetermination, which, we will assume, it is not. From this it follows that
is the cause of 2 only if M = P. Byt given that no mental property is identj;

! The assumption is innocuous: if s’ sup . base i does this mean that 2 Davidsonian ‘token identity’ suffices here? The answer is no: the
. 21t A ervenience base is some J : : ; - ; i ;

distinc from Py, the closure and exclusion prin ciples still kick in to sore elevant sense in which an instance of M = an instance of P requires either property

M might exercise with respect to P.

2 It follows, that is, Kim’ s . i X
encails the norideniny Mm m's supposition that the irreducibility of mental to physical proper

mental and physical property instances. More on this just below.

physical property instanc
en off any causal influenc

Thus when we say ‘that mental events cause physical events’ we intend ‘that an event, i virtue
15 mental property, causes another event to have a certain physical property,” which requires the

uction of mental to physical properties (Kim 1989: 279).
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he answer must be that there are two nonequivalent ways in which mental
shysical property instances may be legitimately identified. The first is via an
fication of the relevant properties. But Kim does not accept type physicalism
asons involving the assumed multiple realizability of the mental within the
ical. Still, he believes his approach entitles him to identify mental and physical
rty instances by way of a reductive relationship between mental and physical
erties, and further that this relationship suffices to secure mental causation:

to the other, otherwise it wo i i .

In the ‘relevant sense,” then, cmm M%Movn MMM wwMH h virtue n.:n its mental fear -be true—1 think it is true—thar type physicalism will vindicate mental causation,
¥y according to which mental prope; may not be the only position on the mind-body problem that can do this. In

identity of ; . . ) w, functional reduction . . . which, unlike. . . type physicalism, is immune to the

mo:oémv%m @HMMMHM %HHW\MMN, M\nuh MnMWmMMWﬁmeMMMMW either. Thus we have orious multiple realization argument, can also ground mental causation. (p. 148)

. im’s (PII) does not demand type-type identities: if a property M bears & to
operty P we may conclude that any M-instance is a P-instance, and this does
require that M = P. What it does require (in the absence of such identities)
at M be functionally reducible to P.
shall have more to say about functional reduction in section 4. For now
requires our attention is the importance of (PII) and (RP) to Kim’s
oic posture. Given his insistence that antireductive physicalism entails
henomenalism in view of its failure to satisfy (PII), Kim must show how his
ry does not run afoul of that principle. But given that type physicalism falls
. to the multiple realization argument he cannot satisfy (PII) by effecting
type identifications between mental and physical properties. Rather, he
outline a theory of reduction that does not entail such identities, but which
rtheless respects the specification in (RP) that property reduction requires the
tification of reduced properties with something physical. To steer a course
¢n type physicalism and antreductionism, therefore, Kim’s theory must
that a mental property M can be (a) multiply realizable and (b) physically

&QEHN M = P or some form of reducrive relationship between them . . . The £
properties M and P must be implicated in the identity, or :ozm&mcmm v £ .\Kmn
instances can be seen from the fact that ‘An M-instance causes a \v-msaa y e
understood with the proviso ‘in virtue of the former being an instance of MWMMM Hmwa

an instance of 2.’ (Ibid.)

PII i i

(PID mom ahy property instances x and y, if x = y then there exist properti
and w such ﬁrm.ﬁ % Is an instance of z and y is an instance of w and ei
%= wor there is a reductive relation % such that z bears Rwow

gmﬁ nos&mou.w constrain the relationship 9? According to Kim the
meaning of H&:Q._osu may be summarized as saying that ‘if Xs reduce to
.ﬂrm: .x‘m. are nothing over and above the ¥s.’ Thus if a property exists
Mu :woﬁmu._sm M\Q. mmma.mvoﬁv a E.Q&n& phenomenon it must be identical
moBM sz W&M&n&“ if msvi:.:m is Hu..rvamo&_v\ reduced, it must be identical wi
: p ﬁw item @ w%v,.mhbna. B is a relation of physical reduction it follos
1 accordance with Kim’s stipulation, that any reducible property must confo

to this %m&&n&m\m@\ principle:

(RP) For any x and y, if i
Edﬁ.nM *and W HN . x bears R to y then there exists some z such that z

A question emerges: Does (RP) .

From (PII) it mo%osa EMM mAb wwm_ﬂ”ww MWMH (PID) conrans a m:mnmmcocm &&.cm, ucible, where (b) demands the existence of a physical item with which A may

of a property P only if either M = P or RNMWM %Mu&uamm”mﬂwﬁo msmwsmﬁ lentified. Further, if the theory is to avoid epiphenomenalism it must entail

.mozoém m.oB (RP) that M = some physical item. And wermﬁ could MMQ o at (c) instances of M are causally efficacious in virtue of being M-instances,
18 the failure to satisfy (c) has been his chief complaint against antireductive

fy these three conditions.

which i . S .
. 5? isof no ovw:wcm use to the identity of M-instances and P-instances un
stances are P*-instances. But if P-instances are P*-instances then, by (P)
, .

cither P and P* are identical, in which case (by transitivity of =) A/ = 4

all, or P and P* i i
stand in relation R, in whij ; ; .
) w. i :
questions arises.4 ’ hich case a precisely similar series can ensure the identity of mental and physical property instances and
antireductionist cannot he must posit as a condition on property instance

nt{0*,y, ) iff O = O* and x = y and # = #*. But then there is no hope of identifying mental
physical events by way of the reductive relation % unless it’s true that M bears % to P only if

s consequent. On that picture
*P, in which case the qualifier concerning # once more appears idle. See Kim (1976).

event _..m an i isti j ~v~ Vi ) =
O—.&Oﬁn& D..—@MO OObmumEbW OWPE Owdﬂﬁﬂu a @HO@OH M.Dh— a H»Bﬂ mb& an event AO X, v
3y
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ical functionalist construals of the ‘token-identity’ theory, which he has

atedly alleged entail epiphenomenalism.?

he crucial questions for Kim then are these: have mental properties been

nated? If not, are they epiphenomenal (are their instances causal, but not in

¢ of their mental aspects)? If not—if mental properties may be reductively

tified with causally efficacious items—which physical things are they? If
of the first two questions is answered affirmatively Kim’s theory can hardly

Emsamnmmo: the physical reducibility of mental properties. Moreover
H&cmco: of a mental property M demands that M be identified with so
physical item, and the physical item must be such as to imply that M-instan
are .omcw& in virtue of instantiating M. What could this physical item be? Beca
M is BEQ@F realizable it cannot be identified with any singular wr%Wn&,
that realizes M. But according to Kim, if M is a functional property a reduc
of M to its physical realizers can be accomplished and this will Enmn?
Hmwﬂﬂwwﬁ”%.ﬁﬂ:m%%w%ﬂ Mwm:oSom_w 5&07\8 ﬁrmmn. steps. mwwmr. we assign rmmomwm to ensure that mental events are causal ‘in virtue .om vn.msm mental
causal condivions uder SWWWOMH a bncos.m_ momsz._os specifying m.Wm typi operty instances,” and he gains no ground over the antireductive views he has
of its instantiation. Second ¢ ?MWMHQ is exemplified and Q.un typical effe ng opposed. But those two questions can be answered in the negative only
that implement ﬂr.m causal MMW\M menn. [the M&coﬁos mea &.oBm_s for proper he has a suitable reply to the third: for the conjunction of Cﬁuv mzm. Gum.v
we construct a theory explain nr DE<M of the m:bncoawm_ﬁ& property. Thir ells us that unless a mental property is identical with something physical it
specified causal E&MWA b ) S:Imwv oumuﬂ N RHMHN@E of nr.a property perform ot be reduced, in which case its instances cannot be Easmm& with physical
satisfies the al %W ) - 1hen, when a physical property Instang operty instances. And from this, according to the Supervenience Argument,
that » ; causal profile om‘ a mc:.ncos&ﬁ& property M we may be confi phenomenalism results.
M SW:%MM&MEM&MN of Mﬁ in which case the mmcm&. powers of this instanc im seems aware that these questions are pressing. Unfortunately, he answers
. centical to the causal powers of p: if pain can be functionalize first two without directly addressing the third:
this sense, its instances will have the causal powers of pain’s realizers. . . [: ,
the problem of mental causation has a simple solution for all pai S what of the causal efficacy of pain itself?. . . The answer is that as a kind pain will
(pp. 25-6). ot pain instan ausally heterogeneous . . . Pain, as a kind, will lack the kind of causal/nomological
i ty we expect of true natural kinds, kinds in terms of which scientific theorizing is
ducted. This is what we must expect given that pain is a functional property. . .If
term ‘multiple’ in ‘multiple realizadons’ .means anything, it must mean caus-
omological multiplicity. . .On this reductive account, pain will not be causally
potent or epiphenomenal; it is only that pain is causally heterogeneous.  (p. 26)

phys it is with which the mental property (pain) has been reducti
K.mmscm&. Curiously, while Kim’s outline of the procedure begins with

aim om reducing the properzy pain it moves directly into a discussion of
nownWEOSw under which pain is instantiated, which then (in recognition
pain’s Bc_mﬂn realizability) leads him to remark that ‘Neural bases W:m% difk
for &mﬂnsﬂ instances of pain, but individual pains must nonetheless red
to their respective neural/physical realizers,” and the process terminates w
the result that “all pain instances are reduced to the instances of their realiz
(pp. 24-5, italics mine). This is confusing in several respects. To begi

Bmwa.mﬁ&m sense to say that one property instance Anam:nom..ﬁo mboﬁmrmn,
reduction requires functionalization, since token, non-repeatable events are
the sorts of things that admit of definition in terms of their ‘typical’ causes an
effects. But if the ‘reduction’ of an M-instance to P-instance simply amou
to their identification, (PII) licenses the identification only if HTWHM is
form of reductive relationship’ between the properties M and P themselvs
Yet the identification of ‘individual pains’ with their ‘respective realizers’ Em&,
.anambn% to suggest that pain itself has been reduced to anything, still less tha
it has been successfully identified with ‘some physical item’ as Ammﬁuv demanc

Indeed, nothing in the above serves noticeably to demarcate Kim’s picture from

according to Kim a mental property M, upon its functionalization and
Juction, is causally heterogenous and ill-suited to figure into scientific laws,
ut M is not thereby eliminated or rendered ineligible as a cause. And since the
eduction of M requires its identification with something physical there must be
me physical item that matches the profile Kim depicts.

know of one item that perfectly fits the bill: A/ could be identified with the
lisjunctive property each disjunce of which is a physical realizer of M. But this
idently is not a suggestion Kim is prepared to endorse:

] we insist on having M as a disjunctive property, we may end up with a property that is
gely useless. What good would it do to keep it as a property when it is not a projectible
c am that can figure in laws, and cannot serve in causal explanations?, . . . Ex hypothesi,

5 For example, Robert Van Gulick’s antireductive functionalism is almost word for word identical
the ‘reductive’ theory Kim presents here. See Van Gulick (1992: 172) and compare the discussion

%05&5276 functionalism in Kim (1998: 51-6).
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stance and a P-instance it does not follow that its being an instance of M is

yugh to deliver mental causation. Specifically, this maneuver cannot mow.,\d the

lem of mental causation as formulated by Kim against the nonreductivist. So,

m, neither does it solve the problem as it confronts Kim. .

ecall that from Kim’s perspective the fundamental problem with ‘a Davidso-

n token identity’ is its implication that ‘the very same network of causal relations
uld obrain in Davidson’s world if you were to . . . [remove.. . mentality entirely
m the world (1989: 269), and it entails this because mental events—despite
eir identity with physical events—are causal in virtue of the QNSSN\NSSNN
sical kinds they are but not in virtue of their mental properties. Yet what is
e at ‘Davidson’s world’ is equally true at Kim’s if mental properties cannot
identified with causal/nomic physical kinds. Thus, even conceding that .HOB
guarantee the identity of mental and physical events this does not S:m_mmﬁm
ntal causation, because the ‘relevant sense’ in which mental and physical
perty instances must be identified was intended to ensure whar sas.\m&&m&em
7 identity’ theories cannot: that such events are causal in virtue of their Eos.ﬁ&
perties. Of course, it may be that the functionalization of mental properties
ws for the identification of their instances with physical events in a principled
ay. But this does not accomplish the aims for which Kim’s psychophysical
uction was originally introduced. What motivated the Hmmcgwoamﬂ was not
potential for delivering property-instance identities— those identities g.ﬁ
ever been enough to secure mental causation according to Kim—but rather its
romise as a means of resolving the causal competition between distinct mental
1d physical properties and the apparent redundancy of the former as opposed to
¢ latter, so that mental events may be causal i virtue of their mental aspects.
d Kim’s strategy for identifying mental with physical events does nothing
alleviate these difficulties at all. Yer if this is reason enough to deny the
mpatibility of mental causation and antireductionism, it is reason enough to
ny its compatibility with Kim’s reductive functionalism as well.

[diverse realizers of M] are heterogeneous kinds, and if heterogeneity is going to me
anything significant, it must mean causal/nomic heterogeneity. Now . . . this means th
instances of M are not going to show the kind of causal/nomological homogeneity :
expect from a scientific kind. In short, [these properties] are causally and nomologic:
heterogeneous kinds, and this at bottom is the reason for their inductive unprojecti

and ineligibility as causes.  (1998: 109~10) : ,

So disjunctive properties are ruled out. Unfortunately, it seems, everything ¢l
is too. For if the heterogeneity and unprojectability of disjunctive propertie
‘at bottom’ the reason for their ineligibility as causes (and, indeed, is grounds f
their elimination), and if any physical item with which A/ might be identified
will inevitably display these features, there can be no suitable physical candidate
for M’s identification—no candidate that would make M-instances efficaciot
in virtue of instantiating M.

At this point we confront two options: we may eliminate mental propertig
or we may attempt to retain them. Taking the first option first, suppose w
agree with Kim that while there are disjunctive and funcrional concepts whic
make possible the application of psychological predicates to physical phenomen:
these concepts correspond to no real properties (Kim 1998: 103 ). If a ment:
‘property’ M is identified with such a concept then A has not been identifie
with any physical item relevant to mental causation (since ‘the problem of mentz
causation does not concern the causal efficacy of psychological concepts’ (p. 106);
in which case, as we know from (RP) and (PII), M has not been reduced a
therefore has no causally efficacious instances. But clearly this does not solve th
problem of mental causation as Kim wields it against the nonreductivist. Fo
according to him any solution to this problem must entail that mental events ar
efficacious in virtue of their mental properties, and eliminating mental propertie
hardly implies that events psychologically described are efficacious in virtue o
‘instantiating’ them.

So suppose we admit the existence of heterogeneous, non-nomic kinds an
identify mental properties with them. This will be of no use either. For ever
if mental properties were identified with such kinds we cannot by sheer fiai
decide that the considerations militating against their causal status can simpl
be ignored, least of all in this context. As Kim has repeatedly stressed, th
competition between irreducibly mental and physical causes is generated by the
central role properties occupy within the problem of mental causation, “for it i
in terms of properties and their interrelations that we make sense of . . . concept
that are crucial in this context, such as law, causality, explanation and dependence
(1989: 270). On his reckoning, any causal transaction must be grounded in 3
law citing the causally homogeneous physical types those events instantiate. Now
if no mental property is identical with a causal/nomic physical property,
physical event instantiating a heterogeneous mental kind M will also instantiate
a causal/nomic physical property P such that M % P. Clearly, any such event
will be causal in virtue of instantiating P. But even granting this event is both an

the Supervenience Argument demonstrates that nonreductive physicalism
1tails epiphenomenalism it does so only by way of (PII) and (RP). Kim’s theory
er fails to satisfy these principles or satisfies them in a way that leaves the causal
mpetition between mental and physical properties unresolved. Consistently
oplied, therefore, the principles constraining the Superveniencé:Argument’s reas-
ning lead to the conclusion that type physicalism alone is consistent with mental
sation. On the other hand, if Kim judges his theory a success wn cannot consist-
ntly claim that nonreductive token identity theories entail that ‘mentality does no
usal work’ (p. 269). Either way, Kim’s reductive functionalism is no better (and
oworse) off than the nonreductive theories he has labored so strenuously against.




