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not vice versa. PCC1 allows non-physical causal overdetermination of the
physical,2 PCC2 does not. PCCI appears to be well-confirmed; PCC2, in
contrast, is confirmed only to the extent that PCC1, its logical consequence, is
confirmed. Indeed, there are prima facie counterinstances to PCC2 (derived
from the straightforward - physicalists say “naive” - construal of mental
causation), and that leaves PCC2 more or less a metaphysical postulate: not
something one arrives at, but something one presupposes from the very
beginning. As such PCC2 is definitely not a part of the empirical science of
phy31cs, but at most a regulative prinaple for it in Kant’s sense. More likely,
it is merely a part of the metaphysical position of physicalism. 1 will further
substantiate these claims in what follows.

Non-physical causation of the physical, as I will argue, is reconcilable with
the physical conservation laws. It is # addition reconcilable with the Weak
Principle of Causal Closure if we do not exclude causal overdetermination,
that is, the occurrence of two or more sufficient causes for one and the same
effect. Causal overdetermination, and in particular its psycho-physical variety,
may be un-esthetical or un-economical, but that can be no ground for the
ontological claim that it does not occur; much less can it be excluded on the
mere ground that it would be at best “extremely odd,” as Eugene Mills points
out against Jaegwon Kim.> The denial of causal overdetermination must be
argued for differently (that is, it must be argued for), and it is very difficult to
do this in a non-circular fashion, since there is good prima facie evidence for
the occurrence of causal overdeterminations. For example, given transitivity
of causation, any causal chain of more than one sufficient cause constitutes a
case of causal overdetermination. It may be harder to find overdeterminations
by independent causes - as long as one forgets the one glaring prima facie
example: independent mental and neurophysiological causation of the same
effect (a certain behavior, for example). The task is to dislodge the intuition
that such causal overdeterminations do in fact occur (which cannot be done
by assuming dogmatically that they do not, or rather: must not, occur). 4

Note that there is no apparent problem at all, not even the problem of
causal overdetermination, in reconciling the Weak Principle of Causal Closure
with the non-physical causation of physical events if “cause” is taken to mean

2 This is noted by Eugene Mills, since his principle of “physical closure” is no other than
PCCI (see his “Interactionism and Overdetermination”, p. 105f). Mills does not draw into
consideration any other version of the Principle of Causal Closure.

3 See Kim, Supervenience and Mind, p. 247, and Mills, “Interactionism and Overdetermination,”
p. 106, p. 113f).

* Systematic causal overdetermination can be used to reconcile prominent psychophysical
intuitions in the philosophy of mind that are widely held to be irreconcilable. See for this the
Appendix, (2).
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This is a demand for explanation, and we now have to consider in which way
an explanation way be forthcoming. But there is one thing that is already clear
even now: Howsoever the real immediate physical future after a situation of
physical indeterminism is to be explained, none of the possible explanations
can be in conflict with the physical conservation laws. Those laws are
preserved after the moment of indeterminism just as they were preserved up
to and including the moment of indeterminism, since the possible immediate
physical future which becomes real is a nomologically possible immediate
future, that is, an immediate physical future which is compauble with the
wotality of physical laws, and therefore, in particular, compatible with the
physical conservation laws. No physical fact after an indeterministic situation
contradicts physical laws; this fact, call it “the compaubility fact,” is implicit
in the very description of a situation of physical indeterminism. Now: any
explanation of the real immediate physical future after such an indeterministic
situation has to respect the compatibility fact. Therefore: any such explanation
will be compatble with the physical conservation laws.

And here is the best way, I submit, to make some headway in obtaining
an explanation of the immediate real physical future after an indeterministic
situation. Given a situation of physical indeterminism after which the physical
world, as it always does, goes on in a single manner, let e* be the totality of
(real) physical events immediately after the indeterministic situation. What is
the (or a) cause of this event? If we mean, as I think we should, by “cause”
actualized sufficient cause, the (or a) cause of e* cannot be a physical event or
anything physical (e. g., particles, electromagnetic fields, etc.), since not even
the totality of all events that have happened before e*, and therefore not the
totality of their physical constituents (e.g., actual particles, electromagnetic
fields, etc.),® could determine the happening of e*. Therefore: if ¢* has a
cause at all, it must be a non-physical cause. But according to the Genenadl
Prnaple of Causation,

GPC  Every event has a cause,

in symbols: Vx(Ex 5 3yCyx),

8 In my view, there are no physical objects that are not constituents or parts of physical events,
and ! do not believe in an independent causality of the, if I may say so, non-evently constituents
of physical events (these views are coroflaries of the metaphysical theory I expound in my
book Ereignis und Substanz). In other words, the causal influence of non-evently physical
obpassam@adyre&mbkwdmasualmﬂxmofﬂwevmmofwhxdldwseohm
are constituents. Therefore, if the totality of all physical events before ¢* is not sufficient for
determining ¢*, then neither is the totality of all the physical constituents of these events. This
leaves us with no physical cause for ¢*.
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¢* must have a cause. Therefore: e* hasa non-physical cause,? and ¢* having
a non-physical cause points us towards a certain kind of explanation of the
immediate real physical future after an indeterministic situation: such an
explanation had best be a causal and non-physical one.

The argument that has just been deployed, call it “the C-Argument,” is
based on certain assumptions: (1) on the assumption of the occurrence of
a situation of physical indeterminism with several nomologically possible
continuations into the future, but with a single real continuation; (2) on
the assumption of a certain conception of causation; (3) on the assumption
of the General Principle of Causation. But these assumptions are certainly
compossible. Therefore the C-Argument establishes the compatibility of non-
physical causation of the physical with the physical conservation laws. If
the assumptions of the C-Argument are not only compossible, but also
complausible, then the argument establishes something more: namely, the
plausibility of non-physical causation of the physical in accordance with the
physical conservation laws.

Are the assumptions (1) to (3) complausible? This, in their particular
case, is really a matter merely of their separate plausibility: if each of them is
plausible, then, in their case, they are also plausible together. What about the
plausibility of each of the three assumptions?

I start with the General Principle of Causation, since most philosophers
nowadays may find this principle implausible. Logical carelessness is one of
the vices of philosophers, and therefore many of them apparently confuse
PPC - the Physical Principle of Causation — with GPC - the General Principle
of Causation. There is indeed evidence in physics against PPC, but that
evidence leaves GPC unscathed.

But perhaps something more than logical carelessness is, after all, involved
here. Given that there is a physical event that has no physical cause, in
contradiction to PPC, how could one derive from this that there is an event
that has 70 cause at all, in contradiction to GPC? Answer: By assuming that
if there is no physical cause, then there is no cause at all, or in other words:

PCP1 Everything that has a cause also has a physical cause.
In symbols: Vx(@yCyx D 3z(Pz A Czx)).

Or by assuming the logically stronger

% A similar, but more specialized argument can be constructed with respect to the Big Bang:
The Big Bang is a physical event that, as scienceis ready to concede, has no physical cause. But
GPC demands its having a cause. Hence the Big Bang has a non-physical cause, and obviously
(since there is no time before the Big Bang) without hurting the physical conservation laws.
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PCP2 Everything that causes something is physical.
In symbols: VyVx(Cyx > Py).

PCC1 and PCC2 are obvious logical consequences of PCP1 and PCP2,
respectively. I call PCP1 the Weak Principle of Causal Physicalism, PCP2
the Strong Principle of Causal Physicalism. These latter principles bear their
metaphysical character on their faces. They can never be confirmed within
physics, since physics treats only of the physical. Thus, what could at most
be confirmed within physics are PCC1 and PCC2, the respective logical
weakenings of PCP1 and PCP2. However, we have already seen that even
PCC1 and PCC2 - PCC2 more so than PCCI - are much less principles
of physics than principles of physicalism, of the metaphysical “Uberbau” of
physics.

Given metaphysical neutrality, there is no reason to assume PCP2 or
PCP1, and therefore the statement stands: that physical evidence against
PPC leaves GPC unscathed. But given metaphysical neutrality, there is
indeed every reason to assume GPC. This latter principle is not a biased
metaphysical prmcnple, it is something that every philosopher of any
metaphysical persuasion can accept. And being a phllosopher he or she
rationally ought to accept it, since GPC asserts part of what is the objective
basis for a rational view of the world.® In case the reader is not convinced
(as is likely),!! let me add that for establishing an instance of the non-
physical causation of the physical it is indeed not even necessary to assume
GPC, but only necessary to assume that in some (not necessarily  every)
situation of physical indeterminism there is a cause of whatever happens
immediately after it. It does not seem plausible to deny this latter assumpuon
although, of course, one can deny it; the denial, however, seems gratuitous,
or — alternatively - ad boc. 2

What about the second assumption of the C-Argument, the particular
conception of causation made use of in it? This conception was that of
causation as sufficent causation. There were no further restrictions on the

19 As such, GPC is coeval with philosophy itself. Since the time of antiquity it was often asserted
in the form of the principle “Nothing comes of nothing.”

! "The reason for such skepticism may well be that GPC apparently enables a cosmological
argument for the existence of God. C£. footnote 9. But aside from the fact that GPC does not
lead straight from the Big Bang to the existence of God, one should consider that a princple
may indeed be effectively refuted by a reductio ad abssrdion, but certainly not by a reductio
ad desem.

12 One can also plead ignorance with respect to the assumption. This is legitimate (even though
somewhat unsatisfactory philosophically) as long as it does not turn out that the only reason
for taking this stance is the wish to escape the conclusion that there is non-physical causation

of the physical.
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that each have one, in a certain sense, non-physical mental life, as so many
people have believed in the course of the last 2500 years.'® This view is
not shown to be correct by the C-argument (far from it), but it is certainly
comoborated by that argument, since the C-argument shows that a certain
intuition which is intimately connected to the mentioned view is logically,
scientifically and philosophically coberent. This is the intuition that the course
of human history, with all its glories and terrible crimes, i n0t, not even as
far as its purely physical side is concerned, purely due to physical causes, and
is not, where physical causes give out, purely due to absolute chance, but is
more often than not causally due to non-physical human substances making
decisions on the basis of their non-physical mental lives.

Appendix

(1) General principles of causation and their logical relations

Weak Principle of Causal Closure (of the Physical World)

PCC1 Everything that is physical and that has a cause also has a physical
cause.

In symbols: Vx(@x A JyCyx D 3z(Pz A Czx)).

Strong Principle of Causal Closure

PCC2 Everything that is a cause of something that is physical is physical.
In symbols: VyVx(Cyx A ®x D Py).

Physical Principle of Causation

PPC Every physical event has a physical cause.

In symbols: Vx(@x A Ex D y(Py A Cyx)).

General Principle of Cansation

GPC Every event has a cause.

In symbols: Vx(Ex > IyCyx).

Weak Principle of Causal Physicalism

PCP1 Everything that has a cause also has a physical cause.
In symbols: Vx@yCyx > 3z(Pz A Czx)).

Strong Principle of Causal Physicalism

PCP2 Everything that causes something is physical.

In symbols: VyVx(Cyx > Py).

16 And as | have argued in Ereignis und Substanz.
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GPC does not logically imply, nor is logically implied by, any of the other
five principles of causation listed above: it is quite on its own. But for the
other five we have:

PCP2 — PCC2
{ {
PCP1 — PCC1 « PPC

(2) A reconciliation of psychophysical intuitions on the basis of systematic
causal overdetermination

The following!” is for those readers who are not a priori afraid of causal
overdetermination (it may be helpful for the timid to give the thing a neutral
name: multiple causal determination). (Before beginning, I hasten to say that,
in what follows, all quantifiers will be restricted to the entities that are left
in the world if we subtract from it all disembodied spirits that may perhaps
be found in it. Without that restriction, some of the principles posited might
appear to be too general.)

Definition 1

Let F and G be properties, x an individual, z a moment of ume:

Fisattin x a causal representative of G := x has F at t, and x has G at ¢,and
V p(that x has F at ¢ causes p iff that x has G at ¢ causes p) and V p(p causes
that x has F at ¢ f p causes that x has G at £).18

The above defined time- and individual-dependent relation between proper-
ties — the relation of causal representation for properties - is symmetric and
transitive, and, moreover, reflexive with respect to all properties F, individuals
x and times ¢ such that x has F at ¢.

Principle 1a

For all ¥-properties G, all individuals x, all imes ¢: if x has G at ¢, then there
is a P-property F such that F is at ¢ in x a causal representative of G (or
equivalenty: ... such that Gis a ¢ in x a causal representative of F).

Princple 1a states that any mental (or psychical: ¥-)property, whenever it
1s instantiated (no matter in which individual or at what time), is, in that
instance, causally represented by a physical (or ®-)property. Princple 1a is

Y Itis close in sentiment to ideas Eugene Mills defends in “Interactionism and Overdetermina-
tion.” The details are rather different.
18 In what follows, “p”, “4” and “r” are variables for states of affairs.
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above, especially in view of the fact that none of them is contradicted or
disconfirmed by experience??? The only “reason” seems to be a mere dislike
of causal overdetermination, or a mere dislike of dualism. But mere dislikes
are no reasons.
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2 Principle 4 and PCC is a subtle case. There is empirical evidence that some physical events /
(obxaining) states of affairs have no physical cause. But this, by itself, does not disconfirm
these two principles: we need empirical evidence that some physical events / states of affairs
that have a cause have no physical cause. No such empirical evidence is forthcoming. One
reason for this is that there is no evidence for causation by mental states of affairs / events
without a physical representation of it, and lots of evidence for such causation with a physical
representation; precisely this fact of the matter makes the (relevant version of) Princple 16
empirically well-confirmed. We frequently do have the feeling that we (and not our body
or parts of it, or current conditions of them, nor our current mental life or parts of it or
facts about it) cause a physical event / state of affairs that is otherwise entirely undetermined;
but this feeling is surely not empirical evidence in the strict sense, its importance for our
self-understanding as freely acting human beings notwithstanding. Given that some physical
events / (obtaining) states of affairs have no physical cause, it may, indeed, be plausible that
some physical events / states of affairs that have a cause have no physical cause. But this
plausibility is best seen as supported by the (relevant version of the) General Principle of
Causation, which for all its metaphysical neutrality is a metaphysical principle nonetheless.
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