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Abstract. In basic ontology philosophers dispute inter alia about the nature of properties and events. Two main rival views can be identified in the current debate. According to universalism, properties are universals and events are structured entities involving as constituents (in a typical case) a particular, a property qua universal and a time. In contrast, according to tropism, properties are tropes, abstract particulars that can also be viewed as events. This paper analyzes the resources that these two doctrines can offer in an attempt to construct a nonreductive physicalist account of the mental that accommodates multiple realizability without falling prey to epiphenomenalism (in short, NENRP). The tropist resources allow for success by means of a strategy leading to a non-unitarian doctrine. This rules out the unitarian idea, according to which creatures with important physical differences can still have the very same experiences. This tropist strategy can be “simulated” in a version of universalism, with the same non-unitarian consequences. However, from the perspective of another, possibly more natural, version of universalism, one can perhaps find another avenue for NENRP, which brings with it a unitarian point of view. The resulting approach strongly suggests, in contrast to one based on tropism, the possibility of something like self-acquaintance as understood by philosophers such as Russell or Chisholm. In sum, the paper shows ways in which basic ontology matters in philosophy of mind.

1.
Introduction

In basic ontology, or metaphysics,
 we dispute, inter alia, about the nature of properties and we make theoretical choices about them. There have been recent works that suggest that our decisions at this foundational level may have far-reaching consequences in philosophy of mind, consequences which are essentially bound to, or at least strongly suggested by, the foundational choices in question. Robb 1997 is a clear-cut example, as it accommodates multiple realizability and mental causation, by relying on what I shall call tropism, in essence the view that the properties of ordinary objects are tropes.
 For Robb’s account is at least at first glance precluded to the supporter of the rival view, universalism, according to which such properties are universals. More specifically, one is tempted to draw from Robb 1997 the lesson that tropism, contrary to universalism, is compatible with an independently appealing doctrine in philosophy of mind, which we could call non-epiphenomenalist nonreductive physicalism (NENRP, in short). This is an approach that endorses multiple realizability while eschewing the embarrassing idea that the mental is causally inert. Heil’s contribution to this volume (2008) somehow questions that there is such a lesson by demonstrating that the aspects of tropism that make it compatible with NENRP could be, so to speak, “simulated” in an appropriate version of universalism, Heil universalism, as I shall name it. This form of universalism has in fact the same sort of compatibility with NENRP enjoyed by tropism. Heil recognizes that basic ontological issues might have a bearing on philosophy of mind and accordingly tells us that we should “pursue philosophy of mind in a metaphysically self-conscious way” (Heil 2008, section 1). But his point is that sometime, contrary to prima facie appearances, such a bearing may lack and in particular this is the case with the issue of tropism vs. universalism, at least as it relates to the topics discussed in Robb 1997. And thus Heil (2008, section 8) claims the following:

It turns out that the question whether properties are modes [i.e., tropes, in the terminology of this paper] or are universals is one the answer to which has less bearing than you might think on questions that have bedevilled philosophers of mind.

I shall try to show however that the issue of tropism vs. universalism has more bearing on philosophy of mind than what Heil seems disposed to recognize,
 or at least that it has an important kind of bearing that is missed if the universalist, wrongly, as I shall argue, remains content with Heil universalism. 


With this goal in mind I shall revisit in the next five sections some well-known topics in ontology (sections 2-3) and philosophy of mind (sections 4-6). This will make this paper, and indeed this volume, more self-contained and will allow me to fix some terminology. The reader familiar with the themes in question can glimpse quickly through the pages that they occupy or perhaps even skip them. Then, I shall proceed as follows. First, I shall establish to my satisfaction that a tropist nonreductive physicalism along the lines of the one proposed by Robb can indeed meet the demand for non-epiphenomenalism, in spite of criticisms by Nordhof 1998 and MacDonald and MacDonald 2006. This will grant the compatibility of tropism and NENRP. Second, I shall verify that Heil universalism can similarly accommodate this demand. Third, I shall argue that Heil’s version may not be the most appropriate or natural type of universalism and thus I shall consider another form of this doctrine, monist universalism. Fourth, I shall indicate how the latter can be made compatible with NENRP. Finally, I shall compare the three different versions of NENRP that emerge from the discussion, one based on tropism, another on Heil universalism and lastly a third one relying on monist universalism. It will turn out that there is an important divide, with the first two of them on the one side and the latter version on the other side—a divide which is arguably significant from the point of view of philosophy of mind.

2.
Properties

Universalism and tropism are perhaps the main contenders nowadays as far as basic ontology go. In this section I shall explain how these two rival doctrines are to be understood by focusing on those aspects that are specifically relevant for our purposes. The main point is that, according to universalism, the properties of ordinary objects (such as rocks, apples, dogs and people) are universals, whereas, according to tropism, such properties are tropes, understood as abstract particulars. Properties qua universals can be shared (in typical cases), i.e., they can be possessed simultaneously by different ordinary objects and are then somehow, roughly speaking, spread over the portions of space (or space-time) where these different objects are localized. Contariwise, properties qua tropes cannot be shared. Each of them can be possessed only by one specific ordinary object and it is thus wholly localized in the spatial (or space-time) region occupied by this object. In this sense, tropes are particulars. But they are also abstract in that many of them can be localized (via the ordinary object that possesses them) in the same portion of space. In contrast, an ordinary object is a concrete particular in that only one such object can be localized in a certain portion of space.


We can illustrate the contrast, by describing the reactions that two philosophers, a universalist and a tropist, may have in confronting a crucial intertheoretical datum, the crucial datum, as we shall call it. The datum is that different ordinary objects appear to present objective similarities that induce us to appeal to a single predicate to characterize them. Thus, for example, we may notice that two distinct coins have the same shape and accordingly we characterize both of them as “round”. By using the usual terminology in a pre-theoretical neutral way, both philosophers might agree that in some objective sense both coins exemplify (instantiate, have, possess) roundness, or to put it otherwise, that they both fall under a certain type, roundness, to which the predicate corresponds. However, according to the universalist, this type is a universal and the falling under it of the coins is simply their instantiating the universal in question. According to the tropist, on the other hand, the type is a (trope) resemblance class, a collection of mutually resembling (similar) tropes.
 Moreover, the falling under it of the coins is due to the fact that each coin instantiates a distinct trope belonging to the class in question. The notion of resemblance or similarity of tropes is a primitive one
 and correspondingly it is a “brute fact” whether or not two tropes are similar.
 On the other hand, the similarity of two ordinary objects is explained in terms of similarity of tropes. It is important to note that trope resemblance can have degrees and thus we can distinguish between a perfect and a partial (approximate, inexact
) one. In the former case, the similarity reaches its maximum, whereas in the latter this maximum is only approximated, to a higher or to a lower extent, as the case may be. Thus for example two red objects with exactly the same shade of red will have two red tropes that resemble each other perfectly, whereas one with a scarlet shade of red and another with a crimson shade of red will have two partially resembling tropes, a scarlet trope and a crimson trope, respectively. All these tropes can be assumed to be members of the class of partially resembling tropes corresponding to the predicate “red” and in turn all of them belong to an even wider class (involving a lower degree of resemblance) corresponding to the predicate “coloured”. It is also important to note that trope similarity (and thus membership in a resemblance class) is a necessary affair (it is an internal relation, as someone may want to put it): if trope t1 resembles trope t2 to a certain degree, this is so necessarily.


One way to put the contrast between these two doctrines is this. For the universalist, universals fulfil two roles. They characterize objects and also unify them. For the tropist these two roles are fulfilled by two different role fillers: tropes characterize and resemblance classes unify (cf. Robb 1997 and Maurin 2008). Given this, from the tropist’s point of view “property” is ambiguous in that it may stand for the “characterizers”, tropes, or for the “unifiers”, resemblance classes. Correspondingly, in this perspective, we tend to use predicates such as “red”, “crimson” and “scarlet” ambiguously, to speak about, depending on the context, either tropes, on the basis of their belonging to a certain resemblance class, or ordinary objects, on the basis of their having tropes belonging to a certain class (witness the above example, with respect to which expressions such as “red objects” and “red tropes” were both used). By the same token, “exemplification” and related words may be regarded as ambiguous insofar as they can be used either to indicate that an object exemplifies a certain trope or to indicate that the object relates to a certain class by virtue of exemplifying a trope in that class. Maurin 2008 thus embellishes “property” with the indexes “1” and “2” in order to distinguish between tropes (index “1”) and resemblance classes (index “2”). I shall do the same and I shall also use in the same fashion these indexes with “exemplification” and related words, when the need to disambiguate will be more pressing. Thus, for example, from the tropist’s perspective, a certain coin is round in that it exemplifies2 the property2 roundness (a resemblance class) by way of exemplifying1 a property1 (trope) belonging to the property2 roundness. It should be noted that in a sense a trope can be regarded as an instance of the property2 to which it belongs, a thin instance, we may say, as contrasted with the corresponding thick instance (to adapt a terminology differently used by Armstrong, e.g. in his 1997), namely the ordinary object that has1 the trope in question. We may then say that the trope instantiates0 the property2 to which it belongs.


Traditionally, we distinguish between determinables and determinates. For example, red is a determinate of the determinable colour and in turn a determinable of the determinates crimson and scarlet (in general, following Yablo 1992, when F is a determinate of G, we can say that F determines G, or equivalently that F and G are in the determination relation
). When a determinate fails to be a determinable of something else, we may call it an ultimate determinate. For example, an absolutely specific shade of red (presumably we do not have a predicate for it) or the properties square and rectangular (as determinates of quadrilateral) may be ultimate determinates. In a universalist perspective, determinables are “higher-level” universals exemplified by “lower-level” ones and an ordinary object exemplifies a determinable by virtue of exemplifying an ultimate determinate of the determinable in question. Thus, for example, it is not possible for an object to be quadrilateral, if not by being square or rectangular or ..., as the case may be.


The tropist can account for the determination relation by appealing to classes of partial resemblance. For example, a partial resemblance class such as the property2 red comprises the two subclasses crimson and scarlet, whose respective members have a higher degree of similarity. In this sense, crimson and scarlet can be said to be two different determinates of red. From such a perspective, the ultimate determinates are classes of perfect resemblance and an ordinary object can exemplify2 a determinable only by virtue of belonging to a determinate comprised in the determinable in question (thereby exemplifying1 a trope in the perfect resemblance class which is this determinate).


Determination is a relation of (asymmetric) necessitation between two properties (Yablo 1992). This must be understood in the light of these definitions: A property F necessitates a property G iff necessarily, whatever has F has also G; F asymmetrically necessitates a property G iff (i) F necessitates G and (ii) possibly, something has G but does not have F. For instance, whatever is crimson must be red, although it may be the case that what is red is not crimson; it could be, say, scarlet. The necessity in question can somehow be considered metaphysical, if not logical, and accordingly such is the necessitation involved in the determination relation. There will be reasons to consider a necessitation arising from a necessity that is presumably just nomic or physical.

3.
Events

In current philosophical literature there are many accounts of the entities that fill the theoretical roles of truthmakers and causal relata. At least some of these accounts contain, more or less explicitly, the claim that such entities coincide: there is just one role-filler for these two roles in that, at least in typical cases, the entities that make true sentences true are also the entities classifiable as causes or effects, as the case may be. Indeed, this is most plausible. We can say for example that Tom’s running at a certain time is what makes the sentence “Tom is running” (uttered at the appropriate time) true and we can also say that it is Tom’s running that causes Tom’s losing weight. I shall thus take this claim for granted. In discussions in which causality is most central the word “event” is typically used to designate these entities. On the other hand, when issues such as truth and predication gain centre stage, “state of affairs” and “fact” tend to be employed. Quite independently of the subject matter, however, it might be appropriate to reserve the word “event” (possibly, together with “process”) for those cases in which change is involved (as in Tom’s running) and “fact” and “states of affairs” or simply “states” for those in which it is not (as in Tom’s being human). Accordingly, it might also be appropriate to introduce a general term such as “occurrence” to designate in one fell swoop all the entities in question (Mourelatos 1978, Gill 1993). But as long as subtleties such as this are not crucial one may well for simplicity’s sake regard “event” and “states of affairs” as interchangeable. This is what I shall do here, although, following the tradition, I shall mostly use “event”, since issues concerning causation will be more prominent in what follows.


Some regard events as particulars and others as universals (Lombard 1998). For present purposes we can assume the first option. There are two competing views about events (conceived of as particulars), one is structuralist and the other is non-structuralist, as we may say. According to the former, events are structured entities involving as constituents a property, a concrete particular (in typical cases) and a time. They exist inasmuch as the particular exemplifies the property at the time in question; this is their Existence condition, as Kim puts it (1993, 35).
 This view is typically associated to Armstrong (1997) in ontology and Kim in philosophy of mind (Kim 1993; in relation to Kim, it is often called the property exemplification view or similarly). According to the latter, usually associated to Davidson (1980), events are conceived of as basic (unstructured) particulars which fall under types. Events as conceived by Davidson are (arguably) truthmakers
 and (most prominently) causal relata. Indeed, Davidson emphasizes the importance of causality in his account of events to the point of proposing that causation is the key to provide the identity condition for events, as follows:

ICD
event e is identical to event b iff a and b have the same causes and the same effects.

The principle ICD has been criticized because it appears to be circular (Feldman 1980, Quine 1985). But it is not essential to the view that events are basic particulars (and in fact Davidson came to abandon it; see his 1985). For present purposes we can then speak of the events of the non-structuralist conception as Davidsonian events, without implying, by using “Davidsonian”, that they obey the implausible identity condition ICD. The central point of this conception, as contrasted with the rival structuralist standpoint, is that the former allows, whereas the latter does not, for talk of events in terms of constituents.


In the structuralist conception it is appropriate to represent an event, as Kim does, by means of a correspondingly structured symbol such as “[x, P, t]”. This is taken to stand for the event which results from the particular x’s exemplifying the property P at time t. In Kim’s terminology (1993, 35), we can call P the constitutive property of the event in question. It should be remarked that P is not a property exemplified by the event [x, P, t], but rather by the particular x, although there are properties that the event instantiates by virtue of having P as constitutive property. For example, the event of Tom’s running at time t, [Tom, running, t], is a run (a running event, an event involving someone who is running), since it involves running as constitutive property. And since to run is to move, the event in question is also a movement. The event can also have properties that do not depend on its having the constitutive property that it has. For example, if t is in the Summer, the event is a Summer run and if Tom is wearing shoes it is a run with shoes. The non-structuralist view of events of course also recognizes that events (like any entity in the ontological inventory) have properties.
 Thus, in this conception as well, the event of Tom’s running at t is a movement, a run, and possibly a Summer run with shoes. 


In the light of the above, there are two ways of understanding the claim that an event is physical or mental, or more generally characterizable as being F, depending on whether we accept a structuralist or a non-structuralist view. According to the first approach, an event is characterizable as F if it has a constitutive property which is of kind F (a determinate of F). Thus, for example, the event [Tom, running, t], is physical to the extent that running is a physical property. In contrast, the event [Tom, feeling pain, t] is mental to the extent that feeling pain is a mental property.
 According to the second approach, the claim can only mean that the event as such falls under a certain property. For example, a run is physical and a pain is mental. In an approach in which (unstructured) events are identified with tropes (see below), we can say that a run is physical in that it belongs to a class of (partially) resembling tropes corresponding to the predicate “physical”, and a pain is mental in that it belongs to a class of (partially) resembling tropes corresponding to the predicate “mental”. 


Kim and Armstrong take the properties involved as constituents in events to be universals. Accordingly, they propose what could be called a universalist structuralist account of events. The universalist is quite naturally inclined to it and thus we shall assume, at least for present purposes, that the doctrine of universalism comprises this assumption. Kim has also proposed an identity condition for events which goes as follows:

Kim Identity Condition
[x, P, t1] = [y, Q, t2] iff (x = y & P = Q & t1 = t2).

By taking this principle for granted, we get what we could call the Kim universalist structuralist view of events. Arguably, this is the standard standpoint in the structuralist camp and thus we may say that the typical universalist is a Kimian universalist in that he upholds Kim Identity Condition. As we shall see, however, there will be reasons to consider a version of universalism that rejects this identity condition for events.


It should be noted that, once tropes are brought into the picture, we could have a tropist structuralist account of events, according to which an event is the exemplification by a concrete particular of a trope at a certain time. And if we include Kim Identity Condition in it we get, let us say, a Kim tropist structuralist view. However, with tropes in our ontological inventory, this option may not be the best one. It has been argued in fact that tropes as such could play the role of truthmakers (Mulligan et al. 1984) and causal relata (Williams 1953, Campbell 1981). Consider the two round coins again. One of them, coin a, has a certain round trope, r1, and the other, coin b, a different round trope, r2. Consider further two tokens of “this is round”, one uttered in relation to a and the other in relation to b. Clearly, they must have two different truthmakers. From the universalist’s standpoint we cannot identify these truthmakers with the properties corresponding to the two tokens of “round” involved in the two statements. For the two properties are one and the same universal. An appeal to a and b themselves seems necessary to distinguish two truthmakers and thus we are led to the view that the truthmaker is a structured entity involving both a property and an object exemplifying the property. But from the point of view of the tropist there are two available properties, namely r1 and r2. Thus, the token of “this is round” uttered in relation to a can be taken to have r1 as truthmaker and the token of “this is round” uttered in relation to b can be taken to have r2 as truthmaker. The two statements are then granted two distinct truthmakers, as it should be, without having to admit that a and b themselves, nor for that matter the property2, roundness, are constituents of the truthmakers in question.


A similar trick can be played with causation. To adapt an example by Yablo 1992, consider two pigeons, p1 and p2, who are conditioned to peck at red. Pigeon p1 is presented with a red triangle and is thus caused to peck, while the other, p2, is similarly caused to peck by being presented with a red square. From the point of view of the universalist, one property, redness, is involved in both episodes of causation, but we cannot say that it is the cause in both cases, for clearly the pecking by p1 has one cause and the pecking by p2 another distinct cause. But the tropist can say that there are two properties at play, a red trope, r1, possessed by the triangle and a red trope, r2, possessed by the square. And the possibility of identifying the two causes with these two properties, respectively, is thus available. Given that events are, as we have seen above, the entities that play the roles of truthmakers and causal relata, we can, according to this approach, identify them with tropes. We can call this the non-structuralist tropist account of events. Indeed it seems to be the most natural choice, perhaps the standard one, and thus I shall take it as the default view in discussing tropism.
 Tropes, as contrasted with the events of the structuralist brand, are conceived of as basic, unstructured, particulars capable of having properties (to the extent that they belong to classes of resemblance), just like Davidsonian events. Thus, I think that tropes, inasmuch as the non-structuralist tropist account of events is accepted, can be identified with Davidsonian events. 

4.
Reductive Physicalism

The current Zeitgeist favours a physicalist outlook, which presupposes, inter alia, the idea that the physical domain is “causally closed”. This can be roughly put as follows:

Closure
If a physical property or event is causally brought about, it is brought about by physical properties or events.

This principle of causal closure is in tension with the intuition that, as it has been said, “mind matters”, an intuition that leads us to uphold, at least prima facie, the following tenet:

Influence
Mental events and properties can have a causal influence on the physical world.

The tension arises in view of our inclination to accept an independently plausible assumption about causation, namely:

Exclusion
There is, at least in typical cases, no causal overdetermination.


At some point in the last century, before functionalism took the lead, a different doctrine featured as the most successful account of the mental in analytic quarters: the reductive physicalism proposed by Place, Smart, Feigl and others. It appeared to reconcile Closure and Influence, by being centred around this thesis:

Type Identity
Any mental property is identical to a physical property.

Clearly, Type Identity entails the following:

Token Identity
Any mental event is identical to a physical event (the mental event of x’s having a mental property M is identical to an event such as x’s having a physical property P).

Of course, if mental properties and events are physical, they can have causal influence without violating Closure. The reconciliation of the latter with Influence thereby follows.

5.
Nonreductive Physicalism

In spite of this success, reductive physicalism has fallen in disgrace, mainly because of the multiple realizability argument put forward by Putnam and others. According to this argument, it is plausible to think that there are creatures, endowed with the mental properties that we humans possess, which simply do not have the physical properties that, according to the reductive physicalist, would be identical to the mental properties in question. Thus, for example, there could be a sophisticated robot and a Martian humanoid, who are made up of inorganic matters and thus do not have C-fibres. Accordingly, they cannot have the property of having C-fibres firing and yet, for all the evidence we have, they could be in pain. Thus, the property of having pain cannot be identical to the physical property of having C-fibres firing, contrary to what the reductive phyicalist proposes (on the basis of the neurophysiological evidence that correlates having pain and having C-fibres firing in humans). At most, we can say that pain is some sort of “higher-level” property which is “realized” by different “lower-level” physical properties in different creatures.
 In humans, the lower-level property would be C-fibres firing. What about the robot and the Martian? We can imagine, say, that the robot was designed so as to realize pain by having R-fibres firing and the Martian, as it turns out, realizes pain by having M-fibres firing. These science-fiction examples make the case in a particularly vivid way, but they are not strictly speaking necessary. It is enough to consider the fact that our brains are quite different from those of other animals to which we attribute at least some of the mental properties that we attribute to ourselves. This by itself casts doubt on the idea that we and these fellow animals can share physical properties that can be identified with the mental properties that we and the fellow animals are all capable of exemplifying.


In sum, the following thesis came to be widely accepted:

Multiple Realizability
The same mental property can be realized by different physical properties in different species (or even, as we shall note below, in different individuals of the same species or in the same individual at different times).


Now, Multiple Realizability immediately leads to a thesis that directly contradicts Type Identity, namely:

Distinctness
Mental properties and physical properties are distinct.


It is tempting in the light of this argument to retreat to a relative reductive physicalism, according to which there is, contrary to our prima facie commonsensical expectations, e.g., no single pain. There are rather different species-specific kinds of pain: pain-for-humans, pain-for-Martians, pain-for-robots, etc. (and similarly for other mental properties) (Lewis 1969, Kim 1972). The idea is that a specific form of Type Identity can still be true if mental properties are relative in this way (pain-for-human is identical to having C-fibres firing, pain-for-Martians to having M-fibres firing, etc.). It has been argued however that, in view of the phenomenon of brain plasticity, even this is implausible (Horgan 2001). Take a physical property P that seems to be a good candidate for being identified with a human mental property M. It may happen that a subject who, because of a brain damage, is incapable of exemplifying the property P still exemplifies property M and this is so somehow by virtue of exemplifying another physical property P΄, the exemplification of which is compatible with the brain damage. This suggests not so much that M is identical to P, let alone P΄, but rather that M was at first realized by P, and later, after the brain damage, by P΄. In other words, M would be realizable in different ways in individuals of the same species and in the same individuals at different times. Lewis 1969 admits not only the possibility of distinct pains such as pain-for-humans and pain-for-Martians, but even that of different pains such as pain-for-Lewis and pain-for-Putnam. A philosopher who allows for this might end up distinguishing even between pain-for-Putnam-at-time-t1 and pain-for-Putnam-at-time-t2 in order to stick to Type Identity in spite of the phenomenon of brain plasticity. 


Perhaps this is not a very appealing option, as it runs too much against our commonsensical expectations. Be this as it may, Reductive Physicalism has increasingly lost consensus. A nonreductive physicalist paradigm has come to the fore, in an attempt to retreat to a form of physicalism compatible with both Distinctness and Closure. This physicalism is nonreductive in that it accepts Distinctness, thereby making room for Multiple Realizability. In addition to Distinctness, two main theses are typically appealed to in order to characterize this doctrine and make it a form of physicalism, as its appellation demands. One is Token Identity. The other is: 

Supervenience
Mental properties supervene on physical properties, in that, necessarily, for every system (organism, creature) x and mental property M of x, x has a physical property P such that necessarily whatever has P also has M.

The nonreductive physicalist replaces Type Identity with at least one of them. Both in fact appear sufficient to rule out purely mental substances, entities that have mental properties without having physical properties, and to establish some sort of dependence of the mental on the physical.


Before going ahead, some (partly terminological) considerations about Supervenience will be useful. Consider an individual x with mental property M. By Supervenience, it must be the case that x also has a corresponding physical property P. We can then say that in this case M supervenes on P. Intuitively, P is the physical property that realizes M. 
 It should be noted that, given the modal force of Supervenience, M and P are in a relation of necessitation. More specifically, in the light of Multiple Realizability, the necessitation in question is asymmetric: P asymmetrically necessitates M (Yablo 1992, 182).
 Moreover, the necessitation in question may well be nomic or physical, at any rate somewhat weaker than the (metaphysical or logical) necessitation involved in the determination relation.
 When a mental property supervenes on (is realized by) a physical property, something analogous can be said about corresponding mental and physical events. For when a mental event, such as Tom’s pain, occurs, we must admit that some creature exemplifies a mental property (in our example, Tom exemplifies being in pain). And this is so, presumably, even if we do not buy Kim’s property exemplification view of events. By Supervenience, then, there must also be a physical event resulting from the creature’s exemplifying a certain physical property on which the mental property supervenes. And the latter property, as noted, is such as to (asymmetrically) necessitate and be realized by the former. On this basis, we can also conveniently say that the mental event supervenes on (is realized by, asymmetrically necessitates) the physical one.


The Acceptance of Token Identity still offers a way to address the tension between Closure and Influence. It does so, if we understand these principles, respectively, as follows:

Closure 1
If a physical event has a cause, this cause is a physical event.

Efficacy
Mental events can at least sometime cause other events.

Similarly, Supervenience also promises at least at first glance to keep Closure and Influence together. On the one hand, it offers a way to guarantee Closure, and more specifically its more specialized version Closure 1. Take an event which is a good candidate for having a mental cause, Tom’s yelling, as it follows Tom’s pain. By Supervenience, the pain supervenes on a physical event, say, an episode of C-fibres firing in Tom, and this physical event can be taken to be the cause of the yelling. On the other hand, Influence can also be accommodated, one may think, provided it is spelled out in a certain manner.


This manner presupposes some bit of terminology, in the light of which a property P of an event c can be said to be relevant to c’s being a cause of a certain effect e (Braun 1995). Take a well-known example used by Braun (adapted from Dretske 1989). Wilma is a soprano who sings the word “shatter” at a high pitch and amplitude, in such a way that a nearby glass is caused to shatter. There is then a singing event with the property of involving a sound with high pitch and amplitude as well as that of involving a word token which means shatter. Intuitively, however, only the first of these properties is relevant to the event’s causing the glass to shatter. In other words, the singing event causes, qua having the former property, the shattering event. In general we can say: c, qua P (or by virtue of being P), causes e, where P is a certain property. By employing this terminology, Influence is then spelled out as follows:

Relevance
Mental properties are at least sometime causally relevant, i.e., there can be an event c which, qua M, causes another event e, where M is a mental property.


Now, Supervenience at least prima facie suggests that mental properties are causally relevant and that therefore the reductive physicalist who endorses it has no trouble in holding on to both Closure and Influence (where the latter is understood as Relevance). This can be seen by noting that it is tempting to provide the following counterfactual analysis of causal relevance: an event c, qua P, causes an event e iff (i) c has the property P, (ii) c causes e and (iii) c would not have caused e, had it not had property P. Consider Tom’s pain at t, followed by Tom’s yelling at t΄. By Supervenience, the pain supervenes on a physical event, say, a firing of Tom’s C-fibres at t. In line with Closure, this causes the yelling. But Supervenience also tells us that the firing could not have occurred without being a pain, i.e., a mental event. And thus Relevance seems to be insured, given the counterfactual analysis of causal relevance. In fact, there appear to be decisive objections to this analysis,
 but it is useful in letting us see a reason that can easily incline toward Supervenience.


It should be noted that the terminology introduced in order to spell out Relevance also suggests this additional version of Closure:

Closure 2
If a physical event e has a cause, then there is a physical event c and a physical property P such that c, qua P, causes e. In other words, the physical property P of c is relevant to c’s causing e.

By a similar line of reasoning, Supervenience may seem to make Influence (in the form of Relevance) compatible with Closure 2 as well. Consider again Tom’s pain and the ensuing yelling. Even if admitted that there is a mental property of the former event, being a pain, which is causally relevant to the yelling, the latter may well have been caused by a physical event whose existence is granted by Supervenience, the one on which the pain event supervenes. And this physical event may surely have a physical property, say, being a firing of C-fibres, which is causally relevant to the yelling.

6.
Troubles for nonreductive physicalism

We shall now move on to some problems that the reductive physicalist must confront. They have to do in some way or another with a threat of epiphenomenalism. Once Influence is split into Efficacy and Relevance, we can say that epiphenomenalism shows up in any approach in which we are forced to deny at least one of them. To see how this could happen in nonreductive physicalism, we should focus on two different ways of cashing out Exclusion, depending on which version of Closure is privileged. In relation to Closure 1, we get:

Exclusion 1
If an event c is a cause of an event e, then, in typical cases, no other event is a cause of e.

With Closure 2 in mind, on the other hand, we land on:

Exclusion 2
If an event c, qua P, causes an event e, then, in typical cases, it is false that c, qua P΄, causes e, where P and P΄ are distinct properties.

Dretske’s soprano example can be used to motivate both. Mary, ignorant of the laws of acoustics, may propose, in seeing the shattering of the glass, that it was caused by some supernatural event (simultaneous with the singing). Suppose she is told that the high pitch and amplitude involved in the singing are enough to make it a cause of the shattering. If she does not withdraw her appeal to a supernatural event distinct from the singing, we would think that she is being unreasonable. Why? Because we presuppose Exclusion 1 in providing causal explanations (and we see no reason to view this causal episode as an “untypical” one involving overdetermination). Suppose Mary withdraws her original hypothesis and admits that the singing caused the shattering. Nevertheless, she insists that, although the high pitch and amplitude involved in the event had a role in the event’s causing the shattering, a role is also played by the fact that it involved the uttering of a word with the meaning shatter (she argues that, had the soprano uttered a word with the same pitch and amplitude but with a different meaning, the glass would not have shattered). Surely, we would still find this an unreasonable proposal and (quite apart from the implausibility of the idea that meanings can have this sort of causal power) this is presumably because in causal explanations we presuppose not only Exclusion 1, but also Exclusion 2: if the singing, qua involving a certain pitch and amplitude, caused the shattering, it cannot be the case that it caused it also by virtue of involving the uttering of a word that means shatter (again, there is no reason to think that the episode in question is “untypical” in that it involves overdetermination).


Let us now see how, by resorting to one or the other of these principles, one can try to show that the nonreductive physicalist is guilty of epiphenomenalism. We shall consider two kinds of nonreductive physicalist. One who wishes to adhere at all costs to the Kim structuralist universalist account of events and another who is prepared to give it up. There is an important preliminary step to be made explicit, which has independent ontological interest, regardless of whether one worries about epiphenomenalism or not. Here it is. On the basis of his own structuralist universalist account of events, Kim has argued that Token Identity collapses into Type Identity and thus the nonreductive physicalist, having rejected the latter thesis, is not free to endorse the former (Kim 1998, 60).
 Kim’s argument can be reconstructed as follows. Suppose events are viewed as structured items whose constitutive properties are universals and which obey Kim Identity Condition. Consider an arbitrary mental property M, a certain universal. We can assume that M is exemplified, if not in this world, in some nomically possible world w. If it is exemplified in w, then there must be in w a mental event [x1, M, t1]. But then, by Token Identity, there is also in w a physical event [x2, P, t2] to which the former is identical. This is physical in that P is a physical property. Now, by Kim Identity Condition, it follows, inter alia, that M = P. Since M was arbitrarily chosen we can conclude that any mental property is identical to a physical property, i.e., Type Identity is true. This argument leads the supporter of nonreductive physicalism to a dilemma. Either she rejects Token Identity or she had better find an account of events different from the one provided by Kim.


Consider now the nonreductive physicalist committed to the Kim structuralist universalist account of events. She has to react to the above argument. Suppose she does this by telling us that she has no problem in rejecting Token Identity; she can still uphold Supervenience and be a happy with it. As Kim has also argued in various works,
 there is a problem with this move in that Distinctness, Supervenience, Closure 1 and Exclusion 1 provide a route to epiphenomenalism. For they jointly lead us to reject Efficacy and, we may add, Relevance. The basic idea is this. Take a mental event m which seems to be a good candidate for being causally efficacious and more specifically to be such that it causes, qua M, another event e, where M is a mental property. For example, m could be Tom’s pain at time t. Then, the event e putatively caused by the pain could be, say, Tom’s yelling at time t΄. By Closure 1, this effect must have a physical cause and, given Supervenience, the plausible candidate is the physical event on which the mental one supervenes. In our example, we might say it is a certain firing of Tom’s C-fibres occurring at t. But then, by Exclusion 1, the pain cannot be a cause, and a fortiori cannot be an event which, qua pain, causes something else. This is so, unless the pain is identical to the C-fibres firing in question. But, given Kim’s view of events, Distinctness rules this out, for the reasons explained above. To put it otherwise, the pain could be identical to the firing of the C-fibres only if Token Identity were true. But this, from the perspective of Kim’s account of events, requires Type Identity, which is precisely what Distinctness rules out.


Let us now turn to the nonreductive physicalist who, possibly in response to the argument we have just seen, does not endorse the Kim universalist structuralist view of events. This gives her elbow room to uphold Token Identity, which in turn grants her Efficacy (for reasons explained above). The trouble now is that, given Distinctness and Closure 2, Exclusion 2 immediately leads to the denial of Relevance. For Closure 2 asserts that, if an event e is caused by a mental event c, this can happen only if c has a physical property by virtue of which c causes e. This implies that c is physical, which, given Token Identity, may well be the case. However, by Exclusion 2 and Distinctness, we must admit that it is not by virtue of some mental property that c causes e. Hence, Relevance must be rejected.
 We have seen that the nonreductive physicalist can uphold Token Identity by retreating from Kim’s account of events. We now see that, by so doing, she lands on a form of epiphenomenalism as a result of losing Relevance. There is another problem worth noticing. Token Identity (and Efficacy with it) becomes an option once we set Kim’s account of events aside. But this move leaves one with the burden of providing an alternative to Kim’s account, hopefully an alternative that can be independently motivated. This is particularly important if the problem with Relevance can somehow be defused.


Let us take stock. If the reductive physicalist accepts Kim’s account of events, she must abandon Token Identity and retreat to Supervenience. But in doing so, she must reject Efficacy and Relevance (given Exclusion 1 and Closure 1). If, on the other hand, the reductive physicalist rejects Kim’s account of events, she can uphold Token Identity. This allows her to maintain Efficacy but she is forced to give up Relevance (given Exclusion 2 and Closure 2), and, at any rate, she must tell us which positive account of events, compatible with Efficacy, she is prepared to put forward in order to replace Kim’s account.

7.
Tropism and NENRP

We have noted that someone who does not adhere to Kim’s account of events should provide an alternative picture. It could be said that this alternative picture has been with us for years: it is the one due to Davidson. But Davidsonian events, I argued, can best be seen as tropes. Alternatively, tropes can enter the scene, by adopting a structuralist tropist conception of events. In sum, in providing this alternative picture one could resort to tropism. This is no surprise in view of section 3, above. Now, Robb 1997 has argued that, by adopting tropism, we can quite naturally be nonreductive physicalists without acquiescing to epiphenomenalism.
 Robb’s proposal is discussed in Maurin’s and Heil’s contributions to this volume and thus additional information on it can be gained from those sources. Here I will summarize it in a way that is convenient for my present purposes. The gist is this. We should confront the crucial datum of section 2, as regards a mental predicate such as “feels pain”, by appealing to the idea that tropes can partially resemble each other. The idea is that we correctly apply this predicate to Tom the human, Roby the robot and Marsie the Martian, insofar as there are three partially resembling tropes, h, r and m, instantiated1 by Tom, Roby and Marsie, respectively. In other words the predicate corresponds to a class of partially resembling tropes, comprising h, r and m. This can be seen as the mental property2 of pain, exemplified2 by Tom, Roby and Marsie. In this sense, all these tropes are mental. On the other hand, these three tropes can each belong to classes of perfectly resembling tropes, with respect to which we deploy predicates such as “having C-fibres firing”, etc. We thus have three different physical properties2 (each of which is exemplified2 by Tom, Roby and Marsie, respectively) to which the tropes belong. In this sense, they are also physical. We thus have Distinctness and Multiple Realizability. For example, there are different ways of instantiating2 pain: by instantiating2 the property2 having C-fibres firing (i.e., by instantiating1 a trope belonging to the latter property2), by instantiating2 the property2 having R-fibres firing, etc. All this is compatible with Token Identity. This is immediately clear if events just are tropes, as the non-structuralist tropist conception has it. Consider again the event of Tom’s being in pain at time t. This is just trope h. This trope belongs to the perfect resemblance class of having C-fibres firing and thus it is physical.
 What I have outlined is a view which we could call tropist nonreductive physicalism.

As noted above, once Token Identity is secured, so is Efficacy. But what about Relevance? On a superficial reading, it may seem that Robb claims in his 1997 that tropist nonreductive physicalism also secures the latter, but this is so only because he considers a thesis, different form what I have called “Relevance”, which he however calls with the same name. It is a thesis also discussed in Maurin’s and Heil’s contributions to this volume,
 wherein they agree (implicitly in Heil’s case) that Robb’s tropist approach indeed accommodates it. In this paper I shall call it “Robb Relevance”. Here it is:

Robb Relevance
Mental properties are (sometimes) causally relevant to physical events.

By this, Robb simply means that an effect may well be caused by an event somehow involving a mental property. And he thinks that his tropist proposal grants this. For example, an event such as Tom’s pain does involve a mental property. This is so, if by “property” we mean property1, i.e., trope. And in fact (to continue with the above example), the pain in question is trope h (given the identification of tropes with events
). Now, the pain can cause something, since h is not only mental, but also, as explained above, physical. In other words, Robb Relevance is gained by appealing to properties1 of concrete individuals. But Relevance has to do with properties of events and thus addressing the former does not amount to addressing the latter. Nordhof 1998 has thus criticized Robb for not going far beyond Davidson: Robb and Davidson are in the same boat, in having troubles with Relevance; neither really grants us that a mental event, qua mental, can cause something. Robb has replied that, by bringing tropes explicitly into the picture, he goes beyond Davidson by explaining how (mental) properties are involved in causation (2001, 91). This may well be true, but, as he admits, “we have independent reasons (examples such as the soprano) for thinking that the qua problem arises for events” (1997, 191). He adds that there is no similar qua problem for properties and thus for tropes (Heil and Maurin agree with this in their contributions to this volume). But this may be true at best inasmuch as tropes are properties. The trouble is that, as we have seen, tropes can also be viewed as events. And thus the qua problem arises for tropes insofar as they are events. In fact, mutatis mutandis, the “qua talk” involved in Relevance makes sense in tropism just as in universalism: we can claim that the event f, qua instantiating0 F, i.e., by virtue of being a trope belonging to property2 F, can cause another event. 
 But then we have to address Relevance. More precisely, we have to address it in a form appropriate to tropism. I leave to the reader a formulation based on the structuralist tropist conception of events and focus simply on the version based on the default option, according to which events are tropes:
Tropist Relevance
There can be an event (trope) c which, qua instantiating0 M, causes another event e, where M is a mental property2.


Robb addresses neither Tropist Relevance nor a relative of it based on a different (but still tropist-friendly) view of events.
 By capitalizing on this, C. and G. MacDonald (2006, 555-56) argue that a tropist approach lacks the resources to salvage Relevance. They contrast tropist approaches (Robb’s in particular) with a version of universalism that they put forward, which is claimed to have all the virtues of tropist approaches (as they are used in an attempt to support nonreductive physicalism), plus one. Namely, the resources to accommodate Relevance. I shall discuss their proposal in more detail below. For the time being, it is important to note that it crucially relies on the one hand on the acceptance of Supervenience (or something similar) and on the other hand on the rejection of Exclusion 2. The latter is replaced by;
Exclusion 2*
If an event c, qua P, causes an event e, then, in typical cases, it is false that c, qua P΄, causes e, where P and P΄ are distinct and independent properties.
(See MacDonald and McDonald 2006, 544.)

This principle differs from Exclusion 2 because of what is provided by the addition of the word “independent”, which I have thus italicized for emphasis. Indeed, without a word like that the principle cannot be true.
 We can resort again to Yablo’s pigeon example to see this. If a pigeon is caused to peck by the redness of a triangle, surely we want to say that the redness is causally relevant for the pecking, yet we do not want to deny that the determinate shade of red of the triangle is also relevant. This seems to be due to the fact that the determinable redness and the determinate shade in question, albeit distinct properties, are not independent. But how should we spell out “independent”? In essence, according to MacDonald and MacDonald 2006, if two properties stand in a necessitation relation (whether nomic/physical or logical/metaphysical), they are not independent. Thus, in particular, according to this proposal, if a mental property M supervenes on (is realized by) a physical property P, then M and P are not independent.
 For present purposes, we can be content with this bit of knowledge about what independence amounts to.


With Exclusion 2* in view, the above argument against Relevance cannot get off the ground. Take a mental event m which causes e. True, by Closure 2, this can happen only if c has a physical property P by virtue of which m causes e. However, given Supervenience, P may well be the physical property on which M, the mental property that makes m mental, supervenes. Since Supervenience tells us that P and M are in a necessitation relation [M asymmetrically necessitates (is realized by, supervenes on) P], Exclusion 2* cannot prevent us from considering M a property such that m, qua M, causes e. That is, Relevance is not endangered.


Now, if this is right, (Tropist) Relevance is similarly compatible with tropist nonreductive physicalism, for this doctrine implies Supervenience, more precisely the tropist version of it, namely:

Tropist Supervenience
Mental properties2 supervene on physical properties2, in that, necessarily, for every system (organism, creature) x and mental property2 M of x, x instantiates2 a physical property2 P such that necessarily whatever instantiates2 P also instantiates2 M.
This can be seen by adapting to the way tropism has been characterized here the argument given by Robb 1997, 188.


In sum, once Exclusion 2 is given up in favour of its more plausible relative, Exclusion 2*, and (Tropist) Supervenience is given the appropriate prominence in tropist nonreductive physicalysm, we see clearly that this approach need not reject (Tropist) Relevance. For with (Tropist) Supervenience, mental properties2 are dependent on physical properties2 and thus we cannot appeal to Exclusion 2* to reject Relevance.
 In sum, the tropist nonreductive physicalism may well be a non-epiphenomenalist nonreductive physicalist, in other words a supporter of what I have dubbed NENRP in the introduction.

8.
Heil universalism and NENRP

Tropist nonreductive physicalism relies on a crucial aspect of the tropist ontology. Namely that a predicate may apply to a concrete individual for two different reasons. It might apply because the individual instantiates a trope belonging to a class of perfectly resembling tropes to which the predicate corresponds or because the individual instantiates a trope belonging to a class of partially resembling tropes to which the predicate corresponds. In the latter case, it may well happen that the members of the partial resemblance class are grouped into subclasses of perfect resemblance with predicates corresponding to them. An example of the former kind is given, presumably, by “round” and an example of the latter kind by “having a weight in between 5 and 10 kilos”. The tropes in the partial resemblance class corresponding to this predicate are grouped in turn into classes of perfect resemblance for which we can have corresponding predicates, such as “having a weight of exactly 5 kilos”, “having a weight of exactly 6 kilos”, and so on. Similarly, it is argued, “pain” corresponds to a class of partially resembling tropes involving subclasses of perfect resemblance captured by predicates such as “having C-fibres firing” and “having M-fibres firing”. This paves the way for Distinctness and Multiple Realizability.


In his contribution to this volume, Heil claims in effect that tropist nonreductive physicalism is not essentially tropist, in the sense that the universalist can “simulate” the above mentioned crucial aspect of tropism, by resorting to the idea that there can be resemblances among universals. She could say for example that “round” applies to two distinct round coins because they both exemplify the universal roundness, whereas “coloured” applies to both coins because they respectively exemplify two distinct universals, say, a green one and a yellow one, so to speak, which resemble each other. In the former case, the predicate corresponds to a universal, whereas in the latter case it only corresponds to a family of distinct but similar universals. Analogously, “having C-fibres firing” and “having M-fibres firing” could be taken to correspond to two different but mutually resembling universals, i.e., having C-fibres firing and having M-fibres firing, and “pain” to the family of mutually resembling universals that comprise both. There is however no universal to which the predicate “having pain” corresponds, according to this picture. At most, “having pain” can be taken to correspond to a family of similar universals. This many-membered family, having pain, is of course distinct from each member of the family (or for that matter, from the one-membered families which have as unique members the various members of having pain, i.e., having C-fibres firing, having M-fibres firing, etc.). However, having pain can be, so to speak, multiply realized, in that each of its different members can be exemplified by various concrete individuals. In this sense, Distinctness and Multiple Realizability are guaranteed, pretty much in the way they are from the tropist’s point of view. Let us say that a universalist who follows this road accepts Heil universalism.


In practice, Heil universalism consists in bringing in families of similar universals in order to account for the crucial datum of section 2. Note that, once this is done, it is appropriate for the universalist to distinguish between, say, “propertya” and “propertyb” and “exemplificationa” and “exemplificationb”, just like the tropist distinguishes between “property1” and “property2” and “exemplification1” and “exemplification2”. For example, one should assert that both Tom and Marsie feel pain in that both exemplifyb the propertyb having pain, which is a family of similar universals. And this happens because there is a propertya, having C-fibres firing, exemplifieda by Tom, and another propertya, having M-fibres firing, exemplifieda by Marsie.


With this in mind, we can see clearly that the Heil universalist can buy Token Identity and Supervenience (and thus Efficacy and Relevance) just like her tropist colleague. As regards Token Identity, she can say that an event such as Tom’s being in pain, i.e., Tom’s exemplifyingb  the propertyb of having pain, is simply Tom’s instantiatinga the propertya of C-fibres firing, a physical event. But it is not Tom’s instantiatinga a universal that could also be exemplifieda by a Martian without C-fibres, because there is no such universal. Moreover, she can hold on to her own version of Tropist Supervenience, by replacing “property2” and instantiation2”, with “propertyb” and “instantiationb”, respectively. Thus, for example, the event of Tom’s being in pain, qua involving a propertya, having C-fibres firing (which belongs to a mental propertyb, a family of similar “mental universals”, the having pain family), may well cause another event e. In sum, a Heil universalist can accept NENRP just like a tropist.

9.
Standard universalism

But is it a good idea for a universalist to be a Heil universalist? Surely, there can be resemblances among universals and thus Heil universalism may seem tempting.
 But the basic point of this doctrine, as I understand it, is that there are universals that resemble each other as a matter of brute fact, just as it is the case with tropes in a tropist approach, where resemblance of tropes is a primitive notion. However, not having to resort to a primitive notion of resemblance has been seen as an advantage that the universalist should try to preserve over the tropist:

Such unanalyzable, primitive, resemblance of universals I regard as a fall-back position for the Realist about universals. It may in the end have to be accepted, at least for some cases. But it is an uncomfortable compromise, true to the superficial appearances, but lacking the deep attractiveness of a theory that always takes resemblance to involve some degree of identity.
Armstrong 1989, 105.

As is evident from this quotation, Armstrong strives to understand resemblance of universals, without taking it as primitive. For the obvious thing to say from the point of view of the universalist is that, in general, the resemblance of two entities is not a brute fact, because it is due to the sharing of a number of universals by the entities in question. Thus, in particular, if the entities in question are universals, their resemblance should be understood by viewing them as lower-level universals that share some higher-level universals.
 Let us look at some concrete examples. Two different determinate shades of red resemble each other in that they share the higher-level property of being red (say, power of radiating light with a wavelength within a certain range). Each such shade resembles any other colour shade more than it resembles, to take an extreme case, the microphysical property of having negative spin. This is so because they all have, whereas the latter does not, the higher level property of being red. Similarly, being sugar and being salt are similar, because they share the higher-level property of solubility; being nephrite and being jadeite, because they share the higher-level property of being jade; being sapphire and being ruby because they share the higher-level property of being made of molecules of Al2O3.

This position, which in contrast to Heil universalism appeals to higher-level universals to ground the resemblance of lower-level ones, could perhaps be dubbed with some legitimacy standard universalism. At any rate, this is how I shall call it here. From its perspective, the nonreductive physicalist may well agree that two properties such as having M-fibres firing and having C-fibres firing resemble each other. But not because they do so as a matter of brute fact. Rather, because they share the property of being realizers of pain. And this of course implies that there is a mental property, having pain, instantiated on the one side by creatures with M-fibres firing and, on the other side, by creatures with C-fibres firing. For without the mental property, the resemblance between the two physical properties would be groundless. 

10.
Monist universalism and NENRP

Following Heil universalism, a reductive physicalist can say that the predicate “pain” applies to an individual, not because this individual shares with others a certain universal to which the predicate corresponds, but because the individual exemplifies a property, such as having C-fibres firing, which belongs to a family of mutually resembling universals, a family which includes having M-fibres firing. According to this picture, when Tom is in pain, there is just one event, Tom’s havinga the propertya of having C-fibres firing. The event of Tom’s havinga pain is out of the picture, for there is no propertya of being in pain. Hence, the issues of whether the event of Tom’s havinga pain is causally efficacious and the propertya of havinga pain is causally relevant do not arise. The road toward NENRP is paved. But what about the standard universalist? The road for her is not paved in the same way. She is forced to accept, we may say, two propertiesa: on the one hand, havinga pain (which can be instantiateda by Tom, Roby and Marsie) and, on the other hand, havinga C-fibres firing (which cannot be instantiateda by Roby and Marsie). Now, this prima facie suggests that the standard universalist is also committed to distinguish, in the case of Tom’s pain, between two events, Tom’s havinga pain and Tom’s havinga C-fibres firing. In other words, the standard universalist seems to be bound to the denial of Token Identity. She can be, it would seem, a nonreductive physicalist cum Supervenience, but not cum Token Identity. By (legitimately) replacing Exclusion 2 with Exclusion 2*, the standard universalist who wants to be a nonreductive physicalist can claim (like the tropist) that Supervenience is enough to grant relevance. But for the physicalist the key to Efficacy is nothing less than Token Identity. Does this mean that the nonreductive physicalist, if a standard universalist, cannot coherently avoid the rejection of Efficacy and must acquiesce to epiphenomenalism?


MacDonald and MacDonald 2006 appears to offer a way out of this predicament. The MacDonalds note that a red box exemplifies the property of being coloured “just by exemplifying the property of being red” and put forth the view that similarly an event e can exemplify a mental property M “just by” exemplifying a physical property P (p. 563). This happens when P is a lower-level property that realizes a higher-level mental one, namely M. In an attempt to illustrate this position, let us consider once more the event of Tom’s pain at t. The idea seems to be this. Having pain is realized in this case by a physical property that Tom exemplifies at t, having C-fibres firing. Therefore, the event in question has the mental property of being a pain (or the having of a pain), by virtue of being a firing of C-fibres. Similarly, “a mental event can exemplify the property, being a thinking of Vienna, just by exemplifying the property, say, being neurochemical event ” (2006, 563). The MacDonalds claim that this is compatible with the Kim structuralist universalist account of events, if it is recognized that only one member of the pair of physical and mental properties involved in these cases is a constitutive property of the event in question.
 And in their physicalist perspective the chosen one is the physical property. Thus, in Tom’s example, the constitutive property is having C-fibres firing and the single event which is both a mental and a physical event is then [Tom, having C-fibres firing, t].

As the foregoing discussion suggests, the MacDonalds thus think that they can consistently maintain Token Identity (and thus Efficacy) in spite of being nonreductive physicalists committed to the Kim structuralist universalist account of events. They also accept Supervenience (more precisely, a close relative of it; see p. 565) and, as noted above, Exclusion 2* (rather than Exclusion 2). This allows them to claim that they hold a view that makes room for Relevance. Here is how they summarize their position (p. 565):

(1) mental properties of persons supervene on their physical properties, and so (2) mental properties of events supervene on their physical properties. This is consistent with the view that an individual event can be an exemplifying of both a mental and a physical property (of a person), can be an instance of both a mental property and a physical property (of an event), and can be an instance of a mental property just by being an instance of a physical property (of an event).


But I am not quite convinced. Let us focus again on the event of Tom’s pain at t. As I understand them, the MacDonald’s would admit that, insofar as there is this pain, Tom exemplifies at t not only having C-fibres firing, but also having pain at t. In spite of this, they deny that there is the event [Tom, having pain, t] and acknowledge only the event [Tom, having C-fibres firing, t]. Hence, they seem committed to a denial of Kim’s existence condition for events: Tom exemplifies having pain at t and yet [Tom, having pain, t] does not exist. In general, according to the MacDonald’s, as I understand them, when an object, x, exemplifies two properties, P and Q, at a given time, t, and it makes sense to say that x exemplifies Q, “just by” exemplifying P, we should deny that Q is a constitutive property of an event, thereby acknowledging at most the event [x, P, t]. In our example, given that having pain is a higher-level property realized by the lower-level property of having C-fibres firing, it makes sense to say that Tom exemplifies the former “just by” exemplifying the latter and thus we should at most acknowledge the event [Tom, having C-fibres firing, t], thereby rejecting [Tom, having pain, t]. However, it seems problematic to me that we can discriminate between the two properties in question in this way. After all both are exemplified by Tom and thus, to the extent that events are exemplifications of properties by objects at times, I find it implausible to deny the existence of [Tom, having pain, t] (and, more generally, to reject Kim’s existence condition). If there is this event, of course, given Distinctness and Kim Identity Condition, it cannot be identical to the event [Tom, having C-fibres firing, t]. In sum, Token Identity must go.


But another way of making Distinctness compatible with the structuralist universalist conception suggests itself. Rather than saving Kim Identity Condition as the MacDonald’s try to do, drop this principle, by allowing that more than one property can be a constitutive property of an event.
 The idea is that, even though F and G are distinct, the instantiation of F by a concrete particular at a given time and the instantiation of G by the same particular at the same time may well be the same event, provided that F and G are linked by a necessitation relation such as supervenience, realization or determination. In sum, the suggestion is to replace Kim Identity Condition with a principle along these lines:

Monist Identity Condition
[x, P, t1] = [y, Q, t1] iff x = y & t1 = t2 & (P = Q or P and Q are in a relation of necessitation).


A standard universalist who accepts this principle may be called a monist universalist. It seems to me that the monist universalist can coherently embrace NENRP. For, beside buying Relevance via Supervenience (in the way indicated above), she can also get Token Identity and thus Causal Efficacy by virtue of her acceptance of Monist Identity Condition. For instance, consider the event e of Tom’s being in pain. By Supervenience, there must also be the event e΄ of Tom’s having P, for some physical property P, a property (say, having C-fibres firing) that realizes being in pain. But, in view of Monist Identity Condition, e = e΄. In sum, we have Token Identity.


There are then three kinds of NENRP that are worth comparing for the purposes of this paper: the tropist brand, the Heil universalist brand, and the monist brand. It will emerge that, from the point of view of philosophy of mind, there are significant differences among them, differences ensuing from their being rooted in different doctrines of basic ontology, in the way explained above.

11.
Unitarianism vs. anti-unitarianism

According to unitarianism, Tom and fellow creatures such as Marsie and Roby can feel exactly the same way. For instance, Tom can experience precisely what it feels for Marsie and Roby to be in pain. In other words, the commonsensical expectation according to which there is just one pain (and similarly for other mental properties) is, in the unitarian’s opinion, fulfilled. The standard universalist can be unitarian in the following sense. Tom, Roby and Marsie can feel pain in the same way in that they can instantiate one and the same property of having pain, precisely in the sense in which they can all have the same height, weight or colour. The monist universalist who supports NENRP can uphold unitarianism, by virtue of being a standard universalist.


According to anti-unitarianism, Tom and his fellows can only approximately feel the same way: the above mentioned commonsensical expectation is not fulfilled, just as suggested by the doctrine of relative reductive physicalism, considered in section 4. As noted, according to it, there is no single pain, but at best different kinds of pain: pain-for-humans, pain-for-Martians, pain-for-robots, etc. From the tropist’s point of view, anti-unitarianism can be cashed out as, e.g., the fact that Tom, Marsie and Roby can at best exemplify pain tropes which only partially resemble each other (although they can exemplify perfectly resembling height, weight and colour tropes).
 Similarly, from the Heil universalist’s standpoint at best they can exemplify similar but distinct universals (although they can exemplify the very same height, weight and colour universals).


From the tropist’s point of view, the commonsensical expectation would be, e.g., that the predicate “having pain” corresponds to a class of perfectly resembling tropes, and the fact of the matter that the class corresponding to the predicate is instead only one of partial resemblance. On the other hand, from the point of view of the Heil universalist, the expectation would be that of a single universal (or one-membered class of universals) corresponding to the predicate and the reality that of a multi-membered family of mutually resembling universals.


Thus, the tropist and the Heil universalist, insofar as they support NENRP, in a sense can be seen as pursuing, in their different but symmetric ways, versions of relative reductive physicalism.
 They are both reductivists and non-reductivists, though not in an incoherent way. Let us focus on the tropist to clarify this. She is reductivist to the extent that she admits, in line with relative reductive physicalism, that mental properties2 such as pain-for-humans and pain-for-Martians (classes of perfectly similar tropes) are identical to physical properties2 such as having C-fibres firing and having M-fibres firing. As noted, in the light of the phenomenon of brain plasticity, the relative reductive physicalist may want to resort to mental properties such as pain-for-Lewis-at-time-t1 and pain-for-Putnam-at time-t2. Similarly, the tropist can say that the mental properties2 that can be considered classes of perfect resemblance are more numerous, but smaller in size, than we might have thought. For example, there would be no single (large) perfect resemblance class corresponding to the predicate “pain-for-humans”, but many smaller perfect resemblance classes, e.g., one comprising a pain-for-Lewis-at-t1 trope and another comprising a pain-for-Putnam-at-t2 trope. However, the tropist is non-reductivist in claiming that there is a (very large) mental property2 such as pain (a class of partially resembling tropes), which is not identical to (smaller) physical properties2 such as having C-fibres firing (or, given brain plasticity, the one comprising the pain-for-Lewis-at-t1, but not the pain-for-Putnam-at-t2 trope). Something similar, mutatis mutandis, can be said from the perspective of Heil universalism.


In sum, both the tropist and the Heil universalist, insofar as they support NENRP, are bound to be anti-unitarian and also lean toward relative reductive physicalism. In contrast, the monist universalist can support a unitarian version of NENRP, which need not have anything to do with relative reductive physicalism.

12.
Self-acquaintance

Another important difference emerges if we reflect on the intuitive idea that we are somehow acquainted with our own mental states in a way in which we are not with respect to external objects (at least from the perspective of a representationalist account of perception). For example, if Tom and Mary are both in pain at the same time, Tom is acquainted with his pain and Mary with her pain, but not vice versa.


One could think that this simply means, from a universalist perspective, that Tom is acquainted with a universal, say, having paint, with which Mary is not (cannot be). On the other hand, however, she is acquainted with a different one, say, having painm, precluded to Tom. But this may at best be in tune with Heil universalism.


From the perspective of standard universalism, it seems more appropriate to say that there is one universal, being in pain, that occurs as constituent in two distinct events. Tom is acquainted with one of them, his being in pain (at the time in question), and Mary is acquainted with the other one, her being in pain (at the time in question).


Similarly, from a tropist perspective, one could say that Tom is acquainted with a certain pain event, i.e., a trope exemplified1 by Tom, and Mary with a different pain event, i.e., a trope exemplified1 by Mary, although the two events (tropes) may well resemble each other perfectly. Yet, there is a difference which might be taken to have far-reaching consequences in philosophy of mind. Events are, for the (default) tropist, basic particulars and thus admitting an acquaintance with one of them does not bring with it any temptation to say that this acquaintance involves in turn an acquaintance with the constituents of the trope. The trope, qua basic, has no constituents. In contrast, for the standard universalist, events are structured in that they involve constituents, namely a particular, a property and a time. In one of the events under scrutiny now the particular is Tom himself and in the other Mary herself.


Recall that monist universalism is a form of standard universalism. By virtue of this, in the light of what we have just seen, it is a point of view that invites the conclusion that each of us can be acquainted not only with the mental universals that one exemplifies, but also with a certain particular, oneself (and, at a given time, with the time in question).
 In contrast, since Heil universalism and tropism are different from standard universalism, they do not invite the same conclusion. It is interesting to note in this connection that well-known supporters of universals, such as Roderick Chisholm (1969) and Bertrand Russell (at some point of his career) have acknowledged this sort of self-acquaintance. For example here is what Russell (1912, ch. 5) says:

We have acquaintance in sensation with the data of the outer senses, and in introspection with the data of what may be called the inner sense—thoughts, feelings, desires, etc.; we have acquaintance in memory with things that have been data either of the outer senses or of the inner sense. Further, it is probable, though not certain, that we have acquaintance with Self, as that which is aware of things or has desires toward things.

13.
Some doubts

Perhaps Monist Identity Condition is criticizable. A critic could say that it is the redness of the cloth that infuriates the bull (or, as we are told, the movement), not the cloth’s having that particular shade of red (movement). Or she might say that it is the being jade of the stone that elicits a feeling of aesthetic pleasure in a certain person, and not its being nephrite or its being jadeite. It seems, in other words, that we have two states of affairs and not just one, in situations in which, by Monist Identity Condition, we should say that there is just one event. Moreover, the critic could argue that when we distinguish between a necessitating property F and a necessitated property G, and we also admit that both of them are instantiated at t by a single individual, x, then we admit ipso facto that there are two items, the instantiantion of F by x at t and the instantiantion of G by x at t. If we say that there is one single event, the critic could then advance the suspicion that we are complicating the ontology by introducing a third item, the event, in addition to the two exemplifications, rather than simplifying it, by making the two exemplifications identical to one and the same item, the event. If this is so, we might have an ad hoc violation of Ockham’s razor, simply motivated by a desire to secure Efficacy.


If Monist Identity Condition becomes unappealing in the light of such (or other) criticisms, the standard universalist might have to eschew monist universalism. If so, perhaps, in order to save Efficacy she could end up reconsidering, instead of Supervenience, some sort of mental causation incompatible with physicalism. In other words, NENRP, as supported by monist universalism, could have an Achilles’ heel which could lead altogether to its abandonment in favour of the old dilemma between some kind of non-physicalist position and epiphenomenalism (on the assumption that reductive physicalism is not viable). The tropist and the Heil universalist forms of NENRP, despite other weaknesses that they may have, do not have this one.

14.
Conclusion

As suggested by Heil 2008, there is indeed a version of universalism, Heil universalism, as I have called it, which is compatible with non-epiphenomenalist non-reductivist physicalism (NENRP) pretty much in the way tropism is. But this fact can hardly be used to back up the claim that the issue of tropism vs. universalism is irrelevant for philosophy of mind. For Heil universalism is not the most natural form of universalism (or at least is not the only form of this doctrine) and the universalist can legitimately prefer what I have called monist universalism and try to use it in an effort to support NENRP. However, if some doubts regarding the identity condition for events are left aside, this results in a version of NENRP quite different from the versions based on tropism and Heil universalism. For only the former is compatible with the unitarian position according to which physically different creatures can feel or have experiences in exactly the same way and only the former invites, in a particularly straightforward sense, the idea that there can be an acquaintance with the self of the kind adumbrated by philosophers such as Russell or Chisholm. The results presented here thus contribute, I hope, to the general thesis that basic ontology matters in philosophy of mind. 
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� I am especially indebted to Ausonio Marras for detailed comments which allowed me to improve on a previous version of this paper, both in style and content. Anna-Sofia Maurin and David Robb provided helpful comments too. I am also grateful to Ausonio Marras as well as to Simone Gozzano and Cynthia MacDonald for useful discussions on the topics discussed here. In particular, professor MacDonald has kindly clarified for me various aspects of MacDonald and MacDonald 2006. A forerunner of the present work was delivered at a meeting of the Italian Society for Analytic Philosophy (Orilia 2006a). I wish to thank those in the audience who provided comments and suggestions.


� For present purposes I shall not assume any significant difference between the meanings of “ontology” and “metaphysics”.


� As Robb notes, a version of his tropist approach can also be found in Heil 1992, 136-139.


� Heil’s inclinations in this respect and the conception of the relation between language and reality that back them up are discussed in Maurin’s (2008) contribution to this volume. It should be noted that Heil does not assert that the issue of tropism vs. universalism has no bearing at all in philosophy of mind. In fact, he emphasizes that the acknowledgement of tropes can have the positive role of allowing for properties in the ontological inventory of a philosopher (of mind) who does not want to be committed to universals and moreover he hints (see the concluding remarks in his 2008) that acknowledging tropes rather than universals gives one an advantage in the treatment of intentionality.


� Some tropists (perhaps with more nominalist inclinations) might prefer to speak of concepts or even predicates instead of classes of mutually resembling tropes, but we can neglect this, as far as we are concerned here.


� A tropist may want to make an exception to this, when it comes to “mereologically complex” properties. See Robb 2008, note 15.


� I take it that for the typical supporter of tropes the existence of these brute facts is an objective matter and accordingly the corresponding resemblance classes are usually called natural (see, e.g., Armostrong 1989). For present purposes we can assume that this idea is part of tropism. It should be noted that the very existence of the natural classes in question depends on the individual tropes’ being what they are, thereby resembling some tropes and failing to resemble others, as a matter of brute fact.


� A.-S. Maurin has urged to me in correspondence that “approximate” or “inexact” may be more appropriate than “partial”. She may be right, but many trope theorists use “partial” (see, e.g., Robb 2008).


� Not all trope theorist may like this terminology. A.-S. Maurin, for example, has objected in correspondence to my use of “instantiation0”. Note however that this is not so different from Williams’ use of “exemplify” (Williams 1953, 117; cf. Gozzano 2008, section 2).


� For a recent and interesting analysis of determination, see Funkhouser 2006. Funkhouser claims that his approach can be best applied to a tropist ontology, but he does not rule out its use in a universalist worldview.


� Armstrong has tried to argue that the only universals that really exist are ultimate determinates and that accordingly there are no determinables (1978, 117). It is not clear to me that he has maintained this position over the years. For example in his 1989, ch. 5, section IX, he seems to admit determinables in at least some cases. At any rate, the idea that there are determinables is more widespread and can be taken for granted as part of universalism, as far as we are concerned here.


� For an introductory comparison of universalism and tropism, see Armstrong 1989. Contemporary defences of ontological views based on universals can be found, e.g., in Bergmann 1967 and Armstrong 1978, 1978a, 1997. Armstrong is committed to a “sparse” conception, according to which not every predicate corresponds to a universal. I agree with this, although I would also emphasize that there is in any case a concept expressed by the predicate, to the extent that it is meaningful. For contemporary defences of ontological views based on tropes, see, e.g., Williams 1953, Campbell 1990 and Maurin 2002. Further details on the contrast between tropes and universals and additional references can be found in the other contributions to this volume. See in particular Gozzano’s contribution, for an extensive account of the nature of tropes. In addition to the rough outline offered here in this section, there are various things that should be noted for clarity’s sake, but that can for simplicity’s sake be left out as much as possible. Here they are. In general, an entity, insofar as it exemplifies a property, can be called a property-instance. The property-instances which are particulars, but are not tropes, events or the like (see below) may be called primary property-instances. I have focused on what may be considered the paradigmatic cases of such items, namely ordinary objects. But there are of course particulars not usually classified as ordinary objects, e.g., microphysical entities (photons, electrons, protons, etc.), which count as primary property-instances for both universalists and tropists. Although I shall avoid talk of relations as far as possible, it must be mentioned that property-instances can be linked to each other by relations. The typical universalist will acknowledge relations among universals. The tropist, typically, will take the ordinary relations between primary property-instances (such as spatial ones) to be tropes, but still a tropist might acknowledge that some relations are universals (I have in mind in particular the relations of (more or less perfect) resemblance among tropes). This does not mean that such a tropist is also a universalist. The essential mark of tropism, as I understand it here, is that it takes the properties of primary property-instances to be tropes (independently of whether or not some universals are also acknowledged). There may be however “mixed” tropist-universalist ontologies. In order to account for some intriguing empirical data from quantum mechanics, I have elsewhere (2006) tentatively put forward the view that tropism and universalism might co-exist in the sense that the properties of ordinary objects are universals and those of some microphysical items (bosons) are tropes. And there are philosophers, such as Lowe (see his contribution to this volume), who acknowledge in their ontology, for systematic reasons, both tropes and universals as properties of primary property-instances. For present purposes we can ignore these approaches.


� In keeping with the promise of avoiding talk of relations as far as possible, I neglect relational events which may be taken to involve various particulars and one relation instead of a single particular and a property. If relational events are taken into account a more complicated version of what I call below Kim Identity Condition is needed (Kim 1973).


� A crucial point in Davidson’s account is the possibility of claiming that the same event makes a number of different sentences true, e.g., “Jones is very amused”, and “Jones is amused about what happened in the kitchen” (Feldman 1980, 151).


� Davidson is a nominalist who prefers to say that events can be described in different ways rather than admitting that they really have properties, but for present purposes we can neglect this.


� Throughout this paper, in focusing on pain so as to have at hand a clear-cut example of mental property I freely use terms such “feeling pain”, “having pain”, “pain” and the like as equivalent, in order to talk about a certain property. However, I also use “pain” to talk about events; the context can disambiguate.


� The choice in question is not however the standpoint taken for granted in Robb 1997, where tropes and events are kept distinct. Robb hints (1997,181, not with my terminology of course) at the structuralist tropist view of events, but does not commit himself to it, either. As he has put it in correspondence, he is in that paper “largely neutral on the nature of events”.


� As I see it, that two properties, e.g., having pain and having C-fibres firing, are identical means in practice that there are two predicates, “having pain” and “having C-fibres firing”, which, albeit expressing two different concepts, somehow correspond to one and the same property (a universal, from the point of view of universalism).


� We need not concern us here with what realization precisely is. It is, we may say, a relation that links a realizable, higher-level, (mental) property to another, lower-level, (physical) property which works as “realizer”. But this of course is at best just useful terminology. Yablo 1992 makes the interesting proposal that realization is a determination relation, but there are good reasons, I think, to reject this idea (cf. Ehring 1996, Funkhouser 2006, section 4, Gozzano 2008, section 3), which will not then be endorsed here (note that, if Yablo’s thesis is not assumed, the terms “higher-level” and “lower-level” must be understood in different ways, depending on whether we are discussing the determination or the realization relation). There is a clear sense in which having pain is a property that admits of determinates, such as having a toothache, having a throbbing toothache, down to ultimate determinates for which we presumably have no adequate terminology. Correspondingly, we should assume that properties such as having C-fibres firing, having M-fibres firing (see below), etc. have corresponding determinates. For simplicity’s sake, however, I shall speak as if pain, having C-fibres firing, having M-fibres firing, etc., had no determinates. This inaccuracy will be immaterial for present purposes.


� As is well-known, another argument for Distinctness was proposed by Davidson on behalf of his anomalous monism (see his 1980). It is based on the assumption that while physical properties grant the existence of strict physical laws, mental properties do not allow for strict psychological and psycho-physical laws, which is taken to imply that physical properties cannot be identical to mental ones. Although Davidson’s anomalous monism has raised much discussion, the assumption in question has never obtained the widespread approval encountered by Multiple Realizability and indeed the former is much more dubious than the latter. 


� As is well-known, there are many species of supervenience and Kim has been most prominent in studying them (see his 1993). Here we are appealing to what Kim has called “strong supervenience” (1984). It is important to note that the variable “x” is not intended here to range over events, but rather over people, animals and the like (cf. Kim 2005, 33-34), so as to exclude that Supervenience immediately entails Token Identity. The idea is that these two principles should be seen as compatible (at least prima facie), but not such that the former entails the latter.


� For present purposes this description of nonreductive physicalism suffices, although it is worth noting that there is no full agreement on how exactly theories of this kind should be characterized. For example, G. and C. MacDonald (2006, 541) speak of minimal physicalism, a view that espouses both Distinctness and Token Identity. On the other hand, Kim (1998, 12) calls in the same way an approach that, without Token Identity, couples Distinctness with something like Supervenience (actually Kim considers therein a weaker version of the latter principle, but he adds to it other principles that rule out certain “Cartesian” outcomes and that need not concern us).


� In fact, once one accepts to talk in terms of “realization” of properties (as we are doing here) and buys Multiple Realizability, one typically also accepts the idea that an individual can have a mental property only by virtue of having a physical property that realizes it.


� For, as Yablo notes (1982, 182), the phenomenon of multiple realizability can be taken to imply that “necessarily, for every mental property M, and every physical property P which necessitates M, possibly something possesses M, but not P”. 


� I take this to be the standard view among the physicalists who accept Supervenience. Similarly, in reductive physicalism the identity of a mental and a physical property is normally taken to be a matter of simply nomic or physical necessity. In fact, as clearly explained in Marras 2005, the necessity to be appealed to in these issues had better be nomic or physical, despite recent contrary opinions.


� Kim distinguishes a weaker and a stronger notion of closure (see, e.g., Kim 1998). The latter somehow implicitly contains a version of Exclusion, which is however best viewed as a separate principle (Kim 2005, 51). Here we are thus appealing to the former.


� Accordingly, Braun 1995 proposes an alternative based on a distinction between essential and contingent properties of events.


� A related point is made in Kim 1972.


� See, e.g., his 1993, 1998, 2005.


� This and the above argument attributed to Kim are two versions of an “exclusion argument” whose origins can be traced back at least to Malcolm 1968 (Robb and Heil 2003). The two versions are not always sharply distinguished, although sometime they are (see, e.g., Yablo 1992, 180). 


� This section illustrates, inter alia, how Kim’s well-known attacks on nonreductive physicalism are dependent on his view of events. This is a point noted by Marras in some of his works (e.g., in his 1993) and explicitly taken up in Marras and Yli-Vakkuri 2008.


� In the context of the problem of mental causation, a tropist point of view analogous to that of Robb 1997 is also presented in Ehring 1996. Ehring however does not make the claim that tropism can be used to fully eliminate epiphenomenalism from nonreductive physicalism. More on this in note 41 below.


� Suppose on the other hand that we settle on the structuralist tropist account. In this case the event in question is [Tom, h, t]. This is physical in that its constitutive property belongs to the perfect resemblance class of having C-fibres firing.


� Still under the heading “Relevance”, in Maurin’s case.


� Alternatively, given the tropist structuralist account of events, the pain involves the trope h, by having it as a constituent, since the pain is [Tom, h, t].


� From the structuralist perspective, the qua problem arises for events, conceived of as involving tropes as constituents. Given this, we can claim that a certain event [x, f, t], by virtue of encompassing a trope f exemplifying0 property2 F, causes another event.


� Robb has informed me in correspondence that he does not look at Tropist Relevance with favour on two counts. First, he is not committed to the view that events are tropes and, second, he regards the idea that types are causally relevant as a category mistake. According to Robb, “this is clearest, if types are classes: Nothing causes anything in virtue of being a class”. As to the first point, let us emphasize that we are discussing here the merits in philosophy of mind of tropism cum the identification of tropes with events, independently of whether or not Robb is inclined to accept this identification. As regards the second point, it should be noted that Tropist Relevance does not assert that a class causes anything, but simply that a trope’s belonging to a certain resemblance class is relevant to the trope’s causing something. A trope c belongs to a resemblance class M (and thus instantiates0 M) somehow by whatever “brute fact” makes it the case that it and the other members of the class are naturally (and not as a result of an arbitrary convention) grouped in the class in question and not in others. If this is kept in mind, it seems to me perfectly legitimate to say that a trope can cause something by virtue of belonging to a certain class, as opposed to another.


� Unless we interpret “distinct” loosely, which may be intended by some of those who discuss the problem of mental causation by deploying something along the lines of my Exclusion 2; Yablo 1992 seems to me a case in point.


� Yablo 1992 makes a similar proposal, but in his view realization is determination.


� This argument crucially depends on the principle, noted in section 2, according to which, if two tropes are similar (to a certain degree) they are so necessarily.


� Ehring 1996 admits that in a tropist ontology Token Identity (a “property instance identity thesis”, in his terminology) and thus Efficacy can be secured, but, he notes, Relevance is not thereby secured (p. 465). He also considers something like Exclusion 2* and entertains the possibility that by means of it Relevance can also be regained. However, he concentrates only on the option of cashing out the notion of dependence involved in Exclusion 2* in terms of the determination relation. Since he argues against Yablo 1992 that mental properties are not determinables of physical one, he does not present in the end the tropist ontology as a way of fully amending nonreductive physicalism from epiphenomenalism. However, if, following MacDonald and MacDonald 2006, we are more liberal and admit that an appropriate relation of supervenience is sufficient to give us the dependence appealed to in Exclusion 2*, then tropism can secure (Tropist) Relevance (and thus fully avoid epiphenomenalism) in the way suggested above.


� Indeed in Orilia 2006a, I myself invoked resemblance of universals in order to reproduce the tropist account of multiple realizability from the universalist’s point of view. However I also expressed therein some perplexities, which I shall try to make explicit in the following.


� As I understand him, Armstrong admits that this is what happens in some cases, in particular when functional properties and laws of nature are involved (1989, 105), although he also thinks that this is not necessary in other cases, e.g., those regarding necessary truths of determination, such as that red is a colour (1989, 100) or quantity properties such as having a mass and being an ounce in mass (p. 101). But we can leave these subtleties aside for present purposes. 


� In discussing the argument against nonreductive physicalism in Kim 2007, Marras and Yli-Vakkuri 2007 in effect consider this option (the alternative (e) in their section 7) and present it as an option that Kim might accept. They however underline that it involves the rejection of Kim’s identity condition for events (see below on this).


� The MacDonalds play with this option. They try to motivate it by appealing to Lombard’s view (1986), according to which events always involve changes. I think this way of supporting the option in question is misleading, because Lombard’s is not a view which implies that an event has more than one constitutive property. According to him, an event, e, is the exemplification of a dynamic property D at a time t by an individual x. For this exemplification to occur it must be the case that t is an interval comprising “sub-times” t1, t2, t3, etc., at each one of which x exemplifies a property in a corresponding sequence of static properties, S1, S2, S3, etc., where each such static property is somehow “contrary” to the next one (Lombard 1998, 289). This may give the impression that there are many constitutive properties of the event e, namely S1, S2, S3, etc., a well as D. But in fact there is at most one constitutive property among these, namely D. For S1, S2, S3, etc. are not constitutive properties of the event, but rather, one may say, of various states which somehow are involved in the event. Be this as it may, in the end the MacDonalds drop the option in question (see note 39, p. 561 in their paper).


� A.-S. Maurin has suggested in correspondence a different way in which a tropist may render the anti-unitarian position: “Could not the tropist say that each of Tom, Marsie and Roby exemplify a trope, and that these tropes exactly resemble each other ‘mentally’ (e.g. functionally), although they only approximately (if at all) resemble each other ‘physically’ (e.g. neurophysiologically)?” It seems to me that, if we follow this road, we have to complicate tropism, by taking resemblance to be a triadic relation involving two tropes and something like a “respect” in which they may be similar. Now, these “respects” may turn out to be very close to the universals that the tropist wants to avoid and, at any rate, it is not obvious that the tropist has any theoretical advantage in appealing to them.


� This connection between relative reductive physicalism and the tropist version of NENRP is noted by Robb and Heil, as they present the latter as a way to salvage what I have called the commonsensical expectation (see theirs 2003, section 6.3, 14). In view of the above considerations however the latter position cannot be said to (fully) meet this expectation and the same goes for the Heil universalist version of NENRP.


� For more details on this option and for its repercussions in philosophy of language, see Orilia 2007.
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