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I. Introduction.  Many philosophers of mind have of late voiced worries that functionalist philosophy of mind brings in its wake epiphenomenalism – the view that physical properties “causally exclude,” or render causally inert, mental properties.  But none have done so more thoroughly – or more often –  than Jaegwon Kim, who in numerous recent works has relentlessly pushed these conclusions.  I have elsewhere (Beakley forthcoming a) reviewed the general strategy at work in such epiphenomenalist accusations – Kim’s included – and concluded that there appears to be no case for this view: the situation is at best inconclusive, providing no support for what is on the face of it an unacceptable conclusion, and at worst flatly incoherent.  There I tried out functionalist epiphenomenalism via  various prominent accounts of causation, and ‘causal exclusion’, from the philosophy of science – for the simple reason that none of the epiphenomenalist arguments themselves provide a detailed analysis of causation or causal exclusion, or how it combines with functionalism to yield the alleged epiphenomenalist conclusion.

Here I wish to approach functionalist epiphenomenalism, as Kim handles it, in a  more oblique way.  My idea is this: while no amenable principle of “causal exclusion” was constructible from any of the leading accounts of causation, it might nonetheless prove possible to independently construct an account of such a principle, and to provide evidence that this principle is compelling – and all without relying on a detailed account of causation, from which such a principle need be derived. That goal is not so far-fetched, I think.  For while other writers on functionalist epiphenomenalism likewise appeal to some notion of causal exclusion, only Kim seems to make any real effort to explicate what this, and corollary, concepts involve, how to present it as a general principle, or how such a principle would operate in a proof of functionalist epiphenomenalism.  True, the essential concepts in Kim’s writings often remain at an intuitive level; but if only from the volume of his exposition, Kim goes farthest in giving us hope that, through informal description and case studies, a precise understanding can be gleaned of the principle of causal exclusion he considers rationally compelling, and how it provides an argument for functionalist epiphenomenalism.
So, by examining the paradigm cases of causal exclusion appealed to in Kim’s epiphenomenalist arguments, and the underlying methodological constraints alleged to motivate these cases, I will attempt to ‘rationally reconstruct’ the underlying principle of causal exclusion at work in his arguments.  If this proves possible, it may reveal a concept of causal exclusion different from any surveyed previously – in which case the incoherence rehearsed in my earlier study may reflect only my mistake in seeking an account of causal exclusion in the (in that case unrelated) area of philosophy of science.  On the other hand – and as I will argue – we may find only a further failure to derive epiphenomenalism from any reasonable sense of causal exclusion.

II. The Clues: Causal Exclusion, Causal Overdetermination, and “Complete, Independent Causes”.
The evidence for my reconstructive task comes from the examples Kim appeals to, and the issues that motivate his accusations of epiphenomenalism and causal exclusion for functionalist mental states.  Two concepts seem central here: “complete independent cause” (or “complete, independent causal explanation”) and “causal overdetermination”. Kim’s arguments leans crucially on the concept of a "complete independent causal explanation" of an effect – though he is frank about likewise lacking any account of this:

The general principle of explanatory exclusion states that two or more complete and independent explanations of the same event or phenomenon cannot coexist.  The meanings of “complete” and “independent” are obviously crucial.  I shall not be offering definitions for these terms; rather I shall focus on some specific cases falling under the intended distinctions, with the hope that, in the course of my discussion, reasonably determinate core meanings will emerge that will give the exclusion principle clear and substantial enough content.  A thorough examination of explanatory exclusion will inevitably spill over into the long-standing debate over the nature of explanation, a topic on which nothing like a consensus now exists.  The discussion to follow will inevitably rest on certain intuitive assumptions about how explanations, especially causal explanations, work; however I hope that the discussion will succeed in showing that whatever model of explanation you accept, unless you take a wholly fictionalist or instrumentalist view of explanation, the principle of explanatory exclusion is a plausible general constraint (Kim 1989a: 250).

This I call “the problem of causal-explanatory exclusion”, for the problem seems to arise from the fact that a cause, or causal explanation, of an event, when it is regarded as a full, sufficient cause or explanation, appears to exclude other independent purported causes or causal explanations of it (Kim 1989b:281).

The foregoing I call the problem of “causal–explanatory exclusion”.  For the considerations of the sort we have just seen, when generalized, seem to show that there can be at most one complete and independent causal explanation, or one fully sufficient cause, for any single event.  …Thus the core of the exclusion problem is to answer the question: Given that every physical event has a physical cause, how is a mental cause also possible? (Kim 1991:  291-2).

And the main motivation Kim provides for this principle is that if there is more than one for a given effect, we are (it is claimed) faced with causal overdetermination.   Kim appeals to overdetermination repeatedly in his indictment of mental causation on a functionalist scheme – though again, we are not offered anything like a precise analysis of what causal overdetermination amounts to (unsurprisingly, since, as I suggested, the concept appeals to the likewise unanalyzed notion of "complete, independent cause").

If m and p are each countenanced as an independent sufficient cause of b, we would have to conclude that b is overdetermined, which seems absurd (Kim 1991: 291)

In this situation, moreover, the causal role of the pain is in danger of preemption by [supervenience base] N.  This is “the problem of causal/explanatory exclusion”: For any single event, there can be no more than a single sufficient cause, or causal explanation, unless it is a case of causal overdetermination.

(Kim 1996: 150)

This much, surely, is intuitively obvious: causal overdetermination is in some sense unacceptable in principle; and causal overdetermination is simply a matter of having more than one complete, independent cause of the same effect.  There follows, then, a principle of causal (-explanatory) exclusion barring such noxious consequences: there can be no more than one complete, independent cause of a given effect.

[In support of your reconstructive enterprise:  (Kim 1989a: 250) does the same thing himself – does not, he says, state what “complete” and “independent” meant, but will rely on core examples to support his use of  those terms.] 

As I have urged in my earlier study, however, the limpid self-evidence of  the epiphenomenalist argument is best appreciated from a distance, through the gauze of intuition and thumbnail judgment; it tends to bear up less well under detailed scrutiny.  At the risk of seeming over-cautious, then, I wish to unpack these intuitive statements more minutely, making clear the precise structure of Kim’s argument.  I will attempt to reconstruct the exact sense of “complete” and “independent” in Kim’s “complete, independent cause”; and, by association, both the precise kind of “causal exclusion” he appeals to, and the sort of “causal overdetermination” he finds so unappealing. Throughout, I seek both the minimal requirements needed to fit Kim’s examples of good and bad causal attributions and exclusions (so as not to saddle him with stronger commitments than his examples require), and the maximal charity in avoiding attributions of falsehood or absurdity.  Having isolated what I take to be the most viable reading of these concepts, however, I will suggest that in the end that reading motivates only a weaker principle of causal conclusion than Kim requires to achieve his epiphenomenalist indictment of functionalism.  If my analysis is correct, Kim’s derivation of epiphenomenalism from functionalism is either invalid, or relies on an extremely strong principle of causal exclusion – a principle motivated not by any of the judgments or methodological principles he offers as evidence, but as an additional premise in his argument added solely for the purpose of finding epiphenomenalism in functionalist theory.

III. Complete Causes. Turning first to “complete” causes, note that while Kim nowhere defines “complete,” he does, from the prominence of its use, seem to favor one reading in particular: his examples of “complete causes” are most often sufficient conditions.  In one passage discussing how two contributing factors C and C*combine to form a larger, and more “complete,” cause, Kim says:

If C and C* are related in this way we do not have two complete explanations – in one sense of “complete explanation”, namely one in which a complete explanation specifies a sufficient set of causal conditions for the explanandum (Kim 1989a: 251).

And elsewhere, in criticizing functionalist mental causation, Kim  considers, then rejects, the possibility that the mental and physical are each such (insufficient) causes combining into a more complete total cause, and proceeds:

Could it be that the mental cause and the physical cause are each an independent sufficient cause of the physical effect?  The suggestion then is that the physical effect is overdetermined.  …This picture is again absurd….   (Kim 1989b: 280-1).

That this second passage runs so parallel to the first – and especially that it brings out the problem of causal overdetermination – suggests strongly that Kim is viewing “complete” causes as sufficient conditions.  

Other passages rely equally unambiguously on the sufficient condition reading of “completeness”.  Kim appeals, for example, to

a broadly nomological conception of causality, roughly in the following sense: an instance of M causes an instance of N just in case there is an appropriate causal law that invokes the instantiation of M as a sufficient condition for the instantiation of N (Kim 1993: 351).

[P is sufficient cause: post on mc: 361]

And more recently, he dispenses with the word “complete,” and states his principle of causal exclusion flatly in terms of sufficient conditions:

This is “the problem of causal/explanatory exclusion”: For any single event, there can be no more than a single sufficient cause, or causal explanation, unless it is a case of causal overdetermination.(Kim 1996: 150)

Yet he does stress, in the first passage, that this is only one sense of the term; and some of his examples do not, at first glance, fit this sense so well.  

I think, at a minimum, that Kim’s tendency to appeal to sufficient conditions stems from his concern to clarify cases of causal overdetermination, in the face of our natural judgments about causation.  Consider again the above sort of case: if there are two "independent" causes which are neither sufficient conditions for the effect, we have an instinctive tendency to say they are two parts of one overall "complete" cause – i.e., two contributing factors  in the overall production of the effect.  In this sort of case, calling each factor “incomplete” means it wasn't itself a sufficient condition;  for typically when we speak of something being a “(merely) contributing factor” we mean that factor was itself insufficient to bring about the effect. Still, the factor must be relevant to the occurence of the event – make it likelier, to put the point in probabilistic terms – on pain of which we would not have said it "contributed" to bringing about the effect.  My point is simply this: if we generally follow our instinctual tendency to lump together insufficient causes as contributing factors in one unified and more sufficient cause, then it looks like the only discernible cases of causal overdetermination would be those where there are two sufficient conditions.  So Kim’s preference for sufficient conditions in his examples may only reflect an attempt to counteract this instinctive tendency, and need not reflect a commitment to a sufficient condition model of causation.  

But what other readings are open to him?  One possibility would be the complete cause as exhaustive set of factors contributing to the occurrence of the effect (where, again, “contributing” means something analogous to “positively relevant”). That would certainly allow the “complete cause” to be a sufficient condition, when the exhaustive set of contributing factors guaranteed the effect; but when the exhaustive set of contributing factors fell short of a sufficient condition, this set would still (being exhaustive) constitute the “complete cause” of the effect.  And then Kim’s use of sufficient conditons in many of his examples would, again, only be a way of overriding our instinct to lump factors together, so that he can bring out the noxious possibility of causal overdetermination he sees in functionalist mental causation.

The appeal of this second, “exhaustive set” reading of “complete cause” becomes clearer when Kim describes cases of undeniable causal overdetermination – in his examples, a fire started by faulty wiring and a lightning strike, or a man shot dead by two different assassins, where each cause is sufficient:

C and C* are distinct and each a sufficient cause of E.  We may think of them as belonging to two distinct and independent causal chains.  This then is a case of causal overdetermination (Kim 1989a: 252).

While conceding that "it isn't obvious in cases like these just how we should formulate an explanation of why or how the overdetermined event came about," (ibid.) Kim nonetheless tenders the follow judgment on the situation:

…it is not implausible to think that failing to mention either of the overdetermining causes gives a misleading and incomplete picture of what happened, and that both causes should figure in any complete explanation of the event.  If this is right, the present case is not one in which two complete and independent explanations are possible for one event (Kim 1989a: 252).

Kim notes that the sense of "complete" cause invoked here is different from the previous case where it was explicitly construed as a sufficient condition, but suggests that "this does not preclude a broader sense covering both" (Kim 1989a: 253).  And reading “complete cause” as the exhaustive set of contributing factors provides one such broader sense, since (again) sufficient conditions would just be a special case of such an exhaustive set.  The only peculiarity of the overdetermination cases, on this reading, is that a proper subset of the factors would constitute a sufficient condition.   

Alternatively, Kim suggests,  we could simply "exempt all overdeterminative cases from the requirement of explanatory exclusion" (Kim 1989a: 253).  In that case the overdetermination examples would no longer provide a way of deciding which reading of “complete cause” best fits Kim’s claims – though his earlier statement that sufficient condition is only one sense of “complete cause” would still provide some motivation for taking the more inclusive “exhaustive set” reading of the phrase.  

On reflection, however, the prospects for either reading of “complete” cause are less than promising.  Note first that, on the exhaustive set reading of “complete,” there can be only one complete cause, by definition.  And then the principle of causal exclusion immediately becomes vacuous – it is itself, we might say, simply an implicit definition of “complete cause”. But such a vacuous principle of causal exclusion would then be powerless to block mental causes: the interactionist dualist, the occasionalist dualist, the functionalist, and the reductive materialist would all equally accept such a principle without qualms – given that “the exhaustive set of causal factors” is a definite description, it is a matter of logic that there can be only one. And a principle appealing to this sense of “complete” could not rule out supervening mental causes without independently assuming that mental causes make no “contribution” to the effect, and so do not show up in the exhaustive set of contributing factors.  Obviously an argument against supervening mental causes that assumes its conclusion as one of its premises exhibits an unwholesome circularity.

It might seem that the missing “independent” half of “complete, independent cause” could still save the day, and spare the exhaustive set reading of the exclusion principle from vacuity.  But any such appearance is an illusion: adding “independent”, however that term is read, cannot help, since adding conditions to a prohibition can only change it for the weaker, if at all.  (Consider: since “No bachelors can be married” is already an empty prohibition, changing it to “No American bachelors can be married” cannot strengthen the constraint.)  So the exhaustive set reading of “complete cause” seems unworkable.

As a variation on the “exhaustive set” reading, consider what we might call the “saturated set” reading of “complete”.  Here, a complete cause is a set of causally relevant factors such that adding any additional factor to the set would ‘make no difference’ to the occurrence of the effect.  On a probabilistic reading of “causally relevant,” for instance, a “saturated set” of factors is a set of factors each positively relevant to the occurrence of the effect, and such that adding any further factor to the set will not increase the conditional probability of the effect.  On a counterfactual reading, the “saturated set” of factors might be a set of factors each counterfactually relevant to the effect (in the sense of being a counterfactually necessary condition for the effect), and such that any further factor would not be counterfactually relevant.  And so on.  

On this reading, causal overdetermination would involve two distinct sets of factors, each of which could not be made more causally relevant to the effect by adding any further factors.  Neither of these sets need constitute a sufficient condition for the effect, so long as they were ‘tied’ for causal relevance, on some reading of “causal relevance”.  And, pending an explication of that phrase, the exclusion principle, barring two or more such complete causes, is not obviously vacuous. 

Nonetheless, I submit that prospects are no brighter for the “saturated set” reading of  “complete cause” than for the “exhaustive set” reading.  Note that in illustrating what a saturated set of factors could be, I was thrown back on different readings of “causally relevant” – the probabilistic reading, the counterfactual reading – because the definition of “saturated set of factors” appeals uncritically to the phrase “causally relevant”.  This is a bad turn, for two (related) reasons.  First, our reconstructed principle of causal exclusion, relying on the concept of “complete cause,” must in turn rely on the concept of “causal relevance”.  But the very point of the principle of causal exclusion was to reveal when certain factors are causal irrelevant to the effect – and hence causally excluded by the genuinely relevant factors.  Factors which are causally excluded are just factors causally irrelevant to the effect – so our ‘explication’ of the principle of causal exclusion, on the “saturated set” reading, would be only a circle of synonyms.  Our principle of causal exclusion would require, as a proper part, a complete principle of causal exlcusion.  And this leads to the second problem: as illustrated already by the above examples – the probabilistic and counterfactual readings of  “causally relevant” – our reconstruction of Kim’s principle of causal exclusion will then rely on a pre-existing account of causation.  But this move unleashes the probabilistic paradoxes, modal muddles, and more, examined in my previous study (Beakley forthcoming a) – which an independently reconstructed principle of causal exclusion was specifically meant to avoid.

So I think we are, after all, left only with the sufficient condition reading of “complete cause”.   There is indeed nothing in this definition of “complete cause” that rules out more than one such complete cause.  But then Kim’s position on causal exclusion seems muddled precisely when it comes to the motivating cases of causal overdetermination.  A case where there were two (or more) distinct “complete causes” – i.e. sufficient conditions – is the sort of case which Kim seems to find most troubling for supervenient mental causation; but it is precisely here that his judgments on causal exclusion seem maximally contrary to a case for excluding supervening mental properties. For Kim himself permits overdetermination, in his previous examples of  the fire and the murder.  And there he holds out two different options: either read “complete” in a way such that neither cause is complete, or waive causal exclusion for cases of overdetermination.  On the sufficient condition reading of “complete” the first option is not open; but on the second option cases of causal overdetermination are exempted from the causal exclusion principle by fiat, and the attempt to causally exclude mental causes – even such as would overdetermine the effect – is abandonned.
  

But the situation is not beyond hope.  What is needed here is a corollary reconstruction of Kim’s judgments concerning what is, and what is not, an ‘acceptable’ case of causal overdetermination.  In fact, Ned Block has elsewhere suggested a workable reading of the offensive sense of overdetermination which supervenient mental causation threatens. If supervening mental causes overdetermine the effect, Block observes, then every case of mental causation would suffer from overdetermination (Block 1990: ).  By virtue of the general link between mental and physical that supervenience provides, overdetermination would in that case be systematic overdetermination; whereas Kim’s acceptable cases of overdetermination are incidental, only occasional cases of overdetermination (in the sense that, e.g., not every fire or death involves two or more causes) – hence not systematic.  Kim himself remarks at one point on this systematic overdetermination which supervenient mental causation seems to incur: “It is at best extremely odd to think that each and every bit of action we perform is overdetermined in virtue of having two distinct causes” (Kim 1989a: 247).  And interpreting him as objecting only to such systematic overdetermination draws the line between the cases exactly where he wants it.  So I think the sufficient condition reading of “complete cause” is salvagable on this score.  

Finally, note that on the sufficient condition reading, the principle of causal exclusion will only rule out cases of two (or more) sufficient conditions – allowing less-than-sufficient cases of overdetermination to pass unscathed.  The principle of causal exclusion on this reading would then have a somewhat restricted scope – not a critical flaw in itself, but (if we admit breaches of determinism, and “chancy” causation) having the effect of limiting the principle of causal exclusion to only certain cases of causation.

IV. Independent Causes and “Dependence Relations”. Kim spends less time discussing “independence”, and providing distinct examples, than he does with “completeness”; but in at least a few places he appears to single out “independence” in a fruitful way.  Notice, for instance, how Kim presents the problem of causal overdetermination he sees in mental causation.  Assuming a principle of causal closure for the physical – where every physical event is caused by a physical event, so that there are no miraculous, non-physical causes of any physical event
 – Kim phrases his problem with causal overdetermination as follows:

Could it be that the mental cause and the physical cause are each an independent sufficient cause of the physical effect?  The suggestion then is that the physical effect is overdetermined.  So if the physical cause hadn’t occurred, the mental cause by itself would have caused the effect.  This picture is again absurd….  it makes no sense to think that there might be an independent, perhaps telekinetic, causal path from the pain to the limb movement.  Moreover, the overdetermination idea violates the causal closure principle as well…. For the idea that the mental and the physical cause are each an independent sufficient cause involves the acceptance of the counterfactual that if the physical cause had not occurred, the mental cause would have occurred and caused the physical effect.  This is in violation of the causal closure principle (Kim 1989b: 280-1).

Now, for reasons I have set out elsewhere, it is not obvious to me that the counterfactual Kim rejects here really is false, or that the physical cause fares the counterfactual test any better; so I am not convinced Kim’s counterfactual treatment of “independent cause” here is viable (Beakley forthcoming a: Section VI).  But the point to focus on here is his discussion of “independent” causes: the scenario Kim rejects is one where there is “an independent, perhaps telekinetic, causal path from the pain to the limb movement”.

Consider also the passage, cited already, where Kim describes cases of causal overdetermination (a fire started simulataneously by a lightning strike and faulty wiring, or a man killed by two different assassins’ bullets), each cause being sufficient:

C and C* are distinct and each a sufficient cause of E.  We may think of them as belonging to two distinct and independent causal chains.  This then is a case of causal overdetermination (Kim [MP&EE]: 252).

Here C and C* are independent in that they are, in an obvious sense, “distinct” causes.

By way of explicating the concept of “independence,” I will take the morphology of the word at face value: two events are independent if each event does not depend on the other.  And what makes that point more than a truism is Kim’s extensive discussion of what he terms “dependence relations,” a discussion spanning several decades of his work.  In an early paper Kim already uses this notion, citing what he takes as its most obvious example: “The causal relation is a paradigmatic case of what I shall call relations of ‘dependency’ or ‘determination’ between events and states”; but he goes on immediately to add that there “appear  to be dependency relations between events that are not causal” (Kim 1974: 22).  As examples of non-causal dependence relations he cites logico-semantic relations (“Socrates dying” and “Socrates’ wife becoming a widow”) and the part-whole structure of actions and events (Kim 1974: 23-4; 25ff.; 30-1).  Significantly, two decades later he offers the same roster of dependence relations: in explaining the generic covariance of mind and body we must appeal to some or another dependence relation, and this might be causation, mererological supervenience, or some sort of meaning dependence (Kim 1993b: 167).  Likewise, in his classic study on supervenience, Kim begins by noting that – putting logical relations of entailment to one side – we are faced with two fundamental objective dependence relations, viz. causation and mereological supervenience (Kim 1984a: 53-4).  The focal role of this concept, and even his rough taxonomy of types, stretches throughout Kim’s work.

While he allows that he has not offered an exact definition of the term, Kim nonetheless does offer at least a partial characterization of what a “dependence relation” amounts to.  Most obviously, Kim insists that “modal force is arguably a necessary aspect of any significant dependency claim” (Kim 1990: 143); and calling this in the same passage “modal or subjunctive force,” Kim clearly has in mind the ability of causal and supervenience claims to license counterfactuals.  Dependence relations also seems ot exhibit certain structural characterisitics: we are told, for instance, that “supervenience, whether in the sense of covariation or in the sense that includes dependence, is transitive,” and Kim immediately draws a parallel here with causation (Kim 1990: 157).

And crucially, “dependence, or determination, is usually understood to be asymmetric” (Kim 1990: 144).  Just as laws will not yield causal relations without introducing temporal anistropy, Kim claims, so the generic covariance of supervenience will not yield a genuine dependence relation without introducing the asymmety of, e.g. mereological supervenience (Kim 1990: 146-7).  (Indeed, the difference of “dimension” of application – part/whole, versus earlier/later – seems for Kim the main central difference between mereological supervenience and causation: “mereological supervenience views the world as determined along the part-whole dimension, whereas the causal determinism views it as determined along the temporal dimension,” Kim 1984b: 102.)  And this is why simple supervenience, defined as modal covariance, is not a genuine dependence relation for Kim, but an umbrella term covering perhaps several such relations (Kim 1993b: 165ff).   

Finally, note that it is identifying dependence relations between objects or events that consitutes for Kim the essence of scientific explanation. With mereological supervenience the base event determines the supervenient event, and so some sense explains that event, just as in causation the cause determines, and hence explains, the effect – the main difference between the two being that causation is a diachronic relation, while supervenience is synchronic:

Mereological supervenience views the world as determined along the part-whole dimension, whereas the causal determinism views it as determined along the temporal dimension (Kim 1984b: 102).

and likewise: 

This Democritean doctrine of mereological supervenience, or microdeterminism, forms the metaphysical backbone of the method of microreduction, somewhat the same way that the principle of causal determinism constitutes the objective basis of the method of causal explanation (Kim 1984b: 96-7)

And it is the existence of such dependence relations, as objective relations holding among objects and events in the world, which underwrites what Kim calls his “explanatory realism” – the view that explanations picks out real, explanatory relations among objects in the world: “explanatory or reductive connections, as essentially epistemological connetions, must themselves be grounded in the objective determinative connections holding for the events in the world” (Kim 1984b:102).

I think the category Kim refers to here as “dependence relations” is very suggestive, and that it can be extended considerably further.
  And if we grant Kim that both supervenience and causation are different types of determination relations, there seems a very effective way of spelling out what Kim’s concept of “independent” causes amounts to, and even how two such independent causes would result in genuine causal overdetermination. Quite simply: A and B are independent causes of C exactly if A and B each cause C, while there is no determination relation between A and B.  

Consider again a familiar case which seems to illustrate the repugnance of causal overdetermination: the barometer example.  In that case both the barometer needle and the atmospheric pressure are both prima facie causes of rain (to borrow Patrtick Suppes’ term); and in that case the barometer needle really is screened off by the atmospheric pressure, and so revealed as an imposter in the causation of rain. Intuitively, it seems correct to say that if both barometer needle and atmospheric pressure were “complete, independent causes” of the rain, we would have an unacceptable case of causal overdetermination. And I think those arguing for functionalist epiphenomenalism find it equally natural to treat the barometer case as a model for the case of mental- and physical-causation.
  

We conclude that the barometer example is not, in the end, a case of causal overdetermination of the rain precisely when we find a determination relation between the drop in barometer needle and drop in atmospheric pressure: the drop in atmospheric pressure caused the drop of the barometer needle (just as it also caused the rain).  If there were no determination relation between the dropping barometer needle and the dropping atmospheric pressure – so that neither one supervened on the other, and neither one caused the other – then we would have a genuine case of causal overdetermination (barrring, of course, finding out that both of them were determined – for example, caused – by a yet further factor, which also caused the rain).  

Note as well how well this proposal fits Kim’s examples of “independent” causal explanations.  He holds, for instance, that if we find that one prima facie cause of the effect supervenes on the other prima facie cause, the appearance of overdetermination vanishes:

C is distinct from C*, but in some clear sense “reducible” to, or “supervenient” on, C*.  …we do not have in cases of this kind two independent causal explanations of the same event.  The two explanations can coexist because one of them is dependent, reductively or by supervenience, on the other (Kim [MP&EE]: 251).

In this case we find a determination relation between C and C* (specifically, the supervenience relation), and the competition that would yield causal overdetermination ends – C and C* are no longer viewed as independent causes.  Likewise, if we find that one prima facie cause of the effect is caused by the other prima facie cause, Kim holds that again the appearance of overdetermination vanishes:

C and C* are different links in he same causal leading, say, from C to C* and then to E.  In this case again we do not have two independent causal explanations; the explanans of one, C*, is causally dependent on the explanans of the other, C (Kim [MP&EE]: 252).

Here again there ends up being a determination relation between C and C* (in this case,  causation), and the threatened independence of C and C* – and with it, the threatened causal overdetermination – is dispelled.

[(Kim, MP&EE: 253): counterfactual, sine qua non test of “dependence” – supposing that if C hadn’t occurred, E wouldn’t have occurred, we conclude that E is not independent of C.  Note that dependence relations will support counterfactuals – put this in earlier.  Note that Kim already wants asymmetrical relations in 1989, p. 246]

If this analysis is correct, we are left with the following definition of when two events are “independent”:

X and Y are independent iff no determination relation holds between X and Y.

And then the definition of “independent cause” follows as a particular case of this definition of “independent”:

X and Y are independent causes of Z iff both X and Y bear the causation relation to Z, and no determination relation holds between X and Y.

(We could of course construct a parallel definition of “independent supervenience base”.  And that observation brings out one more interesting parallel: once we view supervenience and causation as two species of the same genus – determination relation – and define “independence” in terms of these relations, we discover the (apparently overlooked) parallel case of supervenient overdetermination.  In a case of supervenient overdetermination, X and Y would be supervenience competitors to be the supervenience base for Z – and here again, only when X and Y bear no determination relation to one another.  So suppose Z supervenes upon X, and also Y; and X isn’t the cause of Y or vice versa – for if one were the cause of the other, they couldn’t both be supervenience bases for Z, and so no competition to be the base for Z); and likewise X is not a supervenience base for Y, or vice versa – in which case we would simply have a transitive chain of supervenience, and so again no competition to be the base for Z.  That case would be disturbing; it would exhibit the same “instability” that Kim sees in causal overdetermination.)

[If the pain is to have a causal role here, it must somehow ride piggyback on the causal chain from [supervenience base] N to the wincing.  It is implausible in the extreme to think there might be two independent causal paths here, one from N to the wincing, and one from the pain to the wincing

(Kim 1996: 150)]

V. Complete Independent Causes and the Principle(s) of Causal Exclusion.  So far, then, independence proves more revealing for causal exclusion than did completeness. If the principle of causal-explanatory exclusion is intended to shield us from cases of  causal overdetermination, such a principle needs, at a minimum, to block cases of independent causes of the same effect.  Let us set down this minimal requirement:

Weak Principle of Causal Exclusion, “Independence Version” (Weak PCE-I): Two distinct events, X and Y, cannot be independent events that both bear the causal determining relation to Z (where, as defined above X and Y are independent events iff there is no determination relation between them).  More briefly: X and Y cannot be independent causes of Z.

But now I am neglecting “completeness” for “independence,” whereas Kim includes both in his principle of causal exclusion.  What difference is made by adding “completeness”  to Weak PCE-I?

Since, as noted earlier, additional conditions cannot strengthen the exclusion rule, the question is not whether Weak PCE-I is too weak – adding “completeness,” or any other condition, cannot change that – but whether it is too strong.  On reflection that is certainly the case.  Without specifying which sort of factor(s) must be independent, the Weak PCE-I would run amok, inappropriately excluding even the proper parts of a sufficient cause.  Here’s how: suppose there is only a single, sufficient condition C that causes effect E (so no troublesome overdetermination in this case); and suppose C is itslef composed of proper parts, or factors, P1, P2, and P3, each necessary conditions for E, and each independent of the others (in our sense of “independent”), but none singly sufficient to bring about E.  Now as it stands, the Weak PCE-I would allow, say, P1 to causally exclude P2 from E, in the following manner: if we say that even an incomplete cause bears the causal determination relation to E, then both P1 and P2 bear this relation to E – precisely the sort of case prohibited by the Weak PCE-I.  But then Weak PCE-I would bar even a case of a single sufficient condition for an effect.  So clearly we need to specify that not just any causal factor is grist for the Weak PCE-I; and adding “complete” to this principle, on the sufficient reading, has precisely this effect.

(Another way of putting this point is to to note that, as part of my troublesome counterexample, I viewed necessary-but-insufficient conditions   and   as each bearing the causal determination relation to the effect E.  Perhaps that is illicit – i.e., perhaps we should not allow necessary conditions to count as cases of causation.  The discussion must then turn again to the question of which model of causation we allow – the very discussion this paper seeks to steer clear of, by reconstructing the principle of causal exclusion independently of any specific model of causation.  By adding “complete” to the Weak PCE-I, we restrict discussion only to complete – i.e., sufficient – causes.  Then we can still say that a general account of causation remains unspecificied in our principle of causal exclusion, so long as a sufficient condition qualifies as a cause, in whatever account of causation one ultimately chooses.)

On the "sufficient condition" reading of “complete”, the principle of causal exclusion bars two or more sufficient conditions for the same effect which are independent – i.e., where neither causes the other, nor supervenes on each other.  Adding “complete” to our principle, we get:  

Weak Principle of Causal Exclusion (Weak PCE): Two distinct sets of properties, X and Y, cannot be complete independent causes of Z.

And note that this not only agrees with our judgments of all of the examples considered previously, but is in fact precisely Kim’s wording of the principle of causal exclusion (Kim:  ).  This, I submit, constitutes the minimal requirement of causal exclusion called for, as motivated by the body of judgments and examples Kim has provide above. 

But we must note something absolutely fundamental here: in arguing that functionalism entails epiphenomenal, Kim must employ a much stronger principle than this, and hence a much stronger principle than is required simply to block causal overdetermination.  For in the case where C supervenes upon C*, Kim agrees that we do not have two independent causes of the effect, E – but then the threat of causal overdetermination is averted.  In making a case that the supervenient mental is epiphenomenal, Kim must goes on to say, not simply that the supervenient event is not an independent cause (which would not be excluded by Weak PCE) but that it isn’t a cause at all.  That is, Kim’s case for functional epiphenomenalism assumes not just that there cannot be two independent causes, but that there flatly cannot be two causes.   By way of contrast, let us call that principle the Strong Principle of Causal Exclusion:

Strong Principle of Causal Exclusion (Strong PCE): Two distinct sets of properties, X and Y, cannot both be (complete) causes of Z.

And here is the critical question: what motivation is provided, by any of the examples considered, to adopt the Strong PCE over the Weak PCE?  Unacceptable cases of causal overdetermination seemed to be Kim’s primary motivation in arguing for a principle of causal exclusion; yet the Weak PCE blocks those just fine. Since supervening mental properties are not independent of their physical bases, they will not in any case constitute a second independent cause. The cases which Kim feels do not qualify as offensive overdetermination are properly permitted by this principle, so long as we specify that the noxious sort of overdetermination must be systematic. If there is no further reason to prefer the Strong PCE, then Kim’s preference for the Strong PCE seems like a setup – i.e., it seems that the sole purpose in preferring that principle over the WEak PCE is to argue for functional epiphenomenalism.  Now, if we need an argument to convince us that supervenient mental causation is ruled out by causal exclusion, then surely supervenient mental causation is to that degree a controversial case.  But Kim means to motivate such an exclusion principle from uncontroversial, agreed-upon cases, that can then settle the controversial question of mental causation.  So a preference against supervenient mental causation cannot in the present dispute be a reason for tipping the scales in favor of the Strong PCE, as that is precisely the case at issue.  If the Weak and Strong PCE both save all the undisputed phenomena, then Kim’s preference for the Strong PCE, in his argument for functionalist epiphenomenalism, appears flatly circular.

So here is the question: are there further uncontroversial cases which our causal exclusion principle must fit?  Kim offers two additional principles: the principle of the causal closure of the physical, and the principle of simplicity/unification. 

Causal Closure of the Physical. In accusing supervenient mental causation of engendering an offensive causal overdetermination, Kim says this is not only offensive in itself, but a violation of  an addition principle: the causal closure of the physical domain.

There is a further assumption that I believe any physicalist would grant, namely “the causal closure of the physical domain”.  Roughly, it says this: any physical event that has a cause at time t has a physical cause at time t.  This is the assumption that if we trace the causal ancestry of a physical event, we need never go outside the physical domain (Kim [MNM]: 280).

In the terminology I am using here, this principle says: every physical event has a (complete and independent) physical cause, if any. Consistent with this principle, a physical event might have no physical cause at all – but then it had better not have a (complete, independent) mental cause instead (or any other sort of non-physical cause).  But in light of the supervenience of the mental on the physical that the functionalist assumes, that sort of case is already blocked: any time there is a mental cause of a physical event, the mental cause, however complete, will by virtue of  supervenience not be an independent cause of the physical event; there would have to be a physical cause on which the mental cause supervenes. So Kim’s principle of the “causal closure of the physical” is preserved by the Weak PCE.

My point here turns around the word “need,” in Kim’s claim that “if we trace the causal ancestry of a physical event, we need never go outside the physical domain”.  On a physicalist functionalist view employing the Weak PCE, one indeed need never go outside the physical in explaining the physical; but that alone does not imply that one may not go outside the physical – and only the latter is required for mental causation.  That is, saying we need not go oustide the physical to explain the physical says only that it is not necessary (neither Weak nor Strong PCE would say that on a physicalist model); saying that cannot do so says that it is not possible (only the Strong PCE says that on a physicalist model).

And this more moderate reading of “causal closure” is supported by Kim’s other statements of the principle:

…suppose then that we have somehow put together an account of how mental events can be causes of physical events.  But these events, qua physical events, must have physical causes; it surely would be an anachronistic retrogression to Cartesian interactionism to think that there are physical events that have only nonphysical causes.  To countenance such events would amount to the rejection of the causal-explanatory closure of the physical domain, a principle that seems minimally required of any serious form of physicalism  (Kim 1991: 290).

Here again, the causal closure of the physical is violated precisely when a physical event has only a non-physical cause; but here again, a physicalist functionlism, following the Weak PCE, will then obey the causal closure of the physical.

Kim does later offer a different statement, of what he calls “the principle of physical causal closure”: “If you pick any physical event and trace out its causal ancestry or posterity, that will never take you outside the physical domain” (Kim 1998: 40).  This principle seems to say that the causal ancestry of each physical event must consist entirely of phyiscal events.  If that reading is correct, this principle is much stronger than the closure principle cited above – indeed, it amounts to a stipulation that non-physical properties are epiphenomenal; but of course, if functionalist epiphenomenalism is controversial enough to merit arguments, then a mere stipulation will not be compelling.

But perhaps Kim’s phrasing of this latter principle is simply a bit imprecise.  For consider: Kim goes on to claim: “ If you reject this principle… you would be saying that any complete explanatory theory of the physical domain must invoke nonphysical causal agents” (Kim 1998: 40, my emphasis).  Now, if Kim intended the stronger reading of the principle, that every physical event must be explained solely by physical causes, then its negation (its “rejection”) would be that we need not explain every physical event solely by physical causes – far short of the consequence Kim sees here in the rejection of the principle.  On the other hand, if Kim intended only the weaker reading I am embracing – that every physical event can be explained solely by physical causes – then its negation would indeed yield exactly the dire outcome Kim foresees. For the negation of this weaker reading would be the claim that we cannot explain each physical event solely by physical causes – equivalently, that we “must invoke nonphysical causal agents”.  So either Kim intends only the weaker reading of this closure principle – which, as we saw, is perfectly compatible with the Weak PCE, and hence no evidence in favor of the Strong PCE; or he does indeed intend the stronger reading – in which case he has made a scopal error involving the interaction of obligation and negation, and the drastic consequences he foresees do not at all follow.

Simplicity and Unification. Beyond this, Kim also sees a link between causal-explanatory exclusion and a general principle of simplicity: 

The exclusion principle… says that for any event more than one complete explanation is excess baggage.  …We can indeed think of the explanatory exclusion principle as falling under the general simplicity requirement…. (Kim [MP&EE]: 260).

Now as a side point, it is important to note first that, while Kim elsewhere includes independence as a component of his exclusion principle, it is here glaringly absent – and for the current discussion that makes all the difference.

More to the point, we must recognize that the concept of “simplicity,” though often appealed to, is itself quite vague, as Kim himself notes.  The alleged single requirement of simplicity – which Kim elsewhere describes as “simplification and unification” (Kim: ) – is then understood primarily through preferences and rejections that accord with a rough, intuitive sense of the term.

We should note straightaway that “simplicity” and “unification,” far from being synonyms, are in a certain intuitive sense in opposition; and in one respect, Kim seems to be moving onto traditional functionalist turf in appealing to simplicity and unity of explanation. For it has long been a functionalist defense of a “special science” of the mind that such theories provide a more simple and unified explanation of, e.g., human behavior, than is available solely by appeal to the disparate and unwieldy physical base (e.g., Fodor 1975: ; Jackson and Pettit 1990: ).  And here the tension between ontological simplicity and theoretical unification comes to the fore: if we maximize unification, following functionalist apologetics, we may be pushed to increase the number of causal connections overall (that is, including the dependent, supervenient causes as well as “physically basic” causes) – hence unsimplifying the total ontology of causes.  On the other hand, if we minimize – and hence simplify – the types of things qualifying as causes (by barring dependent, supervenient causes), we correlatively work against theoretical unification. 

Keeping in mind Kim’s ‘realist’ interpretation of “explanation – whereby a causal explanation must be picking out an objective causal connection, and not, e.g., just citing facts which appease curiosity – perhaps we should read him instead as appealing to simplicity, or parsimony, in the number of causal connections our theories postulate.  Certainly that accords with Kim’s appeal to such parsimony in motivating the Strong PCE.  But then the question arises, whether we must minimize the number of causal connections, or only the number of independent causal connections.

Consider one specific interpretation of the demand for “simplicity and unification,” whose vagueness hopefully does not exceed that of the terms “simplicity” and “unification” themselves: what is called a requirement of simplicity could just as well be described as a principle of connectedness.  We are interested in avoiding explanatory ‘islands’, i.e., events (and event-types) that exhibit no determination relations to one another.  This cannot be avoided entirely, in precisely the sense that we cannot explain everything (most notoriously, in the fundamental physical properties and events appealed to in many epiphenomenalist arguments); but we avoid it whenever possible, precisely in the sense that we wish to explain as much as possible
.  Systematic cases of causal over-determination of the sort mental causation threaten would then be  “unstable,” as Kim puts it, in the sense that they are violations of this principle of connectedness.  Note that this reading even saves the phenomena that Kim attributes to simplicity and unification:

It makes sense to think that multiple explanations of a single explanandum are presumptively counterproductive in regard to the goal of simplification and unification.  …Unity is achieved through the promotion of interconnections among items of knowledge, and simplicity is enhanced when these interconnections are seen or interpreted as dependency relations.  For the main role of dependency relations in a system is that they help reduce the number of required independent assumptions or primitives (Kim [MP&EE]: 254)

Seeing how nicely Kim’s version of simplicity and unity match what I am calling the “principle of connectedness,” I think even these desiderata are captured on a view guided only by the Weak PCE.
  In particular, recall Kim’s description of causal overdetermination:

C and C* are distinct and each a sufficient cause of E.  We may think of them as belonging to two distinct and independent causal chains.  This then is a case of causal overdetermination (Kim [MP&EE]: 252)

Causal overdetermination would involve two “distinct and independent causal chains”; and on my reading that would be precisely a violation of “connectedness,” and hence of the Weak PCE.  But the Weak PCE does not block the causal powers of supervening mental events, and so they do not qualify as cases of causal overdetermination.

[Causal discernment of properties? But isn’t that a separate argument?  Tuck something in the concluding comments about that – it’s a relative late-comer to his arguments on mental causation; Post’s objections; mathematical properties, for example?; possible equivocation bet. tokens and types, questionability of bijective inheritance principle; wrongness, pace Fodor, et al., of this principle.  J&P: it is counterfactually-sustaining unification that underwrites functional types methodologically.  Allow our preference for unification to dictate ontology, even if this is only antrhopcentric, is only a problem if we have no dependence relations – that would be a violation of parsimony.  Moreover, Fodor’s point wasn’t just that the higher-level functional types are usefully unified, but that it tells us something about the world that they are.  After all, what better reason for a realist to believe than the success of scientific theory; and here again, we are not violating parsimony as long as we have depedence connections.  Either way, we have no room for ‘in principle’ worries about the explosion of higher- and higher-types, because we have no ‘in principle’ evidence that all such types will be predictively accurate.  {For the realist, methodology is the hinge between belief and the objective world.}  Moreover, it’s empirical success we’re after here, so no worrying about the causal efficacy of moral qualities.]

It seems to me, in brief, that every example Kim assigns to a principle of causal exclusion can be handled perfectly well by the Weak PCE. And that is what is so interesting about Kim’s argument: he appears to agree with every premise I am offering in defense of functionalist mental causation; but then at the last step, he claims he has derived epiphenomenalism.  He states his case for functionalist epiphenomenalism very succinctly:

In any case, physicalism must respect the basicness and priority of the physical, and this must include respect for the basicness of physical causation.  If physical facts determine all the facts, it must be the case that physical facts, including causal facts about physical events and states, must determine all the facts about mental causation.  For this reason, any “physicalistically correct” account of mental causation must inevitably make mental causation dependent on, and derivative from, physical causation, thereby exposing itself to the charge of epiphenomenalism (Kim 1993c: 360).

My account agrees with everything Kim says here, up to (but definitely not including) the last eight words.  To derive the conclusion validly, Kim must invoke the Strong PCE.  Yet, I have been arguing, the Weak PCE gives the right results in all the uncontroversial cases; and with the Weak PCE alone, Kim’s epiphenomenalist conclusion does not follow from his (quite acceptable) premises.  The causal power of the mental is of course the point in dispute, so it cannot itself be called on to lend preference to the Strong PCE, except in a circular way.  Hence, once again, the argument for functionalist epiphenomenalism does not stand.

So likewise in the following argument:

The foregoing I call the problem of “causal–explanatory exclusion”.  For the considerations of the sort we have just seen, when generalized, seem to show that there can be at most one complete and independent causal explanation, or one fully sufficient cause, for any single event.  …Thus the core of the exclusion problem is to answer the question: Given that every physical event has a physical cause, how is a mental cause also possible? (Kim 1991: 291-2).  

Note that the italicized passage at the end doesn’t really follow from what came before.  The principle of causal exclusion here states that “there can be at most one complete and independent causal explanation” – this is the Weak PCE.  But given the Weak PCE, and assuming in addition that “every physical event has a physical cause,” there is no problem answering the question “how is a mental cause also possible?”.  It is only assuming the Strong PCE – that every event (and so, specifically, every physical event) has only one complete cause, simpliciter – that we face a problem answering this question.

Note further that in this last passage Kim gives our statement of the Weak PCE – and then immediately offers an alternative phrasing: “there can be at most one complete and independent causal explanation, or one fully sufficient cause, for any single event.”  In light of our discussion so far, this second statement is hardly an innocent paraphrase of the first; on the contrary, the second phrasing, by leaving out the word “independent” (or any synonym or cognate), is just the Strong PCE.  Nor is this the only case where Kim lapses without warning into the Strong PCE:

In this situation, moreover, the causal role of the pain is in danger of preemption by [supervenience base] N.  This is “the problem of causal/explanatory exclusion”: For any single event, there can be no more than a single sufficient cause, or causal explanation, unless it is a case of causal overdetermination.  (Kim 1996: 150)

In light of his typical inclusion of “independence” in his principle of causal exclusion, this variation cannot be innocent (or even consistent) – unless the phrase “independent” is superfluous.  But then “independence” adds nothing to the meaning of the sentence – it would be semantically vacuous, a meaningless word.  Assuming Kim is not taking the trouble to repeatedly include a meaningless phrase into the statement of his central principle, the vacuous interpretation of “independent” is suspect.  But then, as there is indeed a difference between the principle of causal exclusion with, and without, “independence,” we seem to be witnessing once again the same vacillation between the Weak and Strong PCE.

[Note also Kim’s flip-flopping on dependence relations (causation/supervenience) in Kim 1998: 42.  This is a conflation involving dependence relations just like the above paragraph.]

In the end, I submit, Kim's argument moves in a circle.  Mental events, on a physicalist functionalist scheme, supervene on physical events, and so are dependent.  What is it about causality that prevents a mental event from causing a certain effect?  Kim answers: there is a physical (non-supervening, hence independent) event that causes that very effect.  But why can't an independent and dependent event each cause the effect?  Because the causal exclusion principle rules that out.  Well, the Strong PCE does, but not the Weak PCE.  And note that the Strong PCE is just the statement that a dependent event can't (also) cause the effect – so the argument has moved in a circle.  Attempts to break out of the circle, by providing independent justification of the Strong PCE (over the Weak PCE) fail: all of the phenomena that the Strong PCE saves, the Weak PCE does as well.  So the Strong PCE – that a second (dependent) event cannot cause an effect –  must simply be added as a premise in the argument for functionalist epiphenomenalism.  But then the argument is clearly uncompelling, since the added premise (the Strong PCE) effectively is the conclusion.

[Still, we might ask why Kim’s appeal to the Strong PCE was so intuitively alluring.  Perhaps this is why: Kim always appeals to two superveniently independent sufficient factors in motivating the no-two-causes principle; but then he turns around and applies it to superveniently dependent causes.  (Analogy: suppose I try to argue that it’s a criterion for being an integer that it be divisible by two, and then motivate my point by example after example –  careful to pick only examples of even integers.  And then, having provided so much evidence for my claim, I turn around and conclude, on that basis, that odd numbers cannot be integers.)  Kim motivates his principle by appealing to two superveniently independent sufficient factors to motivate the no-two-causes principle; but then turns around and applies it to superveniently dependent causes .]  

[Statements of Kim’s PCE: 250]

Finally, note that by categorizing causes in terms of  their completeness, and particularly their independence, we can now understand why, in (Beakley forthcoming a), attempts to causally exclude the supervenient mental in terms of various forms of causation and screening off, ended in failure. We apply principles of causal screening off only to causal candidates that we presume to be independent  – the barometer needle versus atmospheric pressure with respect to rain, not to mention birth control pills versus John Jones’ maleness with repect to his failure to become pregnant, or a child’s utterance of “Abra Cadabra” versus his interaction with an electronic detection device with respect to the opening of the supermarket door.  And since the Strong PCE does not avail itself of the concept of “independence,” we can rephrase the moral drawn in that earlier paper: the Strong PCE, but not the Weak PCE, is stymied in the face of those failures of the physical to screen off the supervenient mental.  So perhaps we do have a case that can decide between the Weak and Strong PCE after all.

VI. Conclusion.
Elsewhere (Beakley forthcoming a) I argued that there seems to be nothing in going accounts of causation (“real causation,” mind you – not just “explanatoriness”) that rules out supervening (dependent) causes.  Here I have sought to demonstrate instead that Kim’s attempts to motivate the needed principle of causal exclusion, independently of any particular account of causation, ultimately proceed in a circle.  

Still, my ‘compatibilist’ conclusions about functionalist mental causation might seem particularly unsurprising.  In particular, they might seem just the point Jackson and Pettit, and Block – and, at one point, even Kim – had already made about the different ‘types’ of  causation involved in mental causes, vis a vis “basic” physical causes.  In Jackson and Pettit’s parlance, functional properties have only “causal relevance,” whereas only basic physical properties have “causal efficacy” (Jackson and Pettit 1990: 209).  The weaker relation of causal relevance hinges on what Jackson and Pettit term the “invariance of effect under variation of realization” (ibid.: 204).  In light of multiple-instantiability, one and the same sort of functional state can appear through a number of different ‘instantiation bases’; and if in each case the same sort of behavior ensues (as would hold, given their “causal-role” account of functional states), the invariant functional description picks out a common feature unrecognized in any of the different physiological accounts.  (Elsewhere they call this weaker sort of explanation “programming explanation” — where P is the relevant-but-inefficacious functional state and Q the explanandum event, “P causally explains Q by programming it, even though it may be that P does not produce Q” (Jackson and Pettit 1988: 392-4).)  Here, they explain, the functional account’s “explanatory interest will lie in the fact that it tells us about what would happen [under different situations] in addition to what did happen.  This is how the content properties may be causally relevant” (Jackson and Pettit 1990: 206).  So the principle of causal-explanatory exclusion is mitigated: while only one set of properties can be causally efficacious more than one set of properties can be causally relevant.  And by broadening causal relevance in this manner, Jackson and Pettit feel they are making a case against epiphenomenalism.  For, as they recognize, functional properties of cognition will have every bit as much causal relevance as properties of any other science—except physics: “the functionalist account of content does not downgrade its causal role, rather it leaves it in the excellent company of everything except for certain members of that most exclusive of clubs, the properties of fundamental physics” (ibid.: 209-10).

But for terminological differences, this point is preserved entirely in Block’s work.  For Block, functional states have “causal-explanatory relevance,” in place of the “causal relevance” reserved for the lower (or lowest) level (Block 1990: 162).  But these two terms line nicely with Jackson and Petitt’s counterparts:   .  In fact, even Kim himself, while crediting only the physical with true causation, did at one time allow that supervenient properties are at least capable of “supervenient causation,” (Kim [E&SC]: ).  But of course, while he took his proposal of this relation to reserve an element of causation for functionalist mental states, in his later arguments for functionalist epiphenomenalism he downgrades his estimates on this prospect quite severely (Kim [Expl Excl]: ; [Postsc. on Ment. Caus]: ).  

In each case, the ersatz relation rides systematically on the coattails of real causation, and hence reliably ‘tracks’  true causation, allowing a certain sense to be made of everyday attributions of causal powers to mental states (Kim [Postscript]:).  But one point about this sort of  ‘solution’ must be kept well in mind: it concedes that mental states, on the functionalist outlook, do not not have the same type of causation as do physical events – that is, we use the word “causation” only equivocally when speaking of both mental and physical causation.  Hence, as concerns the sort of ‘genuine’ causation allegedly found among physical events, all of the authors here concede that functionalist mental states do not have it; and the question then becomes only whether we can live with this consequence and remain functionalists, or must instead scrap functionalism and move to another sort of view.

So if I have conceded that physical causes are “independent” causes of an event, while mental causes are ‘merely’ “dependent causes,” am I simply coining different phrases for the same distinction?  

That ecumenical reading overlooks a fundamental difference.  My claim is that the physical and mental events are fundamentally different in one way – the former are (in respect of  supervenience) independent, whereas the latter are dependent.  But nowhere in my account do I suggest that there are two different “types,” or “strengths,” of causation, as all of these authors do.  On the contrary, my claim is precisely that the term “causation,” however it is interpreted, applies univocally to mental and physical causes, and that a proper understanding of mental causation has no need of any second-best, ersatz causality for mental events.  So my point – that the Weak PCE is all that’s needed for a physicalist functionalism – comes down just as strongly against both Block, and Jackson and Pettit, as it does against Kim: for we will feel the need to construct some second, surrogate “causation” for mental states only if it is taken for granted that they cannot bear the generic sort of causal relations to effects that physical events do.  But what is being taken for granted in that case is that, since the physical base event bears the causation relation to the effect, no other event can.  But that is just an uncritical embrace of the Strong PCE.  My conclusion, by contrast, is not that there is some palatable second kind of connection, as these apparently sympathetic authors suggest; it is rather that there is a (perfectly ordinary) second kind of event – what I am calling “dependent” events.  But that in no way implies that a dependent event cannot be a cause – in the very same sense of cause.

� A devious third option would be to block all cases of causal overdetermination except where all the causes are physical.  We might want to call such a move unmotivated, but that wouldn’t be quite right: it would be motivated, solely to block mental causation.  But of course we wouldn’t then have an argument against mental causation, only a stipulation.  None of the clear cases of causal exclusion could motivate this move, since mental causation – being the disputed case par excellence – is not among such clear cases


� The principle of the causal closure of the physical is examined at greater length, below.


� For instance: deterministic causation (where the cause is a sufficient condition) can be viewed as  the limit case of the more general probabilized relation of being positively relevant to the effect in some manner; but as my earlier example of probabilistic supervenience illustrated (Beakley forthcoming a, Section IX), the same holds of supervenience as well (so that traditional supervenience is likewise the deterministic limit of probabilistic supervenience).


� And in that case we concluded that in fact the drop in atmospheric pressure was a common cause of both the needle dropping, and the rain. But note that Block even draws a fork diagram with the base event as the common factor yielding both mental event and behavioral effect – the very diagram Salmon provides for common causes (Block 1990: ; Salmon 1984:  ).  I think this provides a bit of additional evidence that arguments for functionalist epiphenomenalism are treating cases of supervenience-and-causation as comparable to the barometer situation.


� Note that “independence” alone only dictates that there cannot be two different and independent causes, not which cause it blocked in cases where one depends causally on the other.  So in the passage just quoted, it might seem like Kim is holding that the dependent cause, C*, is causally excluded by its independent predecessor cause C*.  But it could go the other way, for all independence and Kim’s example tell us – in which case the later cause, for example, could causal exclude the earlier from the effect.  As long as two independent causes of the same event are ruled out, independence has been satisfied.  Obviously, simply classifying causation as a “dependence relation” falls far short of developing a complete theory of causation.


� If connectedness is really the methodological constraint on theories in question, it may be simply a reflection of the general drive toward conjoinability of theories (cf VF 1980: ; PS Churchland 1986: ).


� While I think it is dangerous to attempt too much general armchair methodology of science in one sitting, this principle certainly tempts us to speculate on the grounds for various methodological constraints.  It may, for instance, be possible to derive all of the classical (and classically vague) principle of economy from the connectedness principle, in combination with a principle of testability: objects and entities are postulated only when they contribute to saving the phenomena, and are rejected when their presence would be completely untestable.  (So, for instance, an ether with compensating forces of contraction would be empirically undetectable, and for that reason methodologically unacceptable.)  Two competing theories might then save the same phenomena, and every entity in theory might contribute to doing so (in the sense that some results would not be derivable in the absence of these objects and their properties); but we would still reject the less economical theory, because it postulates more basic (i.e., non-connected) entities.  Epiphenomena would, on this account, fall before the principle of testability: they are causally or superveniently connected, but play no role in any testable consequences of our mental theory.  Then causal over-determination and epiphenomenalism each illustrate violations of one of these two principles.  “Connectedness” might not do all the methodological exclusion work on its own; but, barring further explication, Kim’s (quite similar) “simplicity” and “unity” may not either. 
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