Transglobal Ontological-Normative Mental Causation

Matjaž Potrč

The austere ontological blobjectivist view is integrated with contextual semantic construal of truth as indirect correspondence. Ontology and normativity are therewith its two basic intertwined constituents. One question concerns the possibility of consciousness and thought in an austere world. It may be understood as the question about mental causality: how to defend it against the threat of causal exclusion of the mental in the material world and against the epiphenomenal role assigned to the mental? We take a look at two accounts of mental causality: its trope and contextualist solutions. Trope solution offers response to the mental causation worries from the ontological side. Contextualist solution offers response to the mental causation worries from the normative side. Ontological trope solution to mental causation needs a transglobal ontological view in order to fit austere realism. Normative contextualist solution to the mental causation needs transglobal normative and experiential view in order to fit requirements enabling knowledge of the world, the requirements that may be handily articulated by the contextualism tailored possible worlds approach. Trope and contextualist solutions each claim to offer complete replies to the mental causation challenges. Their combination though provides foundation for a transglobal ontological-normative story about mental causation, in accordance with the austere realist contextual approach. It offers partial basis for a plausible answer to the question about the place of consciousness and thought, and therewith of the mental in an austere world.

1. The austere ontological blobjectivist view is integrated with contextual semantic construal of truth as indirect correspondence. Ontology and normativity are therewith its two basic intertwined constituents.
We subscribe to the overall ontological-semantic approach of austere realism in its blobjectivist version. Its ontological claim is that there exists one material world without parts, which is rich and dynamically complex. Its semantic claim is that many affirmations of common sense and science are true, despite that those entities to which they refer do not ultimately ontologically exist; the truth of such affirmations is then construed as an indirect correspondence and not as a direct correspondence to the world.


From the very start, the position of austere realism was articulated as an ontological and semantic view. The beginning paper was entitled “Blobjectivism and Indirect Correspondence” (Horgan-Potrc 2000), whereas its elaboration (Horgan-Potrc 2008) combines austere realism with contextual semantics. As contextualism, concerned with truth as indirect correspondence, is actually a normative story, because contextual parameters follow normative constraints, we may say that ontology and normativity turn out to be austere realism’s intertwined constituents. A plausible ontological monistic view namely requires a viable account of common sense ontology (Schaffer forthcoming). It is therefore not surprising that an intertwined ontological and semantic outlook will be on our menu as we will try to answer at least a partial question about the place of consciousness and thought and thus of the mental, in an austere world: the question concerning causal efficacy of the mental. Our answer to the mental causation problem builds upon a combined ontological-semantic basis.

2. One question concerns the possibility of consciousness and thought in an austere world. It may be understood as the question about mental causation: how to defend it against the threat of causal exclusion of the mental in the material world and against the epiphenomenal role assigned to the mental?
Consciousness and thought may be conceived as properties appearing in the world, and thereby as properties of the world. But if the world is ontologically austere, then we do not wish that appearance of such properties would have as its consequence the existence of parts as entities that would be forthcoming besides to the world. This should be understandable by the usage of the following comparison. When I am lazy, it may be said that I possess the property of being lazy. But although this property, unfortunately, happens to be real, this does not mean that there are two separately existing things in the world in an ontological sense: myself, and my lazyness. You will not find any lazyness laying around in the couch potato manner before the TV set, but you will find me there, and this suffices. So there is no lazyness around, although I am there, exhibiting the mentioned property. In a similar sense, it may well be the case that there is just the world around, in the ontological sense, and that the world has several, indeed an abundance of properties, but that there do not exist any such properties as separate entities besides to the world.

Our ontological monistic understanding of the world is that it comes without any parts. Nevertheless, because of its rich dynamical variability it is plausible to claim that the world instantiates several properties, as long as this does not imply the existence of parts besides to the existence of this world. We would usually say that there is a cat on the mat. But for several reasons, such as their vagueness, austere ontology does not appropriate the ultimate existence for any of these presumed entities. (Horgan-Potrc 2000, 2008) We can still say though that the world is such that it instantiates a cat-on-the-mat region-ish property. Thereby we account for variability of the world, without committing ourselves to any vague parts in the world. (Horgan-Potrc 2002). Properties are therewith indicating how the world is, and their attributions happen to be true if the world is behaving in the manner they indicate indeed, without that these attributions would commit us to the existence of regions or that they would refer to the world in a direct manner. They rather do so in an indirect and region-ish way.


Now, the existence of mental states, such as intentional mental states, may be handled in a similar manner. Instead of saying that I am thinking about the cat now, I may approach the situation ontological austerity-friendly by another property instantiated by the world or by the blobject: the world is such that it exhibits, in a region-ish manner, a cat-directed intentional state. But as there is no intentional state to be recognized as a separate entity in the world either, we may say that region-ishly, the world exhibits a cat-thinking property. The recognition of huge number of such properties in the world does not have the consequence though of admitting regions and parts in our austere ontology. There is no clean-cut region underlying realization of a mental state. The worry is that the only way to find something in the world, such as a property, is having it in non-vague manner, because the mind and language independent world is non-vague. So properties, say, would need to have clear-cut boundary equipped regions as their realizers. But this would introduce ontological parts. One answer is that we can have experiential phenomenological sharpness, as forthcoming upon the rich non-vague world without any parts. The realization of an intentional state (in opposition to its content) is non-vague, because first, the world that behaves in this intentional-ish property manner is non-vague, which is enhanced in the case of intentional properties by their realization being conscious, and thus experientially sharp. If this is true, this also means that the realized intentional state, i. e. the intentional state forthcoming in the world, needs to be conscious because this is the only (non-vague and sharp) way in which it really materially exists. And it also means that the thesis of phenomenology of the intentional is there at the very moment the content is forthcoming in the world, in an ontological manner thus. But in this manner the property of the mental that the world exhibits has both the ontological and experiential side. It is a Janus-faced creature, among all of the worldly properties. This makes it an effective property indeed, in opposition to the main worries that use to be articulated in its respect. We think that the ontological and the experiential/normative side therewith present a unity, and therefore not an exclusive but an inclusive choice (Potrc forthcoming d, e). We will not dig into question whether this is the case also for other properties exhibited by the world.


An interesting datum is that the mental, in different versions in which it proposes to be effective, is measured by the ontological side of normativity only that is proper to the physical/material. The mental, especially in respect to its causal power, then threatens to be causally inert or epiphenomenal. We think to the contrary that mental can well have its own causal efficiency, the possibility of which should be first recognized and then inclusively integrated into the ontological story. This however requires widening of horizons through which to look at things.


The main discussed threat in respect to the mental is its supposed causal inefficacy in the material world. So the question about the possibility for consciousness and thought to exist in the material world tends to be formulated in respect to its causal efficacy in such a world, and it is discussed under contextual requirements that are in place for causality to be effective in the material/physical world. Here are some arguments that are given about various aspects of causal inefficacy of the mental, in an outline (following Habermann-Horgan-Maslen, forthcoming):


(1) Strict laws. There are no strict laws that would cover and reach over both the physical and the mental. Type-identity theory thought that there are such laws, but it met some difficulties, such as that of chauvinism worry, requiring that a type of mental state is realized by a type of physical, say neurological state, and thereby restricting mental-physical identity to humans, by exclusion of dogs, and of Martians, as for that matter. The identity, for anomalous monism (Davidson) is upheld by functional realization compatible token-identity theory, claiming just that a token of mental event, whatever it may be, needs to be realized and thus is identical to a token of physical, say neurological event. Although anomalous nature of the mental does not allow subsuming mental and physical under the same covering exceptionless laws, token identity monism between mental and physical secures causal efficacy of the mental.


(2) Qua-usation. The threat to causal efficacy of the mental persists though, at the level of properties that are involved into token-identity event tying physical and the mental. One may ask whether the unique event in question is causally effective as (qua) mental or as physical property. The causal inefficacy of properties may be illustrated in the following manner. A singer sings the line “The glass in shattering”, and the causal effect of this act of her is that the glass is breaking. It does not seem though that the cause of breaking is semantic property of what is being sung, and rather that it is the physical property of the loudness proper to the pitch. The semantic property is causally ineffective, although it is appearing in the case of the described event. In a similar manner, it may be said that a cause produces its effect qua physical or physically describable property, and not as (qua) mental property that is involved into the same event.


(3) Subtraction. This argument is skeptical in respect to the causal efficacy of the phenomenal mental properties. It builds upon the following thought experiment. We can think about metaphysically (although not nomically) possible world that looks just like our world, only that our counterparts happen to be without any consciousness in it. The world in the question is thus a zombie world. The worry results form the following now: the behavior of people in our world and in the zombie world does not present any noticeable difference. But if this is the case, then the phenomenology/consciousness as a species of the mental proves to be causally inefficacious. According to the general formula here involved we may say that an item is causally inefficacious if its addition or subtraction does not make any difference in respect to the involved behavior. But this seems to be precisely going on with phenomenology in the just discussed case.


(4) Causal exclusion of the mental. Well, mental seems to be efficacious. But consider that there is the plausible principle of causal closure of the physical: causal interaction is only possible in the realm of the physical. If this principle holds, then causal efficacy of the mental is excluded, even if we seem to experience its efficacy, and also given that the difference between the mental and the physical is in place. This seems to be a generic argument in the now described direction.


(5) External content. Many people believe that individuation of the mental succeeds through interaction with the external world, be it in a straight causal or in the evolutionary manner, say (Dretske, Millikan). But Putnam has his well-known argument about the possible world, the Twin Earth, which is a counterpart to our world, just that the water is H2O in our world, and it is XYZ, a completely different chemical substance on the Twin Earth. As all the manifest properties of H2O and XYZ are indistinguishable though, and the behaviors in both of the discussed worlds are indistinguishable again, this is as well a case of “makes no difference”. The external wide content is thus causally inefficacious.


(6) Dormitivity. This argument targets the mental conceived in a functional manner. Token-identity adopted the principle of multiple realization of the mental. But then mental properties happen to be second-order properties, in respect to their physical realizers. They are thus causally inefficacious, similarly as the second order property of dormitivity is causally inefficacious in respect to its chemical/physical realizers in the pills the consumption of which it accompanies. 


Just for starters, we will again take a quick glance at three proposals how to solve the problem of the causal inefficacy of the mental.


First comes the type-type identity theory. It would solve most of the above problems. But the chauvinistic multiple realization is still a worry for it. Lewis has proposed identity claims to designate in a nonrigid manner, so that relativization to different kinds (dogs, humans) would be possible. Yet even this encounters the problem of strong realization.


Layered ontology proposal thinks that the diachronic mental to mental and physical to physical causation is assured at these different levels, whereas the supposed interaction between the areas is just explanatory and not ontological. The problem for this view though is that there are behaviors such as blushing that do not figure as actions, and therefore do not seem to be causally primarily produced by other mental events. And there are cases of one event producing multiple behavior at various levels, such as raising hand resulting in casting a vote. But if this is possible, then interaction between levels is possible as well, which puts into question the very idea of the layered ontology solution.


Jaegwon Kim is entangled into dilemma that he would really seemingly need type-type identity theory to solve causal inertness of the mental, although he does not want to buy it. He then has functionalist picture combined with token-identity or again identity relation involving just concepts and not properties. Problem of causal exclusion makes its recurrence with each of these cases though.


In the following, we will consider a couple of yet other proposals by which to solve the problem of causal exclusion of the mental: trope theory and contextualism.
3. We take a look at two accounts of mental causality: its trope and contextualist solutions.

Among several proposals to solve causal exclusion of the mental are two that we would like to sort out: trope and contextualist solutions. Both these solutions claim that they offer a complete and best resolution of the problem. In this though, they may not be so different from other proposals. These two interest us here for the reason that we announced at the very beginning of our investigation: with the stress in their approach they subsequently cover ontological and normative sides. In order to fit the requirements of austere realism though, they also need their transglobal extension. About this in a while. Let us first simply ask what tropes are and what contextualism is. And then let us just hint at how they may be linked to mental causation problem, before elaborating this further.


So first, what is the trope theory? It is an account of properties with a something confusing name. The properties in question are somewhat more illuminatingly called abstract particulars. Properties are many times conceived as abstract entities or types that come with different instantiations. So specific property instantiations then figure something like tokens of the mentioned types, and they are measured with their vicinity to or with their appropriateness for a certain type. The stress is then certainly not upon their individual uniqueness. This is what happens with properties conceived as tropes. They are first of all particulars that preserve their individual uniqueness. And then, they are properties that just come as materially, ontologically realized in the world. One can see them as members of the same type by the route of nominalist abstraction only: this is why they are called abstract particulars. An example figures two bananas, with their properties of being yellow. Now, each of these yellows is unique in its appearance in the world, and each is at least slightly different from other yellow instantiations. Thereby, each appearance of yellow banana is a particular. The individual particularity is enabled/enhanced by its appearance in the holistic intertwined setting of the world. Also, the property of yellow appears only in its physical concrete particular appearances in the world. If one takes a perspective on our world from the distance, or if one engages into a world simulation graphic program as one’s help, one can observe the pattern of all instances of yellow change diachronically, through time thus. As seen from vicinity, such a pattern consists of bananas, yellow books and other yellow stuff changing and mingling through time. From a distance and observed diachronically, through time again, such a pattern will constantly vary, by increasing and decreasing in its spatio-temporal characteristics. The basis of the pattern in question will be particular concrete spatio-temporal appearances of yellow, each banana yellow being different from all other banana yellows, all of them forthcoming as concrete worldly instantiations. The pattern of green, again, will decrease as the Amazon forest gets cut down, and it somewhat increases as we happen to paint some houses in green. The trope view of properties seems to be close to an austere ontology that appropriates the existence of one mind and language independent world. 

What about contextualism? It is a view that is perhaps mostly developed in epistemology, where we ask for conditions of satisfaction for “A knows that p”. These conditions, and thereby truth or falsity of the mentioned affirmation, vary with changes in contextual circumstances. Contextualism may be applied to the study of language. But one may also say that the truth of such affirmations as “c causes e” will depend upon variable contextual circumstances. It seems that contextualism, because of its holistic variability, again, and because of the intertwined nature that it exemplifies, is appropriate not only for an austere ontology but also for a suitable account of semantic variability that may go along with it.


What about the mental exclusion problem and about its relation to trope and contextualist ways of approaching things? The idea proper to trope theory would be that mental properties, say, are particularly unique and come as materially instantiated, by the very nature of properties seen as abstract particulars. The mental always comes as physically realized, in particular instances, and one may perhaps simulate its dynamically diachronically changing pattern.  Contextualism takes the very idea of causal exclusion though as forthcoming under variable contextual circumstances, and may thereby restitute the causal efficacy of the mental in its own domain of relevance, as complying with the mentioned contextual variable parameters.


From the perspective of austere ontology, we are ultimately interested in an account of properties as these are instantiated by the only world that there is. Prospects for austere ontology should then combine ontological and normative side in order to offer a powerful solution to the causal exclusion of the mental.
4. Trope solution offers an ontological side response to the mental causation worries.

Here is a short rendering of the trope solution to the exclusion of the mental properties story, i.e. response by the trope theory to the worry about causal impotence of mental properties. This summary draws on (Robb 1997), with our own elaboration and transformations. The epiphenomenalism worry came from the consideration that physical properties do all of the causal work, and so there is no job left for mental properties. The conundrum may be spelled out as impossibility of mutually satisfying all of the following three statements that are involved into the basis of mental causation:

(Difference) Mental is different from the physical.


(Relevance) At least some mental events cause physical events, such as behavior.


(Closure) Physical causation does not allow interference from the side of the mental; i.e., physical events may cause just physical events.

Just to give a taste of the problems involved: If (Relevance) is satisfied, then, given that (Difference) holds, the (Closure) gets violated.


Trope theorist bets on being able to simultaneously satisfy all of the above statements. A specific manner in which he uses the multiple realization idea is important here. Multiple realization is the product of the functionalist’s fight against chauvinism. Why should we exclude Martians, on the a priori grounds, from being able to possess the same type of thought that I entertain now: that the cat is on the mat? We can realize that it is at least possible for a Martian to entertain the same type of thought as myself, despite that my thought is physically realized in the neurons of my brain, whereas his thought is realized in a special kind of green substance that the Martian uses for the same purpose, say. Closer to home, we may suppose that your realization of the same thought takes place in a quite different physical medium in respect to my brain, due to our physical differences and differences in our experienced histories. One can argue that this is a bad news for the functionalist in respect to the mental causality issue. A range of physical instantiation tokens of the type of the thought in question will do all the causal work and so the causal efficacy of the mental will prove obsolete.


Trope theorist though argues that he has a way out here from the mental causation statements conundrum. Here it is. In respect to the (Difference) statements, you allow for the difference between types of mental and physical events. This is plausible by the very fact of multiple realizability. Trope properties are multiply realized by their definition, for each trope is a property that exists just in its physical realization. In counter distinction to other property theories, each trope property is a physically unique particular, different from each other by its space-time location if nothing else, and without any additional existence, such as the existence in the form of a universal. So it is sensible to claim that mental type is different from its physical type (notice: no realization for the trope theorist, actually), and so the (Difference) statement is preserved.


In respect to the remaining couple of statements, trope theorist takes properties not anymore as types, but as tropes, i.e. as material unique physical particular properties. There is no type or class for the trope theorist whose instantiation or realization would be properties. Properties are just in their physical realizations. There is no type of property yellow of which this yellow of ripe banana and that another yellow of another ripe banana would be instantiations. Yellow properties of tropes are just physically realized particular properties, with nothing over and above them. So property events are identical to physical events, according to the trope theory. This now helps with other two statements of our earlier mentioned conundrum triplet, which, in counter distinction to the (Difference), deal more directly with causal matters. (Relevance) will have no problem for mental causation and with phenomenalism of the mental worries, for each trope property is a physical property according to the trope theory. But then no strangeness lurks behind the corner about exclusion of the efficacy of the mental. If mental events are conceived as tropes, they have to be physical events by definition. Similarly it goes for the (Closure) statement. This one is satisfied as well if trope properties particularist identity of mental with physical is in place. As each mental trope is forthcoming as a physical event in the world, all things will happen in a closed physical/mental property realm. Notice again that trope solution to the causal exclusion of the mental problem builds upon the plausible adoption of multiple realizability based distinction of types in the case of (Difference), and upon the adoption of tropes as concrete particular properties in the world in the case of (Relevance) and (Closure).


We can say that the trope solution to the causal exclusion of the mental problem is an ontological solution to this problem. It concerns the world as it is metaphysically or ontologically. In the view of blobjectivism tropes would be a kind of the way the world is properties that are instantiated by this world or by the blobject. But there is still the problem for the world containing a special kind of properties, namely normative properties. In respect to this issue, we will take a look at the contextualist solution to the problem of mental causation. We will then claim that both of these solutions should be envisaged for a plausible response to the mental causal exclusion worry from the side of blobjectivism.

There is the following technical hint. Trope solution concentrates upon properties i.e. property of the mental as excluded from causal efficacy, say. But there are other varieties of the mental that may be causally excluded: phenomenology, external content, functional role. To all of these contextual approach can find a solution. Why? Just the ontology is involved into the trope solution. But normativity should be a part of the overall solution to the exclusion of the causal efficacy of the mental. Truth should be involved into the story. And truth is forthcoming as an indirect correspondence, in the contextual setting. The underlying thought is that causation, including mental causation, should be treated in contextual manner, and thus through the involvement of normative parameters, including truth. 

5. Contextualist solution offers a normative side response to the mental causation worries.
In order to get to contextualist proposal about mental causation, one first needs to shortly tackle contextualism in a more general manner. Contextualist main claim involves assignment of truth conditions according to variable contextual circumstances. The uttered sentence “The pavement is flat” may be assigned the truth as its truth-value in the usual circumstances as we talk about the pavement. Under a closer scrutiny though, thus under harsher contextual requirements taken into account, where we inspect the surface of the pavement at much closer range with the usage of magnifying glass, the same statement will be false, changing thus its truth-value. Obviously, normative component, which is efficient in the variable contextual assignment of truth-values, happens to be decisive in the contextual assignment of truth-value to thoughts and statements as their affirmations.


Various contextual normative assignments may be conveniently modeled by possible worlds. This is convenient because possible worlds happen to be used as semantic models. In a narrower sense we may talk about varying contextual situations that provide normative background upon which to judge truth-value of a given thought and of its affirmation. Normative contextual pressures result in assignment of truth-value true to the earlier discussed sentence in the usual circumstances. Whereas normative contextual pressures taking care of closer scrutiny and check-ups by the usage of magnifying glass equipment result in truth-value false ascribed to the same statement. One can say that normative pressures proper to contextual variation are decisive for truth-assignment according to contextualism.


One important feature of contextualist approach is salience (Lewis). The very fact that I mention the cat to you makes the cat appear as salient in our conversation. The contextual salience scores for the cat are thus pushed high in the conversational setting. Saying that cat is about to jump at you makes the specific situation in question even more salient to you again. Now take the causal exclusion problem. The very moment causal closure of the physical gets mentioned, it becomes a salient possibility for you, and it makes it appear as impossible that other possibilities, such as any causal contribution of the mental, would be genuine possibilities as well. Under different contextual setting however, the contextualist will allow for causal efficacy of the mental. These will be circumstances where causal closure of the physics will not be forthcoming as the only salient possibility anymore.


Let us now tackle in a summarizing manner the proposed contextualist solutions to the above mentioned causal exclusion of the mental problems, where salience may be represented by the relevant possible worlds. The question is then which of these words is relevant in given contextual circumstances. 


(1-2) Strict laws and qua-usation. About the strict laws, one can say: they are not really required if some possible worlds will turn out to be irrelevant in some contexts. Ceteris paribus following of laws will fare quite well, without that all the possible alternatives are taken into consideration. As for qua-usation, one may notice that the contextual parameter is changing, and the relevance with it, so that qua-usation from the perspective of the mental may be well forthcoming in some contexts. 


(3) Subtraction. This argument considered metaphysical possibility of a zombie world. Now consider phenomenology either absent or systematically changed/accommodated. In such cases the contextualist will claim that this presents cases of possible worlds that are far too distant from our actual world to be relevant. The contextual perspective has to be changed.


(4) Causal exclusion. Contextualist will simply claim that a world where physical/material property is occurring without the mental property occurring as well is not plausible, if this material property is forthcoming with mental property in our actual world. Making a difference itself needs to be taken under contextual assessment.


(5) Extrinsicsness. The argument denying causal relevance to the wide content uses Twin Earth besides to our World. Contextualist will simply claim here that the Twin Earth is such a distant possibility that it is not relevant, if compared to the way causality functions in the actual world.


(6) Dormitivity. This strange functional-like property may be causally efficacious in appropriate contextual circumstances, the contextualist will claim. Relevant contrast classes will determine the outcome. Under a different set of contextual parameters though, the physical or chemical charactertistics of sleeping pills, say, will become important again.


Contextualism thus promises to offer a unified cure to all six problems for causal exclusion of the mental. It is better off in this in respect to the proposed trope solution that targets mostly just causal exclusion argument, with other involved elements of course. We call this the contextual solution, which seems to offer a unified treatment of the arguments, a normative approach, because it concerns variable setting of contextual parameters and their determining of truth for the involved causal affirmations. In this manner contextualism underlies theory of truth.
6. Ontological trope solution to mental causation needs a transglobal ontological view in order to fit austere realism.
The question about how consciousness and thought are possible in the world we will answer according to our understanding of the world’s ontological constituency: the monistic blobjectivism. We believe that the fit to this requirement needs transglobal, and not just local or global perspective, initially from the ontological point of view. 

Take first tropes from the local perspective. Such a perspective certainly helps to put properties into focus, especially in their particularity: tropes are particular material properties in the world. But this local perspective does not suffice to grasp their proper role in the austere ontological world. In order to come closer to this, we introduce


Globality. Tropes are diachronically dynamically changeable patterns in the world. This perspective thus helps us to put a broader look at the reality of tropes in the holistic setting. But it is again not sufficient for grasping the role of tropes in the austere world. In this direction, we introduce the 


Transglobal ontological view. The ontology, contrary to the ontotic, we are able to reach only by envisaging the whole setting of the world, including the entire range of possibilities that are proper to it, including even the possibilities of daemonic world nature. The main idea is that ontology, in counter distinction to the ontic, has to be really transglobal. Then we deal with the ontological in a transglobal manner. The idea is that we can only understand tropes in such a setting.


In the local setting, mental causality tends to be dealt with in an atomistic manner. In the global setting, some background comes in. But intertwinedness and no need to have separate regions really comes only in the transglobal setting. So transglobal ontological view is needed for an account of mental causation to fit austere ontology.
7.  Normative contextualist solution to the mental causation needs transglobal normative and experiential view in order to fit requirements enabling knowledge of the world, the requirements that may be handily articulated by the contextualism tailored possible worlds approach.

Contextualism involves such examples as variation of the truth value for flatness attribution in different contextual settings, depending on the usage of diverse conversational normative pressures. Possible worlds instrumentarium invites us to extend the perspective from local to global, and then to transglobal. A solution offers itself here somehow trivially because of transglobal narrowness and phenomenology that is involved into it. Contextualist solution to the causal exclusion of the mental worry finally leads to the transglobal perspective. 


Contextualism uses possible worlds and variation of truth ascriptions. Truth is then naturally conceived as indirect correspondence, and not as direct correspondence to the world. 


Local normative contextualist approach is right to connect to the direct intuitions figuring cases, but it does not offer the perspective presenting the entire situation, the whole world. Therefore one needs to go


Global. Context is then the whole world. But you still need to reach the austere world contextualism.


Transglobal approach includes all of possible worlds. Contextualism is really at home in it.


Causal exclusion of the mental seems to be more proper to the local perspective, whereas it gradually disappears with the global and transglobal ones.
8. Trope and contextualist solutions each claim to offer complete replies to the mental causation challenges. Their combination though provides foundation for a transglobal ontological-normative story about mental causation, in accordance with the austere realist contextual approach. It offers partial basis for a plausible answer to the question about the place of consciousness and thought, and therewith of the mental in an austere world.
According to our overall departure, ontological and normative needs to be brought together. How does this happen under the transglobal perspective? The earlier mentioned subtraction argument may be used here. Subtraction argument introduces a zombie world, i.e. the world respecting causal closure of the physical. This is the closure that is restricted to the ontological. As it introduces a very broad perspective, this may be called transglobal, purely physical/material world. 


But there is a counterpart here that is not considered by the subtraction argument. It is the world with an exclusive causal efficacy of the mental. This possible world with the exclusive mental causality is the transglobal brain in a vat possible world.

To some extent, the transglobal possible zombie world is a caricature of the accomplished ontological closure. Whereas the transglobal brain in a vat possible world is the caricature of the accomplished mental causal closure. We need to bring these together, for a plausible story figuring an austere world involving normativity and therewith language and thought. We take the transglobal side of each ontological and normative stories. We then take a look whether it is possible to combine them appropriately into a plausible story involving the actual world. If this is possible then it responds to the initial ontological and normative requirement of a genuinely austere world.

We take another look at the subtraction argument, in respect to the causal efficacy of consciousness/phenomenology. Zombie world on the one hand is an accomplished causally closed physical world. Brain in a vat world as opposed to this, on the other hand, is causally closed mental-phenomenological-conscious world. This is why subtraction argument is important for consciousness and for an account of it. The very possibility of brain in a vat possible world shows the causal efficacy of the mental, under causal closure of the mental.


(A) The result of ontology approach to the causal exclusion of the mental is the causal closure of the physical (trope theory is just interested in the causal closure of the physical, and so zombie possible world, i.e. possible world of the causal closure of the physical, is its coherent outcome). Just restitute causal closure of the physical, the story goes, and you will have the problem of causal exclusion solved. No worry about the causal efficacy of the mental qua mental needs to arise then (according to the trope theory). We’ve got causal power of the world without consciousness and thought.


(B) The result of the normativity approach to the causal exclusion of the mental is the causal closure of the mental. What is forthcoming here in a salient manner? The importance and efficacy of the brain in a vat world – for the brain in a vat world is where consciousness is forthcoming as the cement of the experiential world (Potrc, 2008) does all causal job (with exclusion of the physical-material). We’ve got the causal power of consciousness/thought without the physical-material efficacy relevance.


Obviously, (A) and (B), each separately, are pulling in opposite exclusive directions.


The right straightening out comes by the inclusivist material causality and mental causality combination. But this cannot succeed from the regional or even from the global perspective. Transglobal perspective is needed.


(a) Transglobal ontological perspective figures just one material world, richly dynamical.


(b) Transglobal normative/experiential perspective figures just one experiential conscious/phenomenological world, rich and dynamical.


If taken separately, (a) and (b) tend to be opposed. Dualist (property dualist, say) would tend to proceed with such a separation.


An inclusivist, compatibilist perspective straightens things out: the transglobal ontological-normative story in respect to the mental causation. Only transglobal perspective is able to bring things to the needed compatibilist solution. 

The underlying idea of the inclusivist compatibilist approach is that the world and consciousness/thought were unduly separated – somehow as if consciousness and thought would not be really properties of the world. 


(1) Once the physical/mental divide is established, the contextual scores in the language game turn in direction of exclusive causal efficacy of the physical/material. Therefore, beginning with this move, the causal exclusion of the mental becomes the prevailing attitude. (I.e., the zombie possible world).


(2) The counterpart to the preceding story, the causal exclusion of the physical/material (i.e., the brain in a vat possible world) is not even considered from the above perspective.


(3) The brain in a vat story is considered independently from the above setting, as tied to the skeptical scenario. It is on time though to extend the brain in a vat possible world (causal exclusion of the physical possible world) in the framework of the just mentioned setting.


(4) This opens the transition to the transglobal rendering of the brain in a vat world (causal exclusion of the physical possible world).


(5) In order to get the story of the causality back, one needs to go transglobal for the zombie world as well, and then one needs to combine transglobal ontological and normative stories. Causation itself happens to be transglobal – in an austere world or the materially rich dynamical blobject.
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