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ing’s solution handles this. One might intend that x do y in system S and x
may do y but do it by such a deviant causal route that doing y would not
be an instance of performing its function. Smith may intend that his
stuffed cat frighten the birds from his garden, but it may only frighten the
dog who barks at it, thereby frightening the birds. The intention de-
viantly brings about the desired effect, but it is an accident that the birds
get frightened, not a result of the proper functioning of the cat. So merely
adding an intention to the fact that the parts other than the rock are
where they are and are doing their job will not suffice for the func-
tion/accident distinction Ehring requires.

Troubles such as this led us to include the control loop and counterfac-
tual dependency clause in our solutions to the function/accident chal-
lenge. This is also the reason behind our solution to the vent-opener
case. Indeed, we think that this example can also nicely be solved
without bringing in intentions at all. Suppose we take a system made up
of several interlinking components which have to operate in harmony if
the whole system is to function. The interactive linkages among the
components, as well as the inputs and outputs of each component will
define the *‘functional organization™ of the system. If we further sup-
pose that each component has a specific function within this organiza-
tion, then the function of any given component can be defined in terms of
the functions of all other components. So when we are told of the
functional organization of the heating system, and we are assured that
the etiology of all the components, but one, is non-accidental in origin, it
is a simple matter to figure out the task of that one missing component. If
we now add to the scenario that this task is being fortuitously carried out
(by the rock, in this case), we simply underline the fact that the result is
being obtained by a deviant causal chain. And in our analysis such
deviant chains are excluded from function ascriptions without dragging
in intentions. And thus, our theory of functions can handle both natural
functions and artifacts without violating the constraint we set out at the
beginning.

Perhaps the most interesting argument we find in Ehring’s paper takes
the following form. Suppose that structure x does y in system S and that
its doing v is a function of x. Now suppose that by some cosmic accident
a system which is molecule for molecule physically identical to § comes
into existence—a numerically distinct but qualitatively identical §°
(not =to §). It follows that in §° there is a structure similar to x (in )
and it does something similar to y (in §)—call these 1" and y’, respec-
tively. The claim is that if it is the function of x to do y in §, then it must

Goal-Directed Syvstems and Fred Adams and Al Mele, *“The Role of Intentions in
Intentional Action™ (forthcoming in the Canadian Journal of Philosophy) for the
control-theoretic solution to the problem and see Berent Enc. **Causal Theories and
Unusual Causal Pathways'' (forthcoming in Philosophical Studies) for a slightly differ-
ent solution.
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be the function of x’ to do ¥’ in §'. Let us call this principle (implicit in
Ehring's paper) the principle of **Functional Supervenience ™. The clear
basis for this principle and the argument utilizing it is that physical
structure alone determines teleological function and physical identity
determines identity of structure.

To see clearly that Ehring is appealing to the principle of **Functional
Supervenience’” consider the following passage:
Imagine, for example, that a watch is produced and becomes operational as a result of a
highly improbable configuration of unrelated forces. In such a case function attributions to

the various parts of the watch could not be legitimately ruled out solely on the basis of the
peculiar origins of its parts or their movements (295).

We are to conclude from this that since the **miracle watch™ has come
into existence ‘‘by accident’ that its function (and presumably the
functions of its parts) are also ‘‘by accident’”. Hence, functions can
result from entirely accidental occurrences.

The trouble with the argument and example begins with the fact that
the principle of *‘Functional Supervenience’’ is false. The fact that
physical structure does not alone determine teleological function is
commonplace in the literature on functions and teleology. When is a
rock a doorstop? Only when it has been placed behind a door for the
reason that it is capable of holding doors open. But not every rock in the
universe physically identical to the given rock is a doorstop—not just
because it could become one. This is the crucial point behind the Enc-
Adams models of function analysis. Only when a structure is placed in
the proper etiological context does it acquire a teleological function. But
that context must be specified ‘“widely'’,'¥ as we say, so as to embrace
relations with the environment which are not reducible to the purely
qualitative physical states of the structure. When is money not
“money’’? When it is counterfeit. Even **'money’’ is a functional term. It
is crucial to something’s being legal tender that it has the proper etiology
(not only that it is made of similar paper with similar design). Being
money, being a doorstop, or being a watch is not reducible to physical
qualitative identity to a given instance of money, doorstop, or watch.
For that reason the principle of **Functional Supervenience’’ is clearly
false if **narrowly’’ construed. And the entire argument for *accidental
functions’” which rests upon it is unsound.

Now, there is a corresponding ‘*wide’’ reading of the principle of
**Functional Supervenience’’. It says if two structures enter into the
same wide network of causal relations (and they are qualitatively physi-
cally identical) then they will be functionally identical. (Same physical
type of structure + same causal roles and etiology = functional equiva-

19 See Adams, “'Comparison Shopping'” for a discussion of the co-relative problem of
“*narrow’" and *‘wide"’ specification of mental states now known as the problem of
**Methodological Solipsism”™.
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lence.) Now this principle is true, not false. But it will not help Ehring.
For his **miracle watch'' could only come to have the same function as
its qualitatively identical twin (Timex, say), if it had the same input
conditions (same etiology) and/or same output conditions (was used as a
watch) as the Timex. But it clearly does not have the same inputs and
outputs!

Even in cases of *'factory production’ where no single watch rolling
off of the assembly line need enter into a causal feedback loop of the
designer, the narrow reading of the principle of *' Functional Superveni-
ence’’ is not true. For even here there is (1) feedback control of the
prototype watch from which the design specifications of the others was
taken and (2) feedback control of the construction of each individual
watch as it rolls off the assembly line. Indeed, the assembly line itself is
an extension of the feedback control of the factory owners with large
chains of command organized into a functional hierarchy. Therefore, we
cannot even find a plausible case which would describe a structure that
has ateleological function but no selection or feedback control, no wider
network of causal relations extending outside the structure itself and
which is responsible for its function. The narrow reading of ** Functional
Supervenience' is simply false!
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