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  Abstract: I take it that the following is a desideratum of our theories in the philosophy of mind. A theory in the philosophy of mind should help us better understand ourselves as agents and aid in our theorizing about the nature of action and agency. In this paper I discuss a strategy adopted by some defenders of nonreductive physicalism in response to the problem of causal exclusion. The strategy, which I refer to as “intralevelism,” relies on treating mental causation as intralevel mental to mental causation, rather than as involving any interlevel mental to physical causation. I raise problems for intralevelist theories of mental causation that stem from action-theoretic considerations. Specifically, I focus on the failure of intralevelist proposals to account for the problem of basic causal deviance in the etiology of action. To the extent that intralevelism fails to make room for basic causal deviance, the strategy fails to satisfy the aforementioned desideratum, viz., that our theories in the philosophy of mind should be of use in theorizing about action and agency. The upshot is that intralevelism is a less promising strategy for nonreductive physicalists than it appears at first glance.   Keywords:  mind,  mental  causation,  action,  agency,  causal  deviance  



0.  Introduction   In  recent  debates  over  the  metaphysics  of  mind,  some  proponents  of  nonreductive   physicalism  have  defended  theories  of  mental  causation  that  take  the  physical   properties  and  mental  properties  possessed  by  an  agent  at  a  time  t1  to  cause  and   explain  the  possession  of  different  properties  by  an  agent  at  a  time  t2.      On  this  view,   physical  properties  are  ontologically  basic,  with  mental  properties  being   ontologically  dependent  upon  them.    Physical  properties  only  cause  an  agent  to   come  to  possess  physical  properties  and  mental  properties  only  cause  an  agent  to  
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come  to  possess  mental  properties.  Thus,  mental  causation  is  exclusively  intralevel   mental  to  mental  causation.     In  this  paper,  I  will  refer  to  theories  of  mental  causation  that  relegate  the   causal  role  of  mental  properties  to  the  mental  level  as  ‘intralevelist  theories  of   mental  causation’  and  the  general  strategy  I  shall  refer  to  as  ‘intralevelism’.1    Such   theories  are  typically  offered  as  a  way  of  protecting  nonreductive  physicalism  from   objections  based  on  the  exclusion  problem  for  nonreductive  physicalism.    



In  what  follows  I  argue  that  intralevelist  theories  of  mental  causation  are  



untenable  given  certain  assumptions  about  the  etiology  of  action  and,  hence,  cannot   successfully  be  deployed  in  defense  of  nonreductive  physicalism.    More  specifically,   focusing  on  cases  of  basic  causal  deviance  in  the  production  of  behavior,  I  argue  that   even  if  intralevelism  can  provide  defenders  of  nonreductive  physicalism  with  the   metaphysical  tools  to  account  for  the  role  of  mental  properties  in  the  causal   production  and  rationalization  of  intentional  actions,  such  theories  still  fall  prey  to   the  exclusion  problem.          



I  will  proceed  as  follows  in  this  paper.    I  begin  by  discussing  the  exclusion  



problem  for  nonreductive  physicalism  that  motivates  intralevelism.    Next,  I  briefly   discuss  the  shared  features  of  the  varieties  of  intralevelist  strategies  that  allegedly   provide  their  proponents  with  the  resources  needed  to  handle  the  exclusion   problem  in  cases  of  non-‐deviant  causal  chains  in  the  production  of  action.  I  then   show  how  all  versions  of  intralevelism  are  liable  to  falling  prey  to  the  exclusion   1  David  Robb  and  John  Heil  call  the  strategy  shared  by  such  theories  the  “dual  explanandum  



strategy,”  and  argue  that  it  is  a  version  of  the  autonomy  solution  to  the  problem  of  causal  exclusion   (2009,  pp.  25-‐27).      
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problem  when  faced  with  the  problem  of  basic  causal  deviance.    Finally,  I  respond  to   two  potential  objections.     1. The  Exclusion  Problem   The  version  of  the  exclusion  argument  against  nonreductive  physicalism  I  focus  on   in  this  paper  is  the  supervenience  argument  (see  Kim  2005,  pp.  39-‐45).  Regarding   the  supervenience  argument,  Jaegwon  Kim  suggests  that,  “For  usage  uniformity,  it  is   best  to  think  of  the  supervenience  argument  as  a  special  form  of  the  exclusion   argument,  and  take  the  latter  as  a  generic  form  of  argument  with  the  conclusion  that   mental  cause  is  always  excluded  by  physical  cause”  (2005,  p.  19).    If  this  is  right,   then  it  seems  reasonable  to  focus  on  this  version  of  the  exclusion  argument  for  my   purposes  in  this  paper.   The  argument  begins  with  the  assumption  that  the  physical  universe  is   causally  closed.    There  is  no  shortage  of  controversy  over  how  best  to  state  the   principle  of  physical  causal  closure  and  whether  it  is  in  fact  true.    For  my  purposes,   given  the  shared  assumption  of  physicalism  by  both  nonreductive  physicalists  and   their  reductive  physicalist  critics,  presupposing  the  truth  of  physical  causal  closure   is  justified.    As  for  how  to  best  state  a  principle  of  causal  closure,  Jaegwon  Kim  offers   the  following  statement  of  the  principle:  “If  you  pick  any  physical  event  and  trace   out  its  causal  ancestry  or  posterity,  that  will  never  take  you  outside  the  physical   domain”  (1998,  p.  40).      From  Kim’s  statement  we  can  derive  the  following   statement  put  in  terms  of  properties:    
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(C):  For  any  physical  property  P  and  any  time  t,  if  P  at  t  has  a  cause  Pn  at  t  or   some  earlier  time  tn  that  is  prior  to  t,  Pn  and  any  cause  of  Pn  is  a  physical   cause.     This  may  not  be  the  best  statement  of  closure.  But  it  reflects  some  of  the  better   statements  of  closure  in  the  literature.  Moreover,  it  allows  for  causation  to  be  a   synchronic  relation  and,  hence,  for  causes  and  effects  to  be  contemporaneous.  2    



The  next  assumption  is  that  mental  properties  supervene  on  physical  



properties.    The  following  is  a  variant  of  Kim’s  statement  of  strong  supervenience   applied  to  the  case  of  the  supervenience  of  the  mental  on  the  physical  (2005,  p.  33):     (S)  Mental  properties  strongly  supervene  on  physical  properties.    That  is,  if   any  system  S  possesses  a  mental  property  M  at  t,  there  necessarily  exists   a  physical  property  P  such  that  S  possesses  P  at  t,  and  necessarily   anything  possessing  P  at  any  time  possesses  M  at  that  time.   It  is  worth  noting  that  a  further  assumption  of  Kim’s  that  is  not  entailed  by  (S)  is   that  mental  properties  not  only  co-‐vary  with  physical  properties,  but  they  are   ontologically  dependent  upon  the  physical  properties  on  which  they  supervene   (Kim  2005,  p.  34).  Moreover,  the  ontological  dependence  is  asymmetrical—  physical   properties  are  not  ontologically  dependent  upon  psychological  properties.    



While  being  told  that  there  is  an  asymmetrical  ontological  dependence  



relation  from  the  psychological  to  the  physical  is  not  very  informative,  just  being   told  that  psychological  properties  supervene  on  physical  properties  (or  that   2  For  a  survey  of  different  formulations  of  the  principle  and  the  difficulties  faced  by  each,  see  Lowe  



2008,  chapters  2  and  3.    For  defenses  of  causation  as  synchronic,  see  Heil  forthcoming,  Huemer  and   Kovitz  2003,  Ingthorsson  2002,  and  Martin  2007.  
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psychological  properties  are  realized  by  physical  properties,  for  that  matter)  is  even   less  informative.  3    That  said,  the  claim  that  supervenience  should  be  understood  as   a  relation  of  dependence  requires  more  elaboration  and  substantial  argumentation   in  its  defense.    Kim  seems  aware  of  this.    Elsewhere  he  writes  regarding   supervenience  that,  “It  is  not  a  ‘deep’  metaphysical  relation;  rather,  it  is  a  ‘surface’   relation  that  reports  a  pattern  of  property  covariation,  suggesting  the  presence  of  an   interesting  dependency  relation  that  might  explain  it”  (1993,  p.  167).      Given  the   widespread  assumption  in  the  metaphysics  of  mind  that  supervenience  should  be   understood  as  an  asymmetrical  relation  of  ontological  dependence,  I  will  simply   assume  that  this  assumption  is  correct.          



Suppose,  then,  that  a  mental  property  M’s  supervening  upon  some  physical  



base  property  P  is  a  relation  of  ontological  dependence  of  M  upon  P,  with  M  existing   if  and  only  if  P  is  the  case.    So  an  agent  will  come  to  possess  M  at  t  only  if  the  agent   also  comes  to  possess  P  at  t,  and  M  is  ontologically  dependent  upon  P.    If  this  is  right,   then  it  seems  reasonable  to  assume  the  truth  of  the  following  principle  of  causing   supervenient  properties  (Kim  1998,  p.  42):   (CSP)  To  cause  a  supervenient  property  to  be  possessed,  you  must  cause  its   base  property  (or  one  of  its  base  properties)  to  be  possessed.      



3  For  general  problems  with  understanding  supervenience,  see  Heil  1998.    Regarding  the  realizaing  



relation,  I  must  confess  that  I  am  not  altogether  clear  on  exactly  how  we  should  understand  this   relation.    For  ease,  I  treat  realization  as  conceptually  and  ontologically  primitive,  ignoring  the   problems  with  realization.  For  a  compelling  argument  against  the  realization  relation,  see  Wrenn   2010.  
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Consider  a  case  of  mental  causation  from  a  mental  cause  to  a  mental  effect.    



Suppose  that  c  is  a  mental  event  token  that  is  identical  with  a  physical  event  token;   and  c  causes  another  mental  event  e.    For  simplicity,  suppose  that  c  and  e  each   involve  an  agent  possessing  one  mental  property  (M  and  M*,  respectively)  and  one   physical  property  (P  and  P*,  respectively),  and  the  mental  properties  and  the   physical  properties  possessed  by  the  agent  are  not  identical.    Suppose  further  that   the  possession  of  M  causes  the  possession  of  M*,  and  the  possession  of  P  causes  the   possession  of  P*.    Where  the  vertical  lines  represent  the  supervenience  relation  and   the  arrows  represent  causation,  the  picture  we  get  is  something  like  this:  



M  →  M*   ⏐                  ⏐   P    →  P*  



(Figure  1)     If  Kim  is  right,  then  the  picture  we  get  in  Figure  1  is  not  quite  accurate.    The  reason   is  because  any  mental  causation  will  require  downward  causation.    His  argument   can  be  summarized  as  follows.  If  we  assume  that  mental  properties  supervene  on   physical  properties  but  they  are  not  identical,  then  P*  is  the  supervenience  base  of   M*  but  P*  is  not  identical  with  M*.  If  M  causes  M*,  and  M*  supervenes  on  P*,  then,  ex   hypothesi,  M  causes  M*  by  causing  P*.    But  M  has  a  supervenience  base,  P,  that  causes   P*.    So  P  also  is  a  cause  of  P*.      The  situation  can  be  represented  as  follows:    



   M                  M*   ⏐        (      ⏐   P    →  P*   (Figure  2)    
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Now  consider  the  following  exclusion  principle:4   (E)  If  the  possession  of  a  property  P*  is  determined/generated—causally  or   otherwise—by  the  possession  of  a  property  P,  then  the  possession  of  P*  is   not  determined/generated  by  the  possession  of  any  property  wholly   distinct  from  or  independent  of  P—unless  this  is  a  genuine  case  of   overdetermination.    



Suppose  that  the  exclusion  principle  is  true.    If  P*  is  not  overdetermined  by  M  and  P,   then  M  is  excluded  by  P.    P*  is  not  overdetermined  by  M  and  P  since  M  supervenes   upon  and  is  ontologically  dependent  on  P  and  hence  cannot  cause  P*  if  P  does  not   obtain.5      Finally,  M  is  excluded  by  P  because  if  M  is  chosen  over  P  as  the  cause  of  P*,   since  M  is  not  a  physical  property,  we  would  have  a  violation  of  the  closure  of  the   physical  domain.  So  M  does  not  cause  P*  and,  hence,  M  does  not  determine  the   possession  of  M*.    So,  at  best,  we  get  a  state  of  affairs  that  looks  like  this:  



 M            M*   ⏐              ⏐   P    →  P*  



 



(Figure  3)  



Worse  yet  for  nonreductive  physicalism,  if  Alexander’s  Dictum/the  Eleatic  Principle   is  correct—roughly,  to  be  is  to  make  a  causal  difference—we  get  either  the  



4  I  have  modified  the  principle  from  the  statement  of  it  found  in  Kim  2005,  p.  17.    But  it  still  captures  



the  spirit  of  Kim’s  principle  of  exclusion.   5  Kim  notes  that,  “As  long  as  Supervenience  is  held  constant,  there  is  no  world  in  which  M  by  itself,  



independently  of  a  physical  base,  brings  about  P*;  whenever  M  claims  to  be  a  cause  of  P*,  there  is   some  physical  property  waiting  to  claim  at  least  an  equal  causal  status”  (2005,  p.  47).      
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reduction  of  mental  properties  to  physical  properties  or  the  elimination  of  mental   properties  altogether.         2. Intralevelist  Theories  of  Mental  Causation     Against  versions  of  the  exclusion  argument,  such  as  the  supervenience  argument,   proponents  of  intralevelist  strategies  in  defense  of  nonreductive  physicalism  argue   that  mental  properties  and  physical  properties  are  causally  relevant  to  different   properties  of  an  effect.  6    Hence,  they  effectively  deny  CSP,  arguing  that  some  mental   property  M  of  an  agent  can  cause  the  agent  to  possess  some  mental  property  M*   without  having  to  cause  the  agent  to  possess  the  physical  property  P*  upon  which   M*  supervenes.7      This  is  the  case  because  the  horizontal,  intralevel,  determinative   relation  between  M  and  M*  is  of  an  altogether  different  kind  from  the  vertical,   interlevel,  determinative  relation  between  M*  and  P*.    They  are  independent   determinative  relations  that  support  different  explanations  that  are  independent  of   one  another.    One  is  a  psychological  and  causal  explanation,  between  M  and  M*.    The   other  is  a  different  type  of  determinative  explanation,  between  P*  and  M*.    Finally,  M   cannot  play  a  causal  role  in  the  agent’s  coming  to  possess  P*.      If  it  did,  there  would   be  a  violation  of  causal  closure.   6  Representative  proposals  in  defense  of  nonreductive  physicalism  in  the  literature  that  can  be  



justifiably  labeled  as  ‘intralevelist’  can  be  found  in  Crisp  and  Warfield  2001,  Gibbons  2006,  Marcus   2001,  Marras  1997,  Pereboom  2002,  Schlosser  2009,  Thomasson  1998,  and  Yablo  1992.   7  I  would  add  that,  unless  proponents  of  intralevelist  solutions  wish  to  embrace  parallelism,  in  order  



to  avoid  problems  posed  by  the  exclusion  principle,  E,  they  would  have  to  hold  that  the  agent’s   coming  to  possess  M*  is  a  case  of  genuine  overdetermination.    I  am  not  convinced  the  defender  of  this   strategy  will  enjoy  success  in  doing  this  for  reasons  I  articulate  in  Buckareff  2011.    However,  for  the   sake  of  argument,  I  will  assume  that  this  will  not  be  a  problem  for  proponents  of  intralevelism  
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To  help  illustrate  how  the  intralevelist  model  works,  consider  an  intentional  



action  such  as  an  agent’s  kicking  a  ball.8    The  (broadly)  physical  properties   possessed  by  the  agent  when  signals  are  sent  down  efferent  pathways  from  the   agent’s  motor  cortex  play  a  determinative  role  in  the  agent  coming  to  possess  some   other  physical  properties  that  are  constitutive  of  a  leg  movement.    The  mental   properties  constitutive  of  the  agent’s  intention  to  kick  the  ball  play  a  determinative   causal  role  in  the  agent’s  coming  to  possess  the  mental  properties  that  are   constitutive  of  the  agent’s  intentionally  kicking  the  ball.    The  explanations  in  terms   of  the  different  properties  are  not  reducible  to  one  another;  and  the  epistemological   difference  is  evidence  of  a  metaphysical  difference  in  the  causal  histories  of  the   events.    Of  course,  the  agent’s  relevant  mental  properties  supervene  upon  the   agent’s  relevant  physical  properties  (we  would  not  have  a  kicking  if  we  did  not  have   a  leg  movement).    Moreover,  the  mental  properties  are  somehow  “realized  by”  and,   hence,  ontologically  dependent  on  the  physical  properties  in  the  supervenience   base.  The  causal  roles  of  the  mental  properties  and  the  physical  properties  are   relegated  to  the  levels  to  which  they  belong.    They  serve  as  the  truth-‐makers  for   different  explanations  of  different  occurrences.      



I  do  not  wish  to  suggest  that  there  are  no  differences  between  the  variants  of  



intralevelism.9    For  instance,  apart  from  agreement  over  mental  properties  being  



8  I  am  here  indebted  to  the  discussion  of  the  dual  explanandum  strategy  in  Robb  and  Heil  2009,  pp.  



26-‐27.     9  For  instance,  Gibbons  2006  endorses  a  view  on  which  there  is  competition  between  levels,  but  the  



mental  properties  always  win.    Crisp  and  Warfield  2001,  Marras  1998,  Pereboom  2002,  Thomasson   1998,  and  Yablo  1992  all  argue  that  there  is  no  competition  (or  at  least  not  the  sort  of  competition  



9



somehow  ontologically  dependent  upon  and,  hence,  somehow  realized  by  physical   properties,  proponents  of  intralevelism  differ  over  precisely  how  we  should  think   about  the  relationship  between  physical  properties  and  mental  properties.    I  will  not   discuss  the  various  accounts  and  their  individual  shortcomings  here.10    The  problem   I  raise  for  intralevelism  in  this  essay  is  a  generic  liability  shared  by  all  of  the   varieties  of  the  intralevelist  strategy  in  theorizing  about  mental  causation,   regardless  of  the  finer  details  of  the  accounts.    To  this  general  problem  I  now  turn.     3. Causal-‐Deviance  and  Downward  Causation   I  hope  that  it  is  no  surprise  that  one  of  the  motivations  for  worrying  about  mental   causation  comes  from  its  connection  to  human  agency.11  That  there  is  such  a   connection  stems  from  a  widespread  commitment  (whether  tacit  or  explicit)  among   philosophers  of  mind  to  various  versions  of  the  causal  theory  of  action  (CTA).12  All   versions  of  the  CTA  affirm  the  following  basic  schema.   (CTA)  Some  behavior  A  of  an  agent  S  is  an  intentional  action  only  if  S’s  A-‐ing   is  caused  in  the  right  way  and  performed  in  response  to  some   appropriate  rationalizing  mental  item  or  items(s)  that  explain(s)  A.   Gibbons  claims  obtains)  between  mental  and  physical  properties.    Schlosser  2009  is  silent  on  the   competition  question.   10  I  discuss  problems  with  the  proposals  offered  by  Gibbons  2006,  Thomasson  1998,  and  Schlosser  



2009  in  Buckareff  2011.       11  See  Kim  2005,  p.  9;  and  David  Robb  and  John  Heil’s  2009,  pp.  1-‐3.   12  The  locus  classicus  for  the  CTA  is  Davidson  1980a.    For  recent  book-‐length  defenses  of  the  CTA,  see  



Bishop  1989,  Brand  1984,  Enç  2003,  Goldman  1970,  and  Mele  1992  and  2003.    Additionally,  Brand   1984  notes  that  volitionist  theories  such  as  Hornsby  1980  count  as  versions  of  CTA  if  we  do  not   restrict  the  mental  items  that  may  cause  intentional  actions  to  preclude  irreducible  tryings  or   volitions.  
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This  schema  specifies  a  minimal  necessary  condition  for  some  agent’s  behavior  to  be   an  intentional  action.    I  assume,  however,  that  both  the  occurrence  of  an  intentional   action  and  the  occurrence  of  a  mental  item  that  explains  it  involve  the  possession  of   some  mental  properties  by  the  agent  that  place  both  the  mental  item  and  the   intentional  action  at  the  mental  level.13    The  schema  for  the  CTA  does  not  specify   what  the  appropriate  mental  items  are  that  cause  A  (e.g.,  intentions,  desires,  belief-‐ desire  pairs,  volitions,  etc.).    But  it  does  make  it  clear  that  A-‐ing  must  be  something   an  agent  does  in  response  to  some  appropriate  rationalizing  mental  item  that  causes   and  explains  A.     As  a  theory  of  action,  the  CTA  is  neutral  with  respect  to  whether  or  not  any   relevant  mental  item  that  A  is  performed  in  response  to  is  reducible  to  a  physical   item.    However,  to  the  extent  that  we  assume  intralevelism  and  that  at  least  some  of   the  mental  properties  possessed  by  agents  when  they  cause  and  perform  intentional   actions  are  dispositional  properties,  we  are  justified  in  our  assuming  that  at  least   the  relevant  dispositional  mental  properties  play  an  appropriate  causal  and   explanatory  role  in  the  production  of  some  behavior  that  can  truthfully  be  described   as  an  intentional  action  and,  hence,  belonging  to  the  mental  level.  And  the  failure  of   some  mental  property  or  properties  to  play  the  appropriate  causal  role  in  the   etiology  of  some  behavior  results  in  the  production  of  an  event  that  cannot   truthfully  admit  of  being  intentional  under  any  description.  



13  That  actions  belong  to  the  mental  level  should  not  be  terribly  controversial.    This  assumption  is  



explicitly  defended  by  Gibbons  2006,  p.  99  and  Schlosser  2009,  p.  77.      
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Regarding  the  appropriate  role  for  mental  properties  in  the  etiology  of  



action,  behavior  that  is  the  causal  consequence  of  a  so-‐called  deviant  or  wayward   causal  chain  is  typically  regarded  as  not  being  an  action  (whether  intentional  or   unintentional).    I  say  ‘typically’  because  it  is  not  obvious  that  Donald  Davidson   regarded  causal  deviance  as  a  threat  to  the  ontological  status  of  actions  (see   Davidson  2004,  p.  101).  14    Cases  of  basic  causal  deviance  focus  on  problems  raised   by  the  causal  connection  between  mental  items  and  the  status  of  the  behavior  they   immediately  cause.  Basic  causal  deviance  has  posed  one  of  the  most  significant   challenges  to  the  CTA  and  it  is  the  variety  of  causal  deviance  on  which  I  will  focus.   Because  I  am  primarily  interested  in  basic  deviance  in  this  essay,  if  I  use  ‘causal   deviance’,  unless  otherwise  indicated,  I  should  be  understood  as  referring  to  basic   causal  deviance  in  the  remainder  of  this  essay.     Assuming  both  the  truth  of  the  CTA  and  that  ordinary  intentional  action  is   not  a  problem  for  intralevelism,  I  will  argue  in  this  section  that  cases  of  basic  causal   deviance  pose  a  problem  for  intralevelism,  making  it  susceptible  to  a  version  of  the   exclusion  problem.      Specifically,  intralevelism  cannot  account  for  the  possibility  of   basic  causal  deviance.    



 One  of  the  most  commonly  cited  examples  of  basic  causal  deviance  is  the  



case  of  the  nervous  climber  presented  by  Donald  Davidson.  



14  See  Bishop  2010  for  comment  on  Davidson’s  apparent  final  view  regarding  the  problem  of  causal  



deviance.    I  am  sympathetic  to  Davidson’s  position.  However,  whether  or  not  the  ontological  status  of   some  event  changes,  the  causal  history  and  process  of  producing  an  event  determines  whether  or  not   it  can  truthfully  be  described  as  actional  or  not.      
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A  climber  might  want  to  rid  himself  of  the  weight  and  danger  of  holding   another  man  on  a  rope,  and  he  might  know  that  by  loosening  his  hold  on  the   rope  he  could  rid  himself  of  the  weight  and  danger.    This  belief  and  want   might  so  unnerve  him  as  to  cause  him  to  loosen  his  hold,  and  yet  it  might  be   the  case  that  he  never  chose  to  loosen  his  hold,  nor  did  he  do  it  intentionally.   (Davidson  1980b,  p.  79)   It  is  worth  elaborating  on  what  is  happening  in  this  example.      



Suppose  that  Davidson’s  climber  is  named  Sergei.    Sergei  wants  to  lessen  his  



load  and  believes  that  by  releasing  the  rope  he  will  lessen  it.    This  belief  and  desire   unnerve  Sergei  resulting  in  the  rope’s  being  released.15  Suppose  that  the  movement   of  loosening/releasing  is  not  purposive.  Sergei  is  surprised,  even  appalled,  that  he   loosened  his  hold.    If  this  is  a  case  of  causal  deviance,  then  the  mental  properties  of   Sergei’s  states  of  belief  and  desire  are  causally  relevant  in  the  etiology  of  the   loosening  of  Sergei’s  hand,  causing  Sergei  to  possess  certain  physical  properties.       They  do  not  cause  him  to  possess  any  action-‐properties  since  he  possesses  no   action-‐properties  when  his  hand  moves  and  his  load  is  loosened.    If  this  is  the  case,   then  we  have  an  instance  of  downward  causation.    Using  M  to  designate  the  mental   properties  possessed  by  Sergei,  P  to  designate  the  physical  properties  upon  which  



15  A  reader  may  think  the  reason  the  climber’s  movement  is  not  an  intentional  action  is  because  the  



climber  does  not  intend  to  lessen  the  load  he  is  carrying.    We  can  add  that  the  climber  intends  to   release  the  rope  and  that  the  intention  has  the  same  effect  that  the  belief  and  desire  have  in  the  case   without  the  intention.    This  is  how  Alfred  Mele  modifies  the  scenario  in  the  versions  of  the  climber   case  he  offers  in  Mele  2003,  pp.  58-‐63.    The  results  are  the  same  (viz.,  that  loosening  is  nonactional)   given  that  the  intention  does  not  play  the  proper  causal  role,  guiding  and  sustaining  the  climber’s   movement.  
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the  mental  properties  supervene,  and  P*  to  designate  the  physical  properties   possessed  when  he  becomes  unnerved  and  his  hold  is  loosened  we  have  something   like  the  following.  



                                                                                                                         M                                                                                                                            ⏐        (                                                                                                                            P    →  P*    



(Figure  4)     We  should  think  that  we  have  an  instance  of  downward  causation  and  that  



the  exclusion  problem  has  not  been  resolved  by  intralevelism  for  the  following   reasons.    The  movement  of  Sergei’s  hand  when  he  loosens  his  grip  is  not  purposive.     It  is  not  an  intentional  action  (recall  that  he  is  surprised  when  it  happens).     Moreover,  he  possesses  no  action-‐properties  at  the  time  of  the  movement.    So  what   he  does  is  not  actional  at  all.    If  the  mental  properties  are  causally  relevant  to  his   becoming  unnerved  and  the  movement  of  his  hand,  the  causation  by  the  mental   properties  is  not  intralevel  (obtaining  at  the  mental  level).    Rather,  the  causation  is   interlevel.    Specifically,  we  have  downward  interlevel  causation.    The  mental   properties  cause  the  properties  of  the  effect,  none  of  which  are  mental  (since  the   movement  is  non-‐purposive).    But  the  physical  properties  of  the  cause  are  causally   sufficient  for  the  possession  of  the  physical  properties  of  the  bodily  movement.        



The  upshot  of  the  foregoing  is  the  following.    Suppose  that  the  CTA  is  correct  



and  that  intralevelism  provides  a  successful  strategy  in  response  to  the  exclusion   argument  for  cases  of  normal  causation  of  purposive  behavior.    If,  in  instances  of   causal  deviance,  mental  properties  play  a  causal  role  in  the  production  of  bodily   movements  by  causing  the  possession  of  the  relevant  physical  properties,  then  
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intralevelism  lacks  the  resources  to  finally  resolve  the  exclusion  problem  favorably   for  the  nonreductive  physicalist  because  of  cases  of  causal  deviance.        



By  way  of  summary,  here  is  what  I  have  shown  in  this  section.    Even  if  



intentional  actions  do  not  pose  a  problem  for  intralevelism  because  the  causation  in   such  cases  is  not  interlevel  but  is,  rather,  intralevel  (occurring  at  the  mental  level),   behavior  resulting  from  causal  deviance  is  a  significant  challenge  to  the  tenability  of   intralevelism.    In  instances  of  causal  deviance,  the  mental  properties  play  a  causally   determinative  role  in  the  occurrence  of  a  non-‐purposive  movement  by  causing  the   possession  of  its  physical  properties.    The  physical  properties  of  the  event  that  cause   the  movement  are  also  causally  relevant  and,  ex  hypothesi,  causally  sufficient  for  the   possession  of  the  physical  properties  of  the  movement.    We  have  a  putative  case  of   causal  overdetermination.    By  exclusion  and  closure,  the  mental  properties  are   causally  irrelevant  to  the  etiology  of  the  movement  and  the  possession  of  its   properties.    So  intralevelism  is  false.       4.  Objections   The  defender  of  intralevel  mental  causation  can  offer  at  least  two  objections  to  the   foregoing.    The  first  is  to  deny  that  there  is  any  causation  by  the  mental  properties  in   cases  of  causal  deviance.    Only  the  physical  properties  possessed  by  an  agent  play  a   causal  role,  the  mental  properties  are  impotent  in  such  instances.    The  second   response  amounts  to  asserting  that  the  mental  properties  possessed  by  an  agent   directly  cause  the  agent  to  possess  some  mental  properties.    But  they  do  not  cause   the  agent  to  possess  any  action-‐properties.   4.1.  Objection  One:  No  causation  by  the  mental  properties   15



Regarding  the  denial  of  mental  causation  in  cases  of  causal  deviance,  intralevelists   may  argue  as  follows.    Cases  of  basic  causal  deviance  are  not  genuine  cases  of   interlevel  causation,  much  less  downward  causation.    In  such  cases,  the  mental   properties  of  the  agent  are  causally  inert.       The  intralevelist  may  reason  as  follows.    Intentional  actions  are  done  for   reasons.    Behavior  in  the  case  of  basic  deviance  is  not  done  for  a  reason,  even  if   there  are  reasons  that  explain  why  the  behavior  occurred.  In  the  case  of  the  climber,   Sergei’s  releasing  the  rope  is  immediately  preceded  by  his  nervousness.    The  mental   properties  possessed  by  Sergei  when  he  has  reasons  for  releasing  the  rope  may   cause  (or  at  least  be  causally  relevant  to)  the  event  of  Sergei’s  becoming  unnerved;   but  the  mental  properties  he  possesses  when  he  becomes  unnerved  are  causally   irrelevant  to  the  subsequent  bodily  movement.    The  physical  properties  that  realize   the  mental  properties  are  powerful  enough  to  play  the  needed  role  in  the  etiology  of   the  movement.    Any  causal  powers  conferred  on  Sergei  by  the  mental  properties  he   possesses  when  he  becomes  unnerved  are  masked  or  preempted  entirely  by  the   causal  powers  conferred  by  the  physical  properties  he  possesses.  The  mental   properties  do  not  causally  influence  the  movement.    The  immediate  causal  history  of   the  event  of  the  movement  is  wholly  physical.   4.1.1.  Reply  to  Objection  One   Consider  Sergei’s  nervousness.    An  agent  possesses  mental  properties  when  he  is   nervous.    And  there  is  some  qualitative  property  we  associate  with  a  state  of   nervousness.  In  the  case  of  Sergei’s  nervousness,  unless  one  wishes  to  argue  that   qualia  are  epiphenomenal,  we  should  expect  that  the  mental  properties  the  agent  
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possesses  immediately  prior  to  the  movement  are  causally  relevant  to  the   subsequent  possession  of  the  physical  properties  of  Sergei  when  he  the  rope  is   released.16    There  is  no  obvious  reason  to  think  that  the  mental  properties  would  be   rendered  causally  inert,  being  somehow  preempted  or  masked  by  the  causal  role  of   the  physical  properties.  Telling  a  “just-‐so”  story  about  how  the  physical  properties   do  all  of  the  work  is  ad  hoc  and  in  need  of  justification.    So,  absent  any  reasons  for   thinking  otherwise,  we  should  expect  in  such  a  case  that  the  nervousness  was   causally  relevant  to  the  non-‐purposive  movement,  having  at  least  a  causal  influence   on  the  effect  of  Sergei’s  coming  to  possess  certain  properties.    Therefore,  we  still   have  the  problem  of  downward  causation.       4.2.  Objection  Two:  There  is  mental  to  mental  intralevel  causation  in  cases  of   basic  causal  deviance   The  second  possible  objection  from  the  defender  of  intralevelism  is  perhaps  more   promising.17    The  intralevelist  can  claim  that  in  cases  of  causal  deviance  the  mental   properties  possessed  by  an  agent  do  cause  the  agent  to  come  to  possess  some   mental  properties.  There  are  at  least  two  ways  this  objection  can  go.     First  version:  The  effect  of  Sergei’s  possessing  the  mental  properties  that  caused   him  to  release  the  rope  is  that  his  releasing  the  rope  is  unintentional.      There  is  not  



16  I  am  sympathetic  to  C.  B.  Martin’s  claim  that,  “The  dream  of  either  a  purely  qualitative,  non-‐



dispositional  or  a  purely  dispositional  account  of  properties  is  philosophical  fantasy”  (1997,  p.  215;   cf.  Heil  2003,  chap.  11  and  Heil  and  Robb  2003).    But  even  if  there  are  some  purely  qualitative,  non-‐ dispositional  properties  the  mental  properties  possessed  when  an  agent  is  nervous  are  not  of  that   sort.   17  John  Heil  and  Stephen  Kershnar  both  suggested  to  this  response  to  me  on  separate  occasions.        
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just  a  mere  bodily  movement  that  occurs  when  Sergei  releases  the  rope.    There  is  an   unintentional  action  that  occurs.    The  mental  properties  cause  Sergei  to  possess  the   properties  that  make  it  the  case  that  he  performs  an  unintentional  action.  If  this  is   right,  then  the  intralevelist  can  argue  that  we  still  have  mental  to  mental  causation.     The  mental  properties  possessed  in  cases  of  basic  causal  deviance  do  not  cause  the   bodily  movement.    Rather,  they  cause  an  unintentional  action  that  supervenes  upon   the  bodily  movement.    The  physical  properties  cause  the  bodily  movement.    So  we   have  no  violation  of  causal  closure.    Such  a  move  allows  for  the  mental  features  of   the  cause  to  still  be  causally  efficacious  without  the  threat  of  downward  causation.     Second  version:  Sergei’s  releasing  the  rope  is  not  even  an  unintentional  action.    It  is   a  non-‐intentional  movement.    It  is  an  instance  of  mere  behavior  that  happens  to   Sergei,  having  less  in  common  with  anything  that  we  can  legitimately  label  an  action   and  more  in  common  with  blinking  in  response  to  having  air  blown  into  one’s  eyes.     But  while  the  physical  properties  that  realize  his  desire  and  nervousness  cause  him   to  release  the  rope,  the  mental  properties  cause  him  to  experience  surprise  and  not   a  small  amount  of  anxiety  at  the  moment  his  hand  moves  and  the  rope  is  released.     Again,  the  mental  properties  are  causally  relevant  without  any  downward  causation.       4.2.1.  Reply  to  Objection  Two   Regarding  the  first  version  of  this  objection,  the  release  of  the  rope  is  neither   intentional  nor  is  it  unintentional.    It  is  not  an  action  and  it  is  not  the  outcome  of  an   action.    It  is  not  the  sort  of  behavior  that  exhibits  the  qualities  necessary  for  it  to  be  
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accurately  described  as  intentional  or  unintentional.    If  you  would  like,  it  is  a  mere   bodily  movement  that  is  best  described  as  non-‐intentional.18    Why  think  this?     If  an  agent  does  something  unintentionally,  what  the  agent  does  is   intentional  under  a  description  or  it  is  on  the  same  action-‐tree  as  an  intentional   action.    So,  for  instance,  I  may  unintentionally  and  involuntarily  trespass  on   someone’s  property  if  I  am  chased  in  the  woods  by  a  bear.    In  such  a  case,  what  I  do   is  intentional  and  voluntary  under  some  description  (viz.,  running  from  the  bear),  or   it  is  on  the  same  action-‐tree  as  an  intentional  action  (viz.,  one  that  includes  running   from  the  bear).19  Yet  my  behavior  is  not  deviantly  caused  in  such  an  instance.    I  am   still  doing  something.    I  am  exercising  agency  and  there  is  some  intentional  action   that  I  am  performing.       In  cases  of  basic  causal  deviance,  like  the  climber  case,  the  movement  that   occurs  happens  to  the  agent.    The  agent  is  rendered  a  patient  in  such  cases.    And   what  makes  such  cases  important  is  that  the  agent  desired  or  even  intended  to  do   what  happens  to  him;  but  the  agent  qua  agent  does  nothing  in  the  sense  required  for   the  behavior  to  count  as  an  action,  whether  intentional  or  unintentional.    This  is   18  David  Chan  (1995)  argues  that  there  are  non-‐intentional  actions  (e.g.,  actions  from  habit).  I  find  



Chan’s  distinction  helpful.    Following  him,  I  take  it  that  some  behavior  (whether  an  action  or  not)  is   non-‐intentional  when  it  does  not  occur  in  response  to  reasons  for  action.    And,  with  Chan,  I  take  non-‐ intentional  actions  to  be  things  agents  do—they  perform  non-‐intentional  actions.    But  movements  of   agents  that  are  not  things  they  do,  things  that  happen  to  them,  are  merely  non-‐intentional   movements.    If  this  is  right,  then  what  occurs  in  the  case  of  Davidson’s  climber  is  merely  a  non-‐ intentional  movement.   19  How  we  individuate  actions  will  matter  here.    But  the  result  is  still  the  same,  viz.,  my  behavior  is  



not  deviantly  caused  and  I  am  still  doing  something  intentionally.    For  a  presentation  of  the  view  that   unintentional  actions  are  intentional  under  a  description,  see  Davidson  1980a.    For  the  action-‐tree   view,  see  Goldman  1970.  
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relevant  because,  while  the  mental  features  of  the  causes  of  the  movement  in  a   scenario  like  the  climber  case  are  causally  relevant  to  the  movement,  the  movement   itself  is  a  mere  happening  with  respect  to  which  the  agent  is  completely  passive.     There  is  no  description  under  which  Sergei’s  release  of  the  rope  is  intentional  and  it   is  not  on  an  action-‐tree  with  any  intentional  action.    It  is  a  non-‐intentional   movement,  having  more  in  common  with  the  patellar  reflex  that  causes  someone’s   leg  to  move  when  a  physician  taps  her  patellar  tendon.    The  patient  is  always  a  little   surprised  when  it  happens,  even  though  the  patient  knows  the  physician  is  at  the   ready  with  her  tendon  hammer  and  the  patient  has  gone  through  the  procedure  in   the  past.    It  is  not  that  there  is  a  property  of  unintentionally  moving  her  leg  that  the   patient  possesses  when  her  knee  is  tapped.    She  is  not  moving  her  leg.    Her  leg  is   moving  non-‐intentionally.    And  there  is  no  unintentional  action  that  supervenes  on   this  movement.    Similarly,  Sergei’s  nervousness  is  like  when  the  patellar  hammer   comes  into  contact  with  a  patient’s  patellar  tendon.    The  nervousness  triggers  a   movement.    And  it  is  a  movement  that  Sergei  is  no  less  surprised  by  than  the  patient   is  when  her  leg  moves  in  response  to  the  physician  tapping  her  patellar  tendon.   The  proponent  of  the  second  version  of  this  objection  may  agree  with  what  I   have  written  about  the  non-‐intentional  nature  of  Sergei’s  movement  and  agree  that   the  mental  properties  of  the  cause  do  not  cause  an  unintentional  action.    But  Sergei’s   reasons  for  action  and  nervousness  cause  him  to  become  surprised  and  anxious   when  he  finds  that  the  rope  has  been  released  from  his  grasp.    So  the  mental   properties  Sergei  possesses  cause  him  to  possess  some  other  mental  properties.        
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It  helps  at  this  point  to  compare  a  case  of  secondary  causal  deviance  to  the  



case  of  basic  causal  deviance  under  consideration.    In  cases  of  secondary  causal   deviance,  an  agent  brings  about  a  particular  intended  outcome  as  the  result  of  a   deviant  causal  chain.    What  the  agent  desired  and/or  intended  to  have  happen  did  in   fact  occur.    But  in  such  cases  the  agent  does  not  intentionally  bring  about  the   intended  outcome.    It  is  the  result  of  a  deviant  causal  chain.    Davidson  provides  a   classic  example  of  secondary  deviance.   A  man  may  try  to  kill  someone  by  shooting  him.    Suppose  the  killer  misses  his   victim  by  a  mile,  but  the  shot  stampedes  a  herd  of  wild  pigs  that  trample  the   intended  victim  to  death.  (Davidson  1980b,  p.  78)   The  outcome  matches  the  agent’s  desire  or  intention.    But  it  does  not  occur  as  the   result  of  the  process  the  agent  had  planned  as  the  means.          



Consider  the  following  case  of  secondary  causal  deviance.    Suppose  Maria  is  a  



visual-‐sensitive  epileptic,  but  she  does  not  realize  this  (having  never  before  had  a   seizure  of  any  variety—whether  convulsive  or  non-‐convulsive).    She  creates  a   device  that  she  believes  will  elevate  her  consciousness  by  stimulating  her  visual   field  via  a  pair  of  glasses  equipped  with  red  lights  that  flash  on  and  off  quickly.20    She   calls  these  glasses  her  “freak-‐out  shades.”    Once  her  glasses  are  completed,  she   immediately  puts  them  on  and  sits  in  a  dark  room.    Five  minutes  later  she  finds  



20  This  example  is  based  on  a  case  report  (see  Pearson  1992;  for  more  on  visual-‐sensitive  epilepsy,  



see  Bittencourt  2004,  and  Seshia  and  Carmant  2005).      A  fairly  recent  high-‐profile  case  of  visual-‐ sensitive  seizures  was  the  1997  occurrence  of  some  children  in  Japan  experiencing  convulsive   seizures  (and  other  non-‐convulsive  symptoms  associated  with  epilepsy)  as  a  result  of  watching  an   episode  of  the  Pokémon  cartoon  (see  Bittencourt  2004).  
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herself  in  the  grips  of  a  convulsive  seizure.    She  has  unintentionally  induced  a   convulsive  seizure.    The  seizure  can  be  described  as  non-‐intentional  and  involuntary   occurrence.    Suppose,  however,  that  she  found  the  experience  to  be  “consciousness   raising”  (however  unpleasant  the  experience  may  have  been).    She  created  the   glasses  because  she  wanted  to  “expand  her  consciousness”  (as  Timothy  Leary  would   no  doubt  have  advised)  and  she  brought  it  about  that  her  consciousness  was   “expanded.”    She  experienced  the  world  in  ways  she  never  had  before.    Granted,  she   did  not  expect  that  a  convulsive  seizure  would  be  one  of  the  results  of  donning  her   freak-‐out  shades  and  be  the  means  by  which  she  would  gain  some  new  perspective   on  the  world.    When  the  seizures  commenced,  she  was  surprised,  confused,  and   bewildered  about  what  was  occurring.        



This  sort  of  case  has  some  features  in  common  with  a  case  of  basic  causal  



deviance.    In  both  cases,  the  event  that  occurs  is  unintended  and  involuntary.    In  the   case  of  the  climber,  Sergei  does  not  intentionally  release  the  rope.    In  the  case  of  the   freak-‐out  shades,  Maria  does  not  intentionally  induce  a  seizure.    Granted,  in  both   cases  the  desired  outcome  is  realized  (Sergei  loosens  his  load  and  Maria’s   consciousness  is  “expanded”).    But  in  each  case  the  desired  and  intended  outcome  is   the  result  of  a  deviant  causal  chain.    Finally,  and  most  importantly,  in  each  case,  the   effect  of  the  cause  realizes  some  mental  property;  but  the  mental  properties  the   agent  possesses  that  play  a  causal  role  in  the  causal  history  of  the  outcome  do  not   directly  cause  the  agent  to  possess  a  mental  property.    Any  causal  influence  the   mental  properties  of  the  cause  have  on  the  realization  of  the  mental  property  that   results  is  mediated  by  the  physical  property  that  is  directly  caused  by  the  mental  
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properties.    The  physical  property  realizes  the  final  mental  property.    There  is  no   direct  mental  to  mental  causation  in  either  case.        



 In  the  case  of  both  Sergei  and  the  case  of  Maria  the  mental  properties  of  the  



agents  are  only  indirectly  causally  responsible  for  their  coming  to  possess  certain   mental  properties.    Maria’s  intention  (and  the  mental  properties  thereof)  to  raise   her  consciousness  is  only  causally  relevant  to  her  coming  to  possess  certain  mental   properties  by  causally  producing  the  immediate  cause  of  her  seizure  (viz.,  her   putting  on  her  freak-‐out  shades  that  caused  excessive  neural  activity  that  resulted  in   a  convulsive  seizure  which  realized  certain  phenomenal  qualities).    Similarly,  the   mental  properties  manifested  by  Sergei  are  only  causally  relevant  to  the  mental   features  of  his  movement  by  triggering  the  release  of  the  rope.    What  we  have  in   both  cases  is  a  situation  akin  to  what  is  illustrated  above  with  Figure  2.  In  both   cases,  the  agent  experiences  something  and  possesses  mental  properties  as  a   consequence  of  the  occurrence.    But  in  neither  instance  is  it  the  case  that  the  mental   properties  of  the  causes  produce  the  mental  features  of  their  effects.    They  are  only   indirectly  relevant.    And  they  are  indirectly  relevant  because  of  their  producing  the   effect  of  coming  to  possess  certain  physical  properties.  So  we  can  agree  with  the   defender  of  intralevel  causation  and  say  that  the  mental  properties  of  the  cause  of   Sergei’s  releasing  the  rope  are  causally  relevant  to  the  mental  properties  of  the   effects.    But  they  are  only  indirectly  causally  relevant  in  such  cases  of  basic  causal   deviance.    It  is  only  because  of  the  causal  relevance  of  the  properties  vis-‐à-‐vis  the   bodily  movement  (qua  non-‐mental)  that  they  are  relevant  to  the  mental  features  of  
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the  movement.    If  this  is  right,  then,  once  again,  intralevelism  does  not  avoid  the   exclusion  problem.       5.  Conclusion  



 



Even  if  we  assume  that  intralevelism  can  provide  nonreductive  physicalists  with  the   tools  needed  to  explain  how  mental  properties  can  play  a  causally  productive  role  in   the  etiology  of  intentional  action,  intralevelism  cannot  explain  how  mental   properties  can  be  causally  productive  in  the  etiology  of  behavior  that  is  the  result  of   basic  causal  deviance.    This  is  a  shortcoming  of  intralevelism  and  should  be  cause   for  concern  for  defenders  of  nonreductive  physicalism  who  endorse  intralevelism   and  who  are  convinced  that  the  CTA  (or  something  close  to  it)  is  the  correct  theory   of  action.    And  it  is  for  this  reason  that  I  believe  that  intralevelism  is  untenable.    



What  I  have  not  shown  in  this  paper  is  that  nonreductive  physicalism  is  



untenable.    That  said,  the  case  for  nonreductive  physicalism  is  substantially   weakened  if  there  is  one  less  strategy  available  to  the  nonreductive  physicalist  to   rescue  the  theory  from  objections  based  on  the  exclusion  problem.21     Works  Cited:   21  Earlier  versions  of  this  paper  were  read  at  the  2011  Central  Division  Meeting  of  the  American  



Philosophical  Association  and  at  the  2011  Eastern  Regional  Meeting  of  the  Society  of  Christian   Philosophers.    I  am  grateful  to  the  audience  members  at  each  meeting  for  their  helpful  comments,   especially  Paul  Audi,  Joseph  Corabi,  and  Stephen  Kershnar.  Most  of  the  research  for  this  paper  was   done  and  early  drafts  of  this  paper  were  written  while  I  was  a  participant  in  the  2009  National   Endowment  for  the  Humanities  Summer  Seminar  on  Metaphysics  and  Mind  directed  by  John  Heil.     Thanks  go  to  the  NEH  for  the  financial  support  I  received  as  a  seminar  participant.    I  am  also  grateful   to  the  other  participants  in  the  seminar  and  especially  John  Heil  for  helpful  comments  on  early  drafts.     I  am  also  grateful  to  Marcus  Schlosser  for  his  comments  on  a  more  recent  draft.
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