Who's Afraid of Disjunctive
Properties?

Louise Antony

A Priori
www. apriari. canie rbiy.ac.ng
Voliume 2
€ 2803 Louise Antony

Jaegaon Kin's well-known “explanatory exclusion™ aroument s usually
chscussed i the context of the mental cansation debate. But T also see m
this argument a fundarental challenge to a popular view of the relation
between the mental and the plomical namely, the -iew that mental
properties are hisher-order properties reahzed by physical properties. (T71
refer to this view sirnply as “ Muliple Reqlizabilin™ or “IVIR.™) IR, aims to
marerver between the Scylla of dualsm and the Charybdizs of fype
reductiorisin by asserting two things about mental properties: fivst, that thes
are realized by plorsical properties and second, that they are mulfpl
realizable by phersical properties. The first tlang explans how mental
properties can be cansally efficacions: becanse a mental property is
mstantiated wia the mstardiation of a physical property, the mental property
“mhents” all the causal powers assoclated with the realizmg phyrsical
property. The second thing certifies the autonomy of the mental: because
one and the sarne mental property can be realized i a varety of different
plorsical properties, the rental property cannot be dentified with, and
therefore canmot be reduced to, any particular plersical realizer property.
For pposes of preserving the autonoray of the mental, the "able™ m
“roltiply realizable™ 15 crucial. Bwen of it were to twn ot thet reental
roperties were aofueally co-extenstve with specific phorsical properties, the
tact that they were not necessarily co-extenstve would be enough to show
that the mental properties and these plymical realizer properties were not the
SAre.
Ilary philosophers find WE mimtreely plausible.  Indeed, the
ghility to counntenance creatures with mental Ives who happen not to be
constitated like us has long been considered an raportant desideratum for

! Hilary Putnara, one of the onginal proponents of this view, held that
mental properties needn’t be realized m plersical stoft; they could be
realized, he msisted, m “soul stoff” I cordess [ never really understood
what he had i romd. Perhaps he was siregly tring to make the point that
the funcfionalizm 1 the view of mind he was developing did not cormrat
harn to matertabisra, It would then be left open whether the notion of
“rausal relations™ ergployed i funchional specifications sormehow carried
the requirernent the relata were material states or events. To settle that
guestion, we'd need to engage such wexed questions as what courts as
“material “and whether the non-roateral can be roobed in cansal relations.
Fortunately, we needn’™ take up such questions here, for in this paper, Tam
specifically mterested, m defending maferialisf vrersions of the thesis that
mettal properties are multiphy realized properties.



an adeguate theory of mentabby. It was an advantage that behsaonsm
emjoyed over type wdentity theory, and one that functionahsr readily co-
opted. What pedagogue among us has not purmped our studerts” mintions
n favror of one or the other of these views by bidding them to consider the
android Diata of Star Trek? In a properly ran classroorm, all will agree that
vou don’t need a hurnan brain to possess a mind ® Significantly, even John
Searle, who mantaine that mtentionahty & a cansal power of brams, msists
that his view leaves open the posstbility of artificial or alien minds — 4 rund
needn’ be made out of actual brain stuff, he says, as long as the alternate
stuff has the sare cansal powers as bramms. (Searle 1992)

Bat all alongs, there have been dissonant voices. Davad Lewis, m
has “Tvlad Pain and Ilartian Pan®™ (Lews 1997 pomnted out that advocates of
roiltiple realizability raght find themsebes faced with an uncomfortable
choice : between, on the one hand, hononng the 1dea that swlanty of stuff
(brains, nerves, muscles, bones — yowr standard  ssue  terrestrial
corponents) suffices for similarity of mental states, and on the other,
retairung the 1dea that functional profile 15 the deciding factor, damm the
stuff. Med Block, in “Troubles with Functionahismm,” dares us to wmphold our
functionalist pranciples when faced with “rands™ rnade out of the citizens of
Clina. Ivlore recently, Fath Iillikan has aroued that mentahty can only be
treated scientifically if it 15 considered to be a Mological property, and
Moarn Choreskey (ef &, Moarn®) seetns to agree, averring that “there 13 no
interest in taking “mental types’ to be non-biological, any more than there
wionld be 1n defiming “cheracal’ or “optical types’ that share some properties
of chermcal and optical aspects of the world” (Choresky 2003, 261). For
both Milikan and Chomsky, the proper subject of a senons science is
mentality as we find if, mstantiated m brams. In Iiihkan's view, the
guestion whether Data has a rund 15 as 1dle a gquestion as whether Erama
Borvary had a freckle on her left kree, in Chorosky's view, 1t's alan to the

‘] &s do the writers of the television series Star Trek: The Mext Generation.
In an episode called “The Iieasure of Ian,™ a legal hearing 15 comvened to
deterrure whether Data 15 anything other than a machine, a piece of
property. Captain Picard 15 tapped to “represent™ Data {one wornders why
the fact that Diata was offered “representation™ didn’t settle the matter at
once) and argues that because he 15 sentient, and has experienced lose, he 1s,
i fact, “new bfe.™ (YVou can read all about 1t at

hittp fhananer cinerharna . comdtvpaseistng fepisodesd httn ) Score one for
functionalismo.

guestion of whether auplanes “really” fly — a matter for stpulation, not
discorvery.

Elrn 15 no donbt syrepathetic to all these pots. Bat lus particular
challenze to IWIE. has more bate. Hone of the entics mentioned above clams
that there’s anytlung imcoherend about IR, Kim's objection, howeser, 1if
correct, would show that the arownents standardby gmven in fawor of
roiltiple realizability are self-undermirong, I don't think that this aspect of
Ein's argurment has been widely appreciated, so let me start byr showing
howwr this radical challense emerges from the explanatory exclusion
argument.

Enn's first preroise 15 the Prineiple of fhe Causal Closure of fhe
FPhysical (C2) — the proneciple that every plorsical event (that has a cause at
all)* has a physical canse. It follows irrmediately from CC that for every
plrorsical event, there 15 a complete cansal explenafion m terms of prely
plorsical properties. Mow, Eim says, consider a particular plersical event —
say, an pard motion of ey left forefinger at tire £ Let us suppose that
this particular phersical event has a mental cause — zay, my wanting to brng
roy Elinto better tune. CC requires that this motion of wey forefinger must
hirve, in addition to the causal explanation i terms of mwy desire to play
better tune, a complete plesicalistic explanation. But now, Kim argues, 1t
looks like there 15 a surfeit of cansal responstbility. Grven the completeness
of the plepsicalistic cansal explanatior, there 15 no roor for the dese cited
in the mentalistic explanation as a “mental cause™ to add angthung to the
causal picture. The plesical conditions specified i the phersicabstic cansal
explanation are, by hypothesis, stnetly sufficient for bonging about the
upward motion of my finger — there’s nothang left for my desie to do.
Thus, if'the mental factor 15 really distinct frorm the plorsical factor, then it
rust be cansally otiose.  Egurealently, if the rental factor 13 causally
efficacions, then it raust be wentical with the plersical factor.  Either way
the defender of the autonoray of the mental loses: either the mental is not
autonomons from the phersical, or 1t 15 epphenomenal, cansally mert.

Mowr an independent case can be roade, alas, for the clam that moy
desire to play i tune 15 generally causally mefficacions. But that’s hardly
the pord. Realists abont the mental want & to twrn ot that mental events
can cause things to happen. Indeed, the best armurent for being a realist
dhout the rental 15 the fact that mental factors ke beliefs, desires, pans,
and pleasures seem to be so obviously causally resporeible for so rauch of

* Subsequently, for ease of exposition, I"ll omit this qualification.



what we do and so ruch of what happens to us. 5o the hom of Ki's
dilernrrna that offers autonory at the expense of cansal efficacy seems hike a
bad deal. Eim's preferred solution 15 to goe up the autonorer of the mental
and erabrace type reductionisr: mental properties just @e plorsical
properties.

But tlis solotion can’t be adequate if mental properiies are
rolbiply realizable. Dlultmle realizabibty has onfologicel consequences.
Clearly, a property P cannot be identical with a property O if there can be
mstances of P that are not imstances of ). Badt to say that a property M s
roltiply realizable 13 to aply that there are at least two physical realizer
properties Ppand P such that a) Ppand Pocarmot be co-mnstantiated, and b)
there 15 a possible world i wlach M 15 co-mmstantiated wath (and realized
by Py, and there 13 a possible world mowhach M is co-mmstantiated with (and
realized by} Po. 5o there canbe mstances of M that are not mstances of P,
and instances of M that are not imstances of P. and M cannot be identical
with either P, or P..

Eun's resporse to this onfological argureent 13 disholical: if son
try to evade the reductiorast conclusion of the exclusion argurnent by appeal
to multple realizabibity, you'll lose even as you win — for to save the
gufonomp of the mental, you’ll have to concede its nomicify.  Hotice, i
says, that for M to be genunely muliply realizable, P, and P roust be
dhistivct plersical kinds — they must possess distinct sets of cansal powers.
Linkiple reahwabality, then, erfails cowsel heferogeneifp. every mental
property, on the MR account, 15 associated with a heterogeneous set of
causal powers. But in that case, mental “properties™ — whatever else they
are — cannod be nafural kind properfies. If there 13 no wform cansal
profile associated with a mental property, then there 13 no basiz for
generalizing from one mstance of a mental property to ary other. There
codd not be, in other words, aregr menfalisfe laws. It looks like we save
menfaliiy only to lose psychology.

Lz Fira puats the point:

[(Iv]] arey plalosophers wart to argue that [a mental property] E 15 an

irreducible property that nonetheless can be a property playing an

woportant role moa special, “logher-level” science. [ heliewve,
however, that tlos position canmot be swtaned.  For iof the

“roultiplicity™ . of realizers means angthing, it muost mean that

these realizers are cansally and nomologically dreerse.... Al this

points to the mescapable conclusion that E becanse of s

cansalinornic heterogeneity, 15 wndit to fizure in laws, and is

thereby disgualified as a useful scientific property.  On this

approach, ther, one could protect E but not as a property with a

role i sclentific laws and explanations. You could msist on the

gernine propertyhood of E as much as syou bke, but the sactory

wionld be empty. [, 1997, pp. 17-5]

There’s a deep wony inKim'’s charging that rwultiply realized properties are
Ipse facfe unfit for scientitic taxonoraes, becanse 1t was supposed to be the
asysternaticity of the class of plersical reqlizer properties that provided the
best arguments for countenancing higher-order properties. Consider, for
example, Fodor's argument, in his influential paper, “Special Sciences,” for
adreatting such special science kinds as “monetary exchange™ mito u:nne’s
ontology:

[ arn wilhing to believe that plorsics 15 general in fhe sense fhaf i

implies thaf any evenf which consists of @ monelary exchange

(hence any event which falls under Gresharn's Law) has @ fue

descriplion in fhe voecabulary of physics and in virfee of which i

Sails under the laws of physics. But banal considerations sugzgest

that a descrption which covers all such events roust be wildly

disjunctree... What are the chances that a disjunction of plersical
predicates which covers all these events . expresses a plosical

natural kind? In particular, what are the chances that such a

predicate forms the antecedent or conseguent of sorme proper law

of plersics?  (Fodor 1974 m Wloser & Trom, 55-8) [Emphases
otz inal]

Fodor's skepticisrn that “wildly disjonetnee™ descriptions will
fioure m laws at the plersical lewel presurnably derrves from the cansal
heterogene ity of the items satisfinng the description. He continnes:

The powt is that monetary exchanges have mteresting tlangs

corrnot, Oresharn’s Law, if true, says what one of these

interesting things is. But what is interesting shout ronetary
exchanges 13 swrely not ther coramonalities under phpsical
description. & natural kind like a monetary exchange could tum

ont to be co-extenstee with a plysical natural kind;, bt of 1t did,

that wonld be an accident on a cosmwic scale. (Fodor 1974 in

Brloser & Tront, 56).

But niowr Flirn's poird coraes to the fore: if the set of plgrsical realizers of the
econore property WMONETARY EXCHANGE 15 wildly disjunctree and
anoreds when described o physicabstic termns, that sarne set cannot



sorehow transfonm itself mio a wmfled and noroe kind siaply by being
described  a new way.

[ think a good way to see Fin's point 15 to reflect on the farmbar
diagram mntroduced by Fodor to represent the metaplesical strocture of
rltiple realizabilitsy *

M, M,

P, +~ Py w.or P, Py « P
L

The Py's and P')'s express causally heterogeneous lower-order physical
properties, and the M,'s express the logher-order properties adverted to n
the laws of the special sciences.  Fodor argues that the predicates
constructed by disjoiring the Py's and the P°%s would not fizure in laws of
plersics, and hence would not express norue properies. The M, 's, on the
other hand, capture (at least some of) the mteresting things that all the Py's
and the Py 's actually have m coramon, and thus are fitted for the expression
of lugher-order re gulanties.

What Flirn 15 pointing ont s that all this has a whitt of magie dhout
it. Either Py's and Py's and Py's (and so o1 have soreething in cormon or
thewy don't. How can the mere introduction of the new predicate, N, alter
the situshion? Fodor's argument does seem to presure that the “kindhood™
ot noracity of a grouping of objects or events turms on what vocabulary we
use to pick the grouping out, so lawfulness 15 relative. He says, after all
that the problem with treating the class of monetary exchanges as a physical
natural kand i that 1t 15 unhikely that a dispanetoee physical “predicafe torms
the antecedent or consequent of some pwoper law of phgsics™ [ror
emphasis] The assuraption seerns to be that if a grouping can be designated
by rmeans of a prmotree terrm i the proprietary vocabulary of some
particular science, then the grouping counts as a natural kind, relafive fo
fhat science, otherwise not. If so, then one and the sarne set of objects or
everts can be norde and non-norde, relatmee to different sciences.
simiarly for laws: mm order for a generalization to count as a law, its
antecedents and consequents st hihze the propretary wocabulary of
sore particular science. But generahizations that are not lawful relatmee to
one science, can turm out to be lawtal relatmee to oa different science,

* For unitorruty of expostion, [ replace Fodor's varidbles ©8," and 8," with
“M;" and “M,,” and ehranate has object wvanables.

provided the terms of the first generalization are necessanly co-extensrve
with prratoee terras of the proprietary vocabulary of the second one.

This way of thinkang of ncnnucltj.r, as relatmee to mode of
description, 15 at odds with the idea that science taxonormozes according to
cansal powers (an idea that Fodor lamself endorses elsewhers (Fodor, 1957,
Ch 2. The situation 15 not eproved by the wilingness of MR defenders
to concede that higher-order properties have no new causal powers of their
owr, but simply “inhent,” on each occasion of their instantiation, whatewver

cluster of causal powers 15 possessed by thewr lower-order realizer on that
ooccasion. [ that’s the case, then what objectrely wifies the iterns that fall
under the lugher-order predicate? Why 15 such a predicate anything more
than a fypographical shortent — an abbresaation — of a complicated lower-
order disjuriction?

HMow perhaps the defender of TR will be inclined to object that
higher-order properties do have new cansal powers assoclated with them.
The propertsy M, for exaraple, 15 associated with the power to cause M.s.
But this response can’t allay the current concern. I the plersical realizer
properties are, by hypothesis, cansally heterogerneous, then it’s hard to see
what thi allegedly corenon cansal power could be. The power of M/'s to
cause M.s looks a bogus causal power — an arbifact of a decision to
desiznate things in one way rather than another. To see thas, look again at

Fodor's diagram.
M, M,

P, v Py vw.xr P, Py, « P,
L

Mow suppose we were to choose, for our F's and Pz, an arbifrary set of
plersical predicate pawrs (P, Py ) such that Py's canse Py's, Py's canse PYY's
and so forth. Wlake these as dissirailar as possible: one par of predicates
condd apply to rock-lotting-window events and window-breaking ewvents,
another to person-taking-Benadryl events and person-falling- asleep events,
and so forth. Mow let’s define two “logher-order”™ predicates: € and & as
follows: an item 15 n the extension of € ust in case 1t 15 n the externsion of
ore of the Py's and an itern 15 in the extension of & just i case 1t 15 in the
extension of one of the P°'s. Mowr it will be trie both that € 15 distinct
frorn any particular Py, and that €'z all have the “novel” power of cansing &
‘z. But this 1z ndiculons: € and & are bogus, cooked-up properties, and the



powret of causing & s 15 a bogus, cooked-up cansal power. And yet nothing
said so far about the structure of muliple realization distingmshes this
sitnation from the one that 13 swpposed to obtain when allegedly real and
autorormons  higher-order properties are mulbiply realized o doverse
plorsical properties.

Let’s recap: the explanatory exclusion argument 15 supposed to
show that either roental properties are wdentical to phosical properties or
thewy are cansally mert. The defender of ME retorts that because rental
properties are multiply realizable, they sivply are nof wdentical with any
plorsical realizer property. Eim responds that if that’s trne, then IR
properties canbe no more norae than the disjanetion of their realizers, and
s0 cannot be properties that can fioure in sclentific laws and explanations.
The mere exstence of a mentalistic predicafe that m fact applies to a
dizorderly collection of things of wanous types hardly secures the reality of
ary allegedly corresponding property.

Bt all 15 not lost for defenders of IWIE. Motice that there’s a region
of logical space left unclamed here.  There’s an asswroption held
corrrnot by Kim and los opponents, the defenders of WE, and that s that
disjunctive properties — that i1s, the sorts of properties expressed hj.r
disjunctree predicates — are anomic. But what happens if that assumption is
srvenup? From Eim's side, what happens 15 that he loses an objection to
the ontological argument for the autonory of mental properties. 5o far so
good for fnends of WE. But thos may still look hke a pyrrhac sactorny: 1t was
supposed to be the anormcity of the dispanection of plersical realizers that
provided the ordological argurnent for the antonorer of mental properties.
If the disjunctree properties are thernselves nomde, then it looks like there
would be no good reason to resist the idemfificafion of lugher-order

properties with first-order dispunctove properties, and thus no reason to
adrrat the hogher-order properties mnto our ortology.  Agaiv, Fodor makes
the aroument exphelt:
Functionahsts are required to deny that pan 1= ddenfical fo the
disjunction of its reahizers. The reason they are 15 that o's part of
their story that the functional property realized, buf nof is phpsical
realizer, 15 projectible. And the reason they have to say fhaf 15 that
oftherwize mulfile realizafion wouldnf be an argument against
reduciion. (Fodor 1997, 156) [Erphases onginall
Bt [ think this argument goes wrong. Fodor seems to be wormed
that it we carmot distingnsh functional (and more broadly, hogher-order)
properties from the dispmction of their realizers, then the reductiorost wall

have won, But what form of “reductionisra™ can clamm thos sactors?
ouppose, for the moment, that we bite the bullet and sieply idenif
presutnably  higher-order mental properties with  ther lower-order
disjunetrve associates. I the latter count as “plersical” properties, then we
wold be acceding to the weak reductionst thesis that mental properties are
plorsical properties. But so what? We can still rnaintain that rental
properties are distinet fiom any of the disjanct properties — we can deny, for
exataple, that mental properties are identical with newrological properties —
and #haé's the reductiorist thesis that Kim 1z poshing.

Functionahism, m other words, ries ouat the identification of rental
properties with certamn specific properties that bear a certain specific relation
to them, it does not rale out the posstbiity that there be some plorsical
property with which mental properties can be dentified. What onght to
concern the functionalist, i other words, is not whether mental properties
twrn out, In some way, to be plorsical properties; rather what's cracial 15
whether rental properties are something over and above parficuler phiysical
realizer properties.

When we look at the matter thas way, we can see a connection
between the knd of skepticisia dbout IR expressed by Chomsky and
Iiihkar, and the challenge to IVE. rased by Kim. In all cases, the root
doubt 15 about whether the properties appealed to in charactenzations of
hroan peyrehology will really generalize, as IR says they will, to creatures
with very different plemical constitutions. What It suggesting nowwr s that
this focus onthe ability of peychology to subsume radically different beings
ay be obscuring what 13 to oy rund the more fandamental ssue, namely
whether or not the properties and regularities that fizure n the cogratne
sclences are the same as or different from those that figore m biology and
cherstry, and hence whether the cogratree sciences can le gitirnately clam
autororny fromm the others.

Here it 15 especially instrocttve to cornsider Chormsks’s postion:
while he has never deviated from the position that the study of langnage 15
the study of a biological entity, the hurean brar, he has, at the sarne time,
msisted that to study languaze 15 to study the bram at a higher Jovel of
@bsfraciion than 15 typical for biological mgury. He 15 disrsstve of recent
atternpts to provide non-compntationahst accounts of & anguisition
by “reverse engineering” the bram, working from the bottors, newrological
lewel up.  And he is, if anything, ewen roore hostile to teleological
approaches that try to mier characteristics of the language faculty either
frorn “proto-linguistic™ capacities In near prumate relattees, or from



presured “problem demands™ present m the ancestral ersarorrment. For
Chornsky, there 13 siraply no doubt that the reabby of our cogratre Inves
both requres and permats charactenzation i terrs that are wholly nengral
with respect to the particulanties of embodiment, and that it 15 fidile to trr
to understand the detatls of that ewbodinent o the absence of adecuate
descriptions of the functional reality.

In a sense, then, multiple realizability is something of a red
heming. What matters, fandamentally, 1s not whether there conld be munds
errbodied m tlangs other than brams, but rather whether there 15 a level of
reality beyond the lewel at which brams are norrnally studied —  whether
psvchological kinds are “really there,” “ower and abowe™ the already
recognized kinds m chernistry, biology and the other establhished sciences.
If'this 15 wrhat 15 at stake, then it would not matter if brams twned out to be
the only kinds of things that realize minds in any nomologically possible
worlds, It would not matter, for exarmple, if 1t twmed out that the onky
functional descnption of hurnan mentabty rch enough to capture the
essential features of our peychological Ivves was specific in ways that rade
1t nornologically ropossible for the functional spec.’s to be satisfled by angy
kinds of things other than brans. The functional descrphions, and the
seneralizations grven in terrns of the psychological cate zones defined at the
functional lesel would stidl in this case, be antonommous from  the
descriptions, generalizations and categories that turmed mo at the lewel of the
realizers.

Of course the gquestion will rermediately arise what all this talk of
psvchological kinds™ being “really there™ comes to. Indeed — to answer this
guestion would be to gmee an account of what the qufonomp of the mental
consists . Bt difficult as it 15, this 15 the gquestion that we should focus
on, not the gquestion of whether there can be non-neurological minds. Of
course antonomy 15 not unrelated to multple reahzabality. For all my
concessTve cotechures above, [ rust concede that the “adtonoray™ I'm atter
does, after all, enfeidl multiple realizability, even if the possbilities in
fuestion are bare conceptual ones. For [ cannot see what one could mean
clairing that peychology 13 more absfract than biology, if one weren't
prepared to say that it's at least conceptually possible for psychological
properties to be mstardfiated withodt argr particular biological properies
being mstantiated. What [ am suggesting now 15 that we can attack the
guestion of what makes a category or regularity “real” m a direct way,
rather than trying to do it by first establishing the plansibility of roultiple
realizability. Indeed, as we’ll see when we revisit the arsument I developed

ghowve, 1t's not going to be possible to make a comvincing case for nmlhple
realizability wihout having something compelling to say abod  the
conditions under which kinds and regulanties should count as “real ™

["ve been mitimating that there’s really no reason for defenders of
IR to resist the wdentification of mental properties with disjonctree phorsical
properties, so let me corne completely clean. What I really think 1z that
there 15 no such thing as a “disjunctiee property”™ — rather, there are only
disjunctrve predicefes. Wloreoser, I think that properties are, in themselves,
neither “mental” nor “plersical” — there are only mentalistic and phyrsicalist
predicates, which may or may not express meal propetties. The
classification of predicates depends on the use we make of thern: mentalistic
prechcates are the predicates that ocour o reentabistic disconrse, and
plorsicalistic predicates are the ones that ocowr in plorsicalistic discourse.
Parts of both bodies of discourse, are, of course, scientific, and the scientific
parts have proprietary predicates — predicates which, according to the
science i wlich they are erbedded, “carve nature at its joints”™ On this
way of doing things, reduchiorisi becomes primanly a thesis dhout the
relation between different vocabnlanes — different wavs of carving up the
world. The strong reductiorust thesis —the miteresting one, the one that FKim
wants to defend — can then be restated as the thesis that the proprietary
predicates of psychology are not co-extenstve with — and therefore do not
express the sarme properties as — the proprietary predicates of the lower-
order sciences. Dertal of this strong reductiorast thesis still leaves opern the
possibility that mentalistic predicates may be co-extenste with some
plersicalistic predicates — indeed, with disjuncine ones

I hive not et explaned whyy [ thank that dispanetre predicates can
pick out norae properties; and of course [ have not et tackled the guestion
of what makes a property real or autonomous. I'll try to do both things at
ohice,

Fist, a softerngup consideration:  different langmages
(soretirnes) ledcalize different things. In Gerrnan, if you wish to speak of
a single member of the faraly of domesticated bowvinae, without comratting
oneself to the beast’s gender, you cary, [ am told, use the smgle word “kah™
But to do 1t in English, you st cirowredocute: sinee “cow”™ refers only to
temale borads, and “bull”™ to male, wou st say sometlong ike “member of

1 first defended the 1dea that mental properties should be wdentified with
the dispanction of thewr realizers in Lntorsy 1999, Clapp develops a siroalar
postion n Clapp 2001



the farmly of domesticated bovinae™, or if your Latin®s rusty, “cow or buall. ™
Mow surely the mere fact that Enghish speakers have only a (complex)
disunetrve term to do what German speakers can do with a prirutoe tenn
has no bearing on the relation between the properfies the two terrns express.
Being a cow-or-bull 15 st the sarme thing as being a koh — both the English
and the Crerrnan expression track the species property of being a member of
the farmly of doresticated of cefera. Undoubtedly there are reasons why
English insists on gender marking its bovids when it’s happer to be gender-
blind about 1ts cats, dogs and gunea pigs, but the reasons belong to
sociohngustics, not to metaphersies ©

This exaraple rcely supports Lenny Clapp’s cnticisma of one of
Diavd Armstrong’s argurment against the exstence of dispunctrve unrversals,
(Clapp 20017 Arrastrong arones that

disjunctove pn:npemes offend against the principle that a gerune

property 15 wdentical in its different particulars. Suppose @ has a

property F bt lacks ), while b has Q) but lacks F. It seems

langhable to conclude from these premuses that @ and 5 aw
wertical in some respects. Vet both have the “property™, P or {)

(Armstrong 1975, 207
Bt [ see notlung at all langhable abhout the suggestion that cows and bulls
“are identical in sorne respects.” They are, n fact, identical m respect of
species merhership. Ay property that can be projected owver members of
the Bovinge Bos faurus — over kithe, in other words — will project just as
well over cow-or-bull’s. Ivlore genera]lj.r, as Clapp poits o, there 13 no
reason to regard disjunctre properties as “wreeal” n cases where the
disjuncts have real cormmonalities.

Lyrnstrong 15 nght that one condd not “eonclude™ merely fror the
mformation that this thing 15 4 cow and that thang is a bull, and hence that
thesr are both “cow-or-bnll™s, that thevbear a substantiee sirnilarity to each
other. But wlyr should we expect that we could? There 15 no reason to
thirk that, m general, analytic relations among designations are relishle
mmdicators of ohjectrve relations armong the things designated. We can here
utihze Kim's point in reverse: ust as you can’t him an anoric property o
a normae one by concocting a lexe ally pnratree name for i, neither can yon
trr a norde property nto an anorae one by designating it disjurnctovely

® Then there’s the matter of young horses.  Voung dogs, whether male or

female, are “puppies,” and young cats of either sex are “lattens.”™ But young
horses are either “filliea™if female, or “colts™ if roale.

Lz Clapp poirds o, the guestion whether a dispanctnee predicate desiznates
a nornic property tums erdirely on whether there 15 some real reserblance
atnong the things that satefir the dispancts. Determnables, hke BEING
BED, can be expressed as dispuncts of deterranants; this is no reason to
conclude that BEING FED 15 not a real or not a nomae property.  (Clapp
2002, pp. 125-6)

If Ie cowvinced wou that there 13 no reason to tlank that
disjunctive predicates can never express nordc properties, it remains to gove
sore account of when they do and when they don’t. Disjanetree predicates
COME BAFY — My bogns property argument was reant to show that not every
disjunctrve predicate can clairn to express a natural kind 5o what
distingmishes the nore disjunctrees from the non-nomic ones? To answer
this question, let me retwm to Fodor's arsument about monetary exchanges,
[ pomted ot that Fodor seerns, m tlos argpurnent, to be tlonkang of
“kindhood™ as relattve to wocabulary:

What are the chances that a dispaechion of  plersical

predicates. . expresses a plosical natural kind? In partienlar, what

are the chances that such a predicate forms the antecedent of

consecuent of some proper law of plersics?
L zimilar theme 15 sounded m Putnam’s early armuments for adratting
ligher-order properties mto one’s wdeclogy.  Citing the robustness of
generalizations like “nigd square pegs with 1" sides won't fit do round
holes with 1" diareeters, he asserts the methodological necessity of wing
descriptions like “rgd™ and “round hole™ mstead of (presurnably) more
precise charactenzations of pegs-and hole nteractions m termms of molecular
ArTAngements:

The fact 15 that we are rouch more mterested m gereralizing to

other strctures wlach are nzd and have warions geometrical

relations, than we are in gereralizing to fhe verp nexf peg fhaf has
exactly #his molecular sfrucfure, for the very good reason that there

15 not going to be a next peg that has exactly this molecular

stracture. S0 in terrns of real hfe disciplines, real life ways of

sheing up scientific problems, the lugher level explanation 15 far

more general, wlhach 15 why 1t 18 explenafory. (Putnam 1967, o

127 [Ernphases originall
&lthough Putnarn does not say here that the kind “nzid square peg™ iz ondp
a kand when designated m those terms, he does seem to say that 1t 15 our
Inferests m prediction and e xplanation that warrant owr freaiing nad square
pegs as constitating a kind. Fodor can be read, siralatly, as saying that, for



prposes of human scignce, monetary exchanges have to be understood as
such, rather than as a collection of physically disparate events. [t appears
ther, that Fodor and Putnara are both making sometlong hike the following
argurnent: while there are many different ways of characterizing reality,
sore ways facilitate hornan knowledgze gathering, and some don’t. Physics
— anid 1ts propristary vocablary —provides a systern of classification useful
for sorne purposes, bt there are other purposes for which it 1s not as usefil.
Sore groupings and some regularities are only “vishle™ to us at more
dhatract levels of apprehension, and since many of these groupings and
regularities are of enorrnous woportance to us as human beings, we
cruclal need for vocabularies that capture thern. Hence, logher-order
vocabularies, and the sciences that embrace themy, are, for all practical
hrnan prposes, mehronable.

How ths armuent may seern to be giving us hurman beings way
too mouch metaplersical credit.  Just becanse we find 1t useful to think
terrns of some categories rather than others, or to theorize n terms of some
vocabularies rather than others —thas 15 supposed to make those categones
real? Well, yes. Utility, after all, is a matter of predictions working out, of
plans being successfully executed. Mot just ary old weay of carving things
up 15 going to get oar bndges built or our prewrnoria cured or our econoray
stirnilated. Moz, for that matter, will just any old way of carving things up
enable ng to predict the trajectory of that car to our nght on the freeway, or
to fizure out what soreeone who 13 spealang to us wants w to do.
Peychological predicates, like macrophysical predicates, geometric
predicates, biological predicates, and econo e predicates are used by us to
state generalizations, predications and explanations that afford us real
eplsternis poaer.

Foodman had a name for predicates hke this: he called them
“projectile.”

oo here’s a short answer to the guestion of when dispurnctrve predicates
pxpress nowde propeties: when they are necessarily co-extensmee with
projectible  predicates.  Goodman, recall was  deflationary  about
projectibility: as he charactenzed if, 1t was a property of hngustic entities --
predicates and hypotheses. His position was that we conld say all there 15 to
be said regarding the “problem of mduction™ by reflecting on lnman
lingmstic practice. In deciding which of two competing hypotheses — 411
ereralds are green” and “Al emeralds are grie™ — 13 actually cordirmed by
a data set, we can and ought to deterrone which of the two predicates —
“ereen’ and “grue” — 18 more “entrenched” m human language — more used,

more relied npon. (OF course “grue™ foreits tlos competition for falure to
show o)  This sounds, and 15, highly anthropocentne, and mdeed,
Goodroan thinks that there 15 nothing more to the “reality™ of natural kinds
than therr comesponding to classifications that human bemngs find usefil.
He does allow that
In a sense, not the word tself but the class it selects 13 what
becomes entrenched, and to speak of the entrenclonent of a
predicate 1z to speak eliptically of the entrenchiment of the

extension of that predicate.
Howesrer he continmes:

On the other hand, the class becomes entrenched only throngh the

projection of predicates selecting it; entrenchenent dermees from the

use of language. (Goodman 1983)
What I arn suggesting, on the contrary, is that the predicates can only geé
entrenched if the world cooperates. If monetary exchanges and ngid sguare
pegs don ¥ really have somethung wroportant in coranon despate thew moriad
plersical dissirolarites, then “ronetary exchange™ and “ngd square pegs™
comdd not have the roles m our langnage that they m fact emoy. The
generality that such desenptions afford us would be useless — treating nzd
thirgs as relevantly sirvilar to each other would do us no good. It's only if
the practice of picking things out @s #igid or @5 sguare really does give 15 a
bagis for generahzing to other things that we also pick ont = nzd or as
siuare that we will find any point to lesacalizing these features. In shord,
there’s a strong dhductie aronrnent from the projecibiliyy of higher-order
predicates to the reclify of the kands they designate.

If we can assume, ther, that the exstence of a projectible predicate
15 presutepitnee evidence for the existence of a real kind corresponding to i,
we can state crisply the condition necessary for a disjunctive predicate to
express a normic property: I omust be necessanly co-extenste with a
projectible predicate.  Fodor's “wildly dispanctme™ predicates are not
projectible; neither are ray bogus predicates, € and & Bt, I contend,
Fodor's predicates — like the one constracted by disjoining each and esvery
plersicalistic descrnption that spplies to an event that 15 a monetary exchange
—are ones that are necessarily co-extenstve with projeciible predicates —in
this exarnple, with the predicate “monetary exchange ™ In contrast, there 13,
as far as we know, no pmjectible Enslish predicate that s necessanly co-
extensrve with either €or &, and so no reason — again, as far as we know -
to grant that the dispunctrve predicates that €and & abbreviate express nore

properties.



The guabfication “as far as we know” 15 noportant. [ say that
necessary co-extensTveness with a projectible property 15 sufficienf for a
disjunctrve predicate to express a norwe property; I deroy that 1t 15 necessary.
Chraously, we have not always had projectible predicates to express
properties that we now have reason to regard as norae; pace Goodman, the
kands did ot sudderdsy become nomwie when we thu:nu.ght to grongn their
rerabers together, rouch less wher we rented narnes for the groupings.
Iloreoer, 1t seerns perfectly possible that there are natural kinds that we
will never koo about (and hence never speak about), either becanse the
sun buwrns ot before we discover thern, or because our inherent episternic
lirratations make 1t mpossible for us ever to recognize them.

One caveat before [ continne. T say that the enmstence of a
projectible predicatrve provides abductmee swpport for the esastence of a
real, nornic kind. But it has been objected’ to tlas that there can be and
often are explanations for the entrenchment of a predicate other than the
reality of the kinds they (putatnely) designate, “Witches™ was apparently
pretty well-entrenched — by the sociobngustic measures that Goodman
wants s to rely on — for at least part of European-Lmernican lostory, and
“angels” apparently still 1z, But [ wondd not want to concede either to the
Puritans orto today’s spiritualists that either witches or angels exnst. Now
there are two ways to approach the issue. One 15 to dergr that “witches™ and
“angels” are entrenched m the langnage. The way to do this, presurnablsy,
wionld be to dernonstrate thangs like this: a) that there really have beer wery
few (or even no) successful predictions made in terrms of “witches™ or
“angel”™ or b} that there 15 wery hitle mtempersonal wabdity to classification
of phenorena as “witchy” or “angelic”™ The mere fact that lots of people
use these words, m shodt, 13 not enough for the words to count as
“entrenched.” Omn the other hand, one can pursue a different strategy:
concede the entrenchrnent, but defeat the abductree inference by offenng a
beffor explanation of 1t. In the case of “witches,” this can be done — one can
find real sirnilarities in the socio-political circurastances of a large group of
wornen who were accnsed and corseicted of watcheraft, and so can explan
the ntility of “witch™ (though it wasn't wery usefil for the women who lost
their Irves) on the basis of a different kind of corarnonality than the one that
the Puntan elders had m rind. The entrenclenent of the predicate 15 then

* & nd has been, by the members of oy audience at Bowling Green State
Unrversity, virtually in chors. 1 hope that, even if my reply doesn’t
corwvince thern about rooy theory, it at least reassures thern about ryr sanity

explaired by the uhibty of the socio-polifical grouping, not some
supernaturalistic one.

Lppling thas frarework to the debate about the reahty of mental
properties,” we get a nowvel way of understanding the difference between
gliminaiivism and reducfionism: The elininatrast about the mental deroes
that merntalistic predicates are projectible. Such a person disagrees with the
renital realist about the robwtness of owr psychological attributions,
denying either that there are any substardree predictions that can be made on
the basiz of such attnbutions, or else that the predictions that are so based
are successful. The reductiorust, on the other, agrees that pswehological
predicates are projectible, but thinks that thesr are so onlybecanse they track
biological kinds.  Eur, by this cntenon, 13 what we might call a
“conditional” reductiorast: he thinks that §F psychological predicates are
projectible, it 15 only becguse they are co-externsmee with well-behaved
biological predicates. If the elirinatrast 15 night, mental properties aren’t
real; if the reductionist (in thas sense of “reductiorism™) 15 nght, then mental
properties are real, but not amtonoraos.

[ will not discuss elivnatrasm here.® Instead, T weard to retm to
Eun's challenge. Firn allows that mental properties can be noruc, bat onlp
if they are nof rmaltiply reahzable. But e been arsning that it 15 perfectly
possible for a roltiply realizable property to be norae, and hence possible
for mentalistic predicates to be both projectible and to express hagher-order
properties, despite the cansal heterogeneitsy of the first-order realizers, and
the unpmojectibility of the equrralent lower-order disjunctive properties ™ 1
want tobolster this argurment by saying sometlung more about the kinds of
regularities n which higher-order noric propetties patticipate. To do thet,
let 1o look back at ray bogus higher-order predicates, € and & There 15 an
mstrictrvely moportard difference between the way the “properties™
tatreely expressed bor such predicates as these relate to their (puatatve)

=01, as I prefer to say, about the putadne extensions of mentahistic
predicates. In what follows, for ease of exposition, I'll speak wath the

ar,
Tli'lﬁgr an excellent preserdation of the arournents against eliranatiisin, see
Fesr 1997
In Antorey 1999, [ explan in detail whey the lower-order dispanctre
predicates co-extensme with the higher-order predicates of peychology are
certain to be spectacalarly urprojectible.



first-order realizer properties, and the way legitumate and entrenched higher-
order precheates relate to thers.

&1 lagher-order predicates, I conceded, are necessarily co-
extensrve with “wildly” disjunctree lower-order predicates. Eim clams that
that’s enongh to disqualifyy hisher-order properties from being noraie. Al
such predicates, he argues, are essentially like the predicate “jade.™ Jade, as
we all know, 15 not a natural kind; the terrn “jade™ 13 simply applied
mdifferently to sarnples of two distinet runeral kainds, jadeite and nephrite.
For this reasor, attermpts to project cheerved properties of jadeite onto
hatherto unexaraned sample of nephote 1 frausht with epsternc sk, The
sitnation with (allegedly) mulhiply realizable properties, hke BELIEVES
THAT P is, according to Fira, perfectly analogons. ' Grven that different
plersical realizers of a goven kigher-order propetty can differ enormously
with respect to their causal powers, propetties observed to obtain in one
sample of things with the hugher-order property carmot be safely projected
otto all others. (K, 1993) Iy bogus predicates, € and &, make Kin's
point even more strkingly: one wounld be foolish indeed to project
properties of a rock harthng throngh the air onto a pill m the process of
being swallowed.

Fodor rmakes an interesting reply to this argument of Eion's.
(Fodor 1997 The disjunctree predicate “jadeite or neploite™ expresses what
Fodor calls a closed disjunction: that 1s, once we are goen the two
“reahizers,” JADEITE and NEPHEITE, the list of posshle reahzers of
T&DE 15 closed. We carmot, in principle, discover new forms of jade, or
equrvalently, new “realizers” of JADE. The two runeral kinds exhanst the
possible “wrays” sometlang can be jade, precizely becanse what jade 15 15 ned
deterruined by sore set of criteria that wanous different kinds of things
right ust happen to thon ot to satisfir,. Fodor thoe dispuates Fun's clam
that the applheability of the predicate “jade™ 13 deterrured by a set of
ohservable macrophysical properties. (i 1993, p. 24) He points out that
a syrthetically produced substance that resermbled jade m all its observable
racroscople properties wonld not, for that reasomn, be jade. To be jade,
sornething raust be jade ite or nephnte — end of story.

' Kim's standard exarple of a higher-order rentalistic property is PAIH,
but becanse 1t’s controversial whether being in pain 15 a functional property,
and hence a raultiply realizable property, 15 haghly controversial, so I prefer
to stick with the property of believing (sorething.

In contrast, Fodor contirmes, geroune multiply realized properties
correspond to “open” disjunctions ™ We cannot specify in advance the
kinds of asserblages that will or will not realize an ME poperty: i
depends entirely on whether the functional specification that defines the
hagher-order property 15 sahisfied or not. There are thus no g priord hrats on
the kinds of kinds that [ raght discover or explont i order to find a nowel
realization of pain. & robot constructed in rey baserment — no matter what
1t"s constructed ont of —will count as a bong fide believer of p as long as it
satizfies the relevant Punctional conditions.

Here's another way to pd Fodor’s point. It's a mere qecident that
both jadeite and nephrnte count as jade;, there 15 nothing that the two runeral
kands reclly have i coramon.  Or better — if there does happen to be
something specific that the two rameral kinds have m corgnon (like a
particular set of observable macrophysical properties), it s not i virdee of
thosze sirmilarities that both jadeite and nephnte are counted as jade. Thus, 1if
we want to check to make sure that something is fede, it’s siraply niot to the
point to check ohservable macro-features — we have to see whether the thing
15 either jadeite or neplaite. It 15, then, m virtue of bemng either jadeite or
rephrte that something 1z jade, not wice versa. [ sy that BEING JADEITE
OF.HEFPHEITE 15 this onfelogicaily prior to BEING JADE.

Bealizers of (for exarnple) BELIEVES THAT P, however, are all
realizers of that property m wirtue of sorething that they do all have
corrrnoty, harnely, satisfaction of the functional descrnphion that sepeifically
charactenzes believing that p. The list of believer-realizers is thus open in
the sense that we are stand prepared to count m some utterly new thing,
provided it reserbles other behevers m the relevant respects. We needn’t
consult a previousky constructed list to deterrearne if some new plorsical
asgernblage 15 or 15 not a believer, something 15 first deterrred to be a
beleser iby virtue of its functional orgarazation as evidenced by its cansal
mteractions with the world); secondarily, then its plesicalistic descrption
ooes on the realizer List. BEING & BELIEVER THAT P is thus
ontologically prior to being a haman being i such-and-such a nenrological
state, being a robot i such-and-such an electrorae state, and so0 on for any
particular potential realizer.

L1 of this will be reflected in the fact that generahzations stated m
terrns of projectible higher-order predicates will have an episterme profile

** T remind the reader that Fodor does not want to identify hisher-order
properties with their disjunctrve lower-order courterparts.



markedly different from those stated m terms of non-projectible “higher-
order” predicates, hke “jade,” or lke oy bogus predicates, € and & 1
pointed out earlier that a central there in the classic argurents for moultiphy
realizable properties was that they were needed to “capture™ regularities that
wiold otherwise be rossed. And [ suggested that the problem with this
argurnent as it stood was that the condition theeatened to be wacuons: it's all
too easy to cook wp “logher-order” predicates m terrns of wlach we can state
seneralizations mexpressible i any previoushy exnsting vocabulary, But we
are now In a pu:nsitiu:nn to dstingmsh such bogns “regulanties™ as would be
expressed by “€%s cause &'s7 from the real ones. Becanse € and & are not
projectible — becanse they express closed disjunetions — there 13 no
realizafion-indep endent way of confirrnng the generahzation €5 cause &'s.
Because there 15 nothing that makes something a € other than bemg on the
relevant hist, we carnot generalize frorn the properties of fis € to those of
any other €5, Inparticular, we canmot mfer from the fact that sometluing 1=
ot the € - list, that 1t will produce sornethang that happens to be on the & -
list. The onby “warrant™ that we could possibly have for believing that &'s
cause & g, showt of an exhanstoe e xamination of cases, 15 the thanly analsytic
fact that being a cause of an & 15 constiutnee of being a €

When we are dealing with bogus regularities, ascription of the
second-order predicate rust depend on apror wWentification of the mstance
in guestion as a “realizer,” and confirmation of the coresponding
generalization as a whole st proceed by prior condirmation of a series of
first-order cansal clairns. The situation is markedly different for projectible
secotd-order predicates and real second-order regularities. We do not need
to confirm that a creature 15 I any particnlar neurological state m order to
deterroare that it believes that p (although, with a good enough realization
theory m hand, we could confirrn that sometling 3 m a particnlar
renrological state by cordirmung that it believes that p) But we could not
be 1 a position to project hgher-order predicates in this way unless there
really were cansal powers that all mmstances of those predicates had
COTATIOLL.

HMow Puanam’s argument shonld rerund nus that mentalistic
predicates are not, by arer means, the only hgher-order predicates that we
hrnan beings are able to applj.r in realization-independent ways. The
existence of higher-order regulanties wrolving predicates  outside
peychology demonstrates that hrnan beings are perfectly capable of

discerrung cansal regularities among physically disparate systerns. Soply
consider artifacts. As Fodor pomts oo

If it weren’t possible, at least somefimes, for quite heterogeneous

mecharasing to be reliable m respect of the functional descnptions

that they corserge upor, new kinds of monsetrape would never

work. (Fodor 1997, p. 1é0)
apecification of causal roles of any corplexity will generally rpose non-
trrvial constramts on the kinds of stractures that can realize thern, providing
the basiz for episternic confidence that there will be a non-trmaal set of
causal powers that all realizers will share. Med Block refers to this fact as
“the Disney Principle™ “In Walt Disney maosies, teacups think and talk, bt
1 the real world, angything that can do those tlongs needs more structure
than a teacup ™ (Block 1997, p. 12207

If 0, ther we can expect that germine hagher-order properties will
participate mm manp regularities, not ust i those that fall ont of thew
functional defirations. In contrast, the onfy “regulanties™ m which the
bogns properties will participate are the ones enforced by the definitional
stpmlation — in my example, €5 cause & 5. Real higher-level regulanties
will not only be stable and recwrrent; at least soree of thern will be 2
posferiori. The properties that participate in real regularties willbe reliably
connected, i empincally discoversble ways, to offer stable and recurrent
patterns.  If all this 15 trme, then real hisher-order properties will be
associated with distinctove cansal profiles after all — distinctve relatmee to
any of the causal profiles of the wanous reabzer properties. The cansal
profile of any particular realizer property will be too specific for us o
werntify its powers with those of the lagher-order property — this square peg
roade of plastic will have causal powers that won't be shared by that one
made of wood. What they wall share, howewer, 15 the cansal power to pass
throngh a (smitably sized) sguare hole. &nd this 13 tre whatewver the walls
of the sguare hole ave made of. But the point would reroan even i # furned
out thaf all square pegs happened o be made of the same maferial Siply
being made of wood 13 not relevant to a peg’s ability to pass through holes
of certain shapes and sizes. Shape and sme (unsurprisingly) are. Thus it's
niot the raultyple realization that shoas the autonorey of the mental, it’s the
realify of the reguiarifies m which higher-order properties participate.

We can now see that K has rusled us. He obsgerves that when a
hagher-order property

I 15 instantiated on a given occasion by being reahzed by F, then

the cansal powers of #his msfance [of the logher-order property] are



weritical with (perhaps a subget of) the causal powers of P (K
1995, p. 208}
Tre enough. But Kim contirmes:

If the cansal then M i effect contributes nothing new causally, and

Ws clam to be a new, reducible property s put o jeopardy.

(K 1995, p. 209)

But what does 1t mean to say that “the cansal powers of M are wdentical with
those of its realization bases?™ The causal powers of M are not wdentical
with the cansal powers of ary partionlar reahization base; rather they are
werntical with the inferseciion of the cansal powers of all the realizers. And
this can be (and will be m the case of norwe higher-order properties) a
substartial set™  Whether or not M “contrbuges argrthing new™ is
nrelevant to the reabty of M. If M particpates mn real regulanities, then
that’s all that’s needed to certifir, not only Ms exstence, but mdeed, 1its
seientific respectability. And if it's expressible by a projectible predicate,
then it's clear that the regularities are discernible in a realization-
mdependent way.

It's true enough that for a property to be troly “woltphky™
realizable, its realimers st duffer from each other substantially in respect
of fofal causal powers. But 1t doesn’t follow from this that the realizers
can’t share a significant sef of cansal powers. In fact, we can see from the
caze of phyrsical properties that this st be so. SILVER 13 oa
paradizrnatic ally phersical property, Eim would agree. And yet, nstances of
SILVEER. differ wadely with respect to their cansal powers. Sibver cons, n
sufficlent rrrbers, have the power to free a candy bar from a wvending
roachire  roy sibver ring lacks this power, but corpernsates by being dhle to
encucle oy finger. But heterogeneity of cansal powers among mstances
hardly shows that SILVER. 1n't a perfectly respectable property with s
own distinetive set of causal powaers. What are they? Tofind out, we could
take the intersection of the causal powers of all things sibver.

HMow consider the oquestion whether BEING SILVEER. adds
anytlung to the cansal powers of sorne mstance of sibver. BEING SILVEER
15 deterrained by the atoraie strochare of the molecules that comgpose the
thing m question. But atorme sfrucfure 15 an abstract property. So there
will be a wultitnde of particular molecular arvangements ahke only i the
dhatract respect of sharng atorde structure. In any goven mstance, ghven
the particular raolecular assernbly that corstiutes that instance, the specific

" Clapp also makes this point. {Clapp 2001)

causal powers of that mstance are fully deterroned. What does or could
BEIMG SILVEE. add? The guestion 13 siraply a vexed one. The cansal
powers asoclated with ary properties abose the lewel of fundarnental
plersics all supervens on the propetties of the fundamental particles that
corpose their instances.  Higher-order properties are not distingmshed m
this way from any others abowe the fundamental lewel ™ The guestion,
therefore, should not be “what does this alleged property add? but rather, 1=
there or 15 there not a distinctmee cansal repertoire associated with this
alleged property? And that is a test that rubtiply realized properties can
pass.

"1 arn trying to make short work of a corplicated matter. Fin mtroduces
the distinction betaeen “higher-order™ and “higher-fevel” properties in Fimn
1995, & logher-level property 15 one that applies to things at a level of
agaresation hagher than that of fundarwental particles; hagher-order
properties, onthe other hand, apply to objects at the sare level of
azgregation as their lower-level realizer properties. Kim thinks that the
causal powers assoclated with higher-level properties are new, relatte to
the next lower-level properties, because they are properties of things that
are, In a certain sense, new. [ am arguing that this consideration is not
decistve. Kim develops his point further in Kir 2000.
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