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affect the former without affecting the latter. So x's being a belief that p is
not a property that affects causal powers. The reason that there is no such
causal mechanism seems to be that the contents of x's beliefs are deter-

mined by causal relations between her environment and her brain or the
deference conventions in her speech community and these can be changed
while leaving her physiology the same.

The third feature opens the widest gap between content properties and
physical properties. It has been argued by a number of philosophers that
content properties are not physicalistically explicable. The underlying rea-
son is that content properties are essentially normative properties. The nor-
mative aspects at issue arise from the possession of truth conditions. In
virtue of possessing their truth conditions contentful states are essentially
truth evaluable and essentially evaluable in terms of their logical and ra-
tionalizing connections to other thoughts and attitudes. That is, to be a state
with content is to be a state which is assessable as true or false, as rational

or irrational.6 If this is correct then content properties are not even realized
by physical properties in the sense of "realization" discussed above.

This kind of property dualism is compatible with psychological facts
globally supervening on physical facts and even with the existence of nec-
essary connections of the sort N(P-i>M) (where P is a physical property
and M is a content property). 7 But if there are such necessary connections
they are not sufficiently systematic and lawful to provide an explication of
the content properties. In particular, the connections are incapable of ac-
counting for the normative features of content properties.

We will not discuss whether or not content properties are physicalisti-
cally explicable but we do want to mention a reason for thinking that if they
are not then they are causally impotent. 8 Suppose one held that for a non-
basic law, Fs cause Gs, to be a genuine causal law capable of grounding
causal relations then there must be more basic explanations for why it
holds. Without such explanations its truth would be merely coincidental
and so it wouldnot be a genuine law. The natural way of explaining why
Fs cause Gs holds of c and e would be to locate properties P and p* of c
and e whichrealizeF and G. Then one would have an account of how and

why this F causes a G. Of course, if there is multiple realizability then we
wouldneeddifferentexplanations in different cases. But if F is not realized
by anyphysicalpropertythen there would not be an explanation of this sort
for why Fs causeGs holds. If we suppose that only a property which oc-
curs in a genuinecausal law is causally potent then it follows that content
properties are not causallypotent.

The aboveconsiderationsall favor the view that content properties are
not reducibleto thephysicalproperties which occur in fundamental physi-
cal causal laws. The extent and nature of the irreducibility varies among
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the considerations. If F is multiply realizable (but supervenient on causal
physical properties) and is realized by P there is a rather tight connection
between F and P. Perhaps it is sufficiently tight to attribute causal efficacy
to P. The normativity considerations, on the other hand, open up a wide
gap between content properties and physical properties. For now we want
to abstract from the various reasons for irreducibility and focus on an argu-
ment from irreducibility to the causal impotency of content properties:

(1) Content properties are not reducible to neurophysiologi-
calor other properties which occur in the causal laws of
fundamental physical theories (since they are multiply re-
alizable, nonsupervenient on neurophysiological proper-
ties, and normative).

(2) c's causal relations are determined by those of c's proper-
ties which occur in the causal laws of fundamental physi-
cal theories or properties which are reducible to them.

(3) So any property of c which does not occur in a fundamen-
tal causal law or is not reducible to such properties does
not determine c's causal relations.

(4) A property of c is causally potent only if it determines
some of c's causal relations.

(5) So content properties are causally impotent.

This argument propounds a paradox. The irreducibility of content
properties, the priority of physical causation, and the causal potency of
content properties are all plausible. But according to the argument they are
incompatible. How should one respond to the paradox? The working as-
sumptions of this paper-nonreductive physicalism-validate premises 1
and 2. Three is represented above as following from 2. In fact it doesn't. It
is possible that even though an event's physical properties completely de-
termine its causal relations some of its other properties, including its con-
tent properties, also determine (some of) its causal relations. That is, some
of an event's causal relations may be overdetermined. If this is so then con-
tent properties are causally potent. A different response would be to reject
4. This would involve finding a construal of "casual potency" which as-
signs causal work to a property even though that property does not deter-
mine an event's causal relations. In part II we will examine three attempts
to respond to this argument.
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KIM'S SUPERVENIENTCAUSATION Jagewon Kim has proposed that
causal relations among macro events, and specifically among mental
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