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the wings of the governor going up as a result of an external force applied
to them) and their occurrence in the service of the character’s function.
This is analogous to the distinction between the pigeon’s being pulled
along by the shadow and its tracking the shadow. The claim is not that
the contrast cannot be specified in terms of the current causal factors; it
certainly can. Rather, the claim is that without the concerns introduced
by functions and function-specific repertoires, there would not be any
theoretical motivation to seek the contrast. The important point is that at
the level where the function-specific repertoire is identified, the function
attribution to the character seems to be empty of explanatory force; that
is,-it seems that at that level anything that can be explained about the
individual that possesses the character by the function attribution can also
be equally well explained by the dispositions of the character fully su-
pervenient on internal features. This collapse of explanatory roles at the
individual level has served to conceal from many thinkers both the heu-
ristic role of teleology and its (noncausal) explanatory role at a higher
level of generality.

In conclusion, we can say that the solution to the “problem” of function
attributions does not lie in the causal explanations of token behaviors
yielded by these attributions, for, as we argued, such explanations are
fully obtainable from the disposition component of functions. The solu-
tion rather lies in the acknowledgment of a broader taxonomy of prop-
erties (or behaviors) classified together by reference to a distal goal, and
in the fact that such taxonomy makes it possible to generate noncausal
explanations and predictive hypotheses about types of behaviors.
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