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1. The Problems

As all of youknow, Putnam(1975) and Burge (1979) havemadea convincing
case thaheithermeaningsor beliefsarein the head.Most philosophers) think,
haveacceptedheir argumentPutnamexplainedto us that a subject’sinternal no-
tions often do not fix their reference by themselves, but are helped by its natural and
socialenvironment;and Burge explainedto us that havinga belief, evenin the de
dicto sense,is really a relational property which may be changedby merely
changing the implicit relatum, the linguistic community.

To accept this, however, does matcessarilyneanto acceptall the consequen-
ces Burge has drawn from these insights. On the contrary, these consequences have
met much more reluctance Many sharethe view, and | definitely do, that there
mustbe somethingin the head,not only a brain, but alsoa mind, indeeda mind
with internal or intrinsic representational or semantic properties. This viewals@s
backedup by argumentshavingto do mainly with psychologicalexplanationand
the causation of individuddehavioron the one handand knowledgeof oneselfon
the other. Of course,theseargumentdhavebeendisputed;but asfar as| am con-
cerned, the dispute has not shattered my prejudice, and | tamktleastin good
company.Here, | would simply like to presupposéhe correctnesf this view
without any further comments.

Thus, all thosesharingthe prejudicesetout to characterizevhat's in the head,
I.e., to characterize so-called narrow contents. Now, narrow comterttherex-
pressedy, or associatedavith, whole sentencesBut sentencesre composedof



parts,a singularand a generalterm in the most primitive case,and hencenarrow
contents alsseemto be composedn someway. | would like to reservethe term
"concept” for that entity which a subject expresses by, or interaafigpciatesvith,
singularand generalterms(and maybeotherexpressiongaswell). Having a con-
cept is hence defined to lam internal,non-relationalproperty.l am awarethat the
term “concept” is often used in other waaswell; but the way | useit is certainly
prominent.So, the terms”narrow content”and "concept” standessentiallyfor the
same thing; the only difference, which | dot observestrictly, lies in the associa-
ted kinds of expressions.

For internalists like me the existence of concepts and narrow coigténts out
of question; the questias rathera constructiveone: how preciselyto conceiveof
them?This is, asthe title indicates,the topic of my paper.However, one hasto
grantthat the offers are so far rather problematicthan impressive.Let me briefly
mention the three major proposals:

First, therehavebeennoticeableefforts to revive the classicalmeaningtheories
by Fregeand Russellafter andin responseo the insightsof Kripke (1972), Put-
nam (1975), and Burge (1979); these efforts are, unsurprisingly, duedo-call-
ed Neo-Fregeans and Neo-Russellfadgith respect to belief anithe semanticsof
belief sentenceshe Neo-Russelliandiaveto be classifiedas externalistssince the
relation to a singular proposition cannot be understood in an internal wagtarhe
ce of the Neo-Fregeansvith their allusionto modesof presentations less clear;
however, insofar they entirely subjectivizeodesof presentationthey promotean
internalist position.

Second,the dominantview concerningthe mind-body problem has recently
been, and perhastill is, functionalism,which saysthat internal mentalstatesare
functionalstatesj.e., to be identified with the role or placethey occupy within a
large functional net spannéetweenperceptualnput and behavioraloutput. Inso-
far mental states havearrow content,their contentis thenalsoto be characterized
in a functionalway. This gaverise to the programof the so-calledconceptualor
functional role semantiésvhich may hencebe takenas a further attemptto estab-
lish internalism.

! The Neo-Fregeansre representedfor instance,by Evans(1982), the Neo-Russelliany
Soames (1987).

2 Cf., e.g., Harman (1982) and Block (1986).



Third, one may build upon the epistemological reinterpretatidtaptan’s char-
actertheory (1977)which Kaplanhimself did not fully endorseandacquiredpro-
minencethroughFodor (1987), thoughit is first recognizablen Stalnaker(1978)
and in Perry (1977). According to the character theory, semantics resitsively
specify a character for each expression which assigns t@xtéssiorrelativeto a
context(of utterancelandan index (or point of evaluation).And accordingto the
epistemologicateinterpretationthe diagonalof the characteiof an expressiorre-
presents theognitive significanceof this expressiongr, to put it internalistically,
the concept associated with this expresdion.

Here | shallpursueonly the third approachvia the epistemologicallyreinterpre-
ted character theory. The reasosimply thatthe alternativeapproachesrein too
bad a shape. Ty knowledge functionalrole semantichasnevertranscendea
metaphoricabktage;it is just a figure designedor philosophicalreflection and not
for concretetheory construction And the Neo-Fregearapproachis not in a sub-
stantially better shape; for instancesinot clearhow modesof presentatiorasso-
ciatedwith simpleandcomplexexpressionsuild up in a recursiveway. By con-
trast, the charactetheory has a clearly specifiedformal structurewhich is easily
connected with linguistic semantics; in particutdraractercombinerecursivelyin
much the same way as intensions do in intensissaanticsAll my philosophical
experience tells me that sufdrmal virtuesare not to be underestimated because
formal structure always provides some clear hold; of course, formal vateatso
not to be overestimated- becausdormal structurealways leavesopen many im-
portant interpretational questions.

However, there are problems with the charattteoryaswell. If oneconsiders
their interpretationaljuestionstwo seriousproblemsemerge,as Schiffer (1990)
and Block (1991) have forcefully made clear. The first probkethat the character
theory seems to be either inadequate or superfluous. Schiffer argues theirsve
ter theory cannotavoid having recourseto functional roles or states.But then it
seems to be onlg detour;one could haveexplainednarrow contentsratherby di-
rectly appealing to functional rolelscall this Schiffer's problem.The secondpro-
blem setup by Block is that the charactetheory can apparentlytake only one of
two inadequate forms. Either it must specify narrow conteyteferenceto lingu-

3 Perhaps | should also mention the extremely dense accoluevis (1986, sect.1.4) which
is related to all three approaches mentionednbtiidenticalwith any of them;to considerit se-
riously would, however, require a separate discussion.



istic expressions themselves, i.e., it falls pregyotacticism.Or, this seemdo be

the only alternative it mustspecify narrow contentsin a profoundly holistic way,

l.e., it falls prey to an unacceptable degree of holism. | call this Block's dilemma.
Thus, whateverits formal virtues, it seemghat the characteitheory cannotget

off of the ground unless it offesomegoodresponsdo thesechallengesThis is,

more specifically, the task | want to address here.

2. The Problems Concretized

So far, | have sketched the landscape | am belaboriagery roughandgene-
ral way. However, we have to refer to some spestftemenbf the epistemologi-
cally reinterpreted character theory; otherwiss hardto understandvhatat all is
going on. Thereforel want to briefly presentsome essentialsof Haas-Spohn
(1995) which offerdhe bestaccountof the charactetheoryl know of, or at least
the account know best. This presentatiorwill show that her accountis alsosus-
ceptible to the two problems just mentioned.

Whatis a characterA characteiis a function which assignsto eachcontext of
utterance or context, for shodn intension,wherean intensionis a function from
pointsof evaluationor indices,for short, to extensions.Thus, equivalently,the
characteiof an expressions a function which assignsto eachcontextand each
index the extension the expression has at this context anddhis The characters
of complexexpressionduild up recursivelyin the way we are usedfrom inten-
sional semantics.

A possiblecontextc is herejust a centeredworld, i.e. atriple <sg,t,,w> such
that the subject; exists at timé,, in the world w; and may (but neednot) utter the
relevantexpressionAnd anindexi consistsof all itemswhich may be shifted by
operators of the given language; here it will sufficg@ut only a possibleworld w;
into the index.

Sentencedn particular,aretrue or false at contextsand indices, accordingto
their characterThis entailsa notion of truth at a contextsimpliciter: A sentences
true at the contextc iff it is true at ¢ and the index which consistsof the context
world w; itself. The function assigning eachcontextthe truth valuethe sentence
hasat the contextis calledits diagonal.Similarly we may define the diagonalof
otherexpressionsNote that this definition works only if for eachitem of indices



there is a corresponding item of contedsit is accordingto the explanationgust
given.

Now | can say what the epistemological reinterpretation of the character iheory
supposed to be. Basically, it simply consists in considgrosgiblecontextsat the
sametime as possibledoxasticalternativesof somesubject.Thus, what a subject
believes is always to be in one of ttentextsof a certainsetof contexts.And if a
subject believes a sentence to be true, it believes to be in a conémtlrthe sen-
tence is true; that is, the sentence’s diagonal is then a supletisesetof the sub-
ject’s doxastic alternatives. All this agrees well witik characterizatiorof contexts
ascenteredworlds since, as is well known, centeredworlds are neededfor the
representations of beliefs de se and de nunc.

Now, to be a bit more specific, consider a certain natural landuliigee English
and some referring expressiarof L; you best imagine to be a propernamelike
"Aristotle” or a one-placepredicatelike "water” or "tiger”. Then Haas-Spohn
(1995) explained the characterooin L in the following way:

lla]LL (c,i) = the objector the setof objectsat the index i which is the
sameor of the samekind, i.e. hasthe sameessentiapropertiesas the
objector the objectsfrom which the usageof a in the languageL ori-
ginates in the context

The crucial term is her&he usageof a in L”. In the contextc it standsfor the
whole communicativepatternassociatedn L with the expressiona. However,
whatis essentiato this patternis not all of its ramificationsit actually hasin the
context, but only the methodsof identifying or recognizingthe referenceof a
which are available tthe communityspeakingL. Thesemethodsmay be thoseof
Putnam’s experts for gold as opposedhwlaymen,or thoseof Evans’ producers
of a namé who are acquaintedvith its beareras opposedo the consumerf the
name, or indeed those of almost everybody in the case of chairs andrtatahésh
nobody has privileged knowledge. Thus, such usages amnciple well describ-
ed in the relevant literature, bititis importantto seethatthey are rathersomething
like communal concepts.

4 Cf. Evans (1982), ch. 11.



Two points aramportantaboutsuchusagesas conceivedby Haas-SpohnThe
first point is that theexpressior itself is not essentiato its usagethe very same
usage may be associat@th anotherexpressioraswell. This entailsin particular
that different languagesnay havethe sameusageof different expressionsthis is
crucial for their translatability.

The second point is that the extension, the olgecbjectsfrom which the usa-
ge originates, is also nessentiato the usage.Thus, in different contextsor con-
text worlds different objects médit the sameusage.In our world it is H,O which
fits the usageof "water”. But for all we know, or haveknown 250 yearsago, it
may as well be XYZ from whiclour usageof "water” originates.Likewise, in the
actualcontextworld our usageof "Aristotle” originatesfrom the actual Aristotle.
But there maybe anothercontextworld in which somebodyelsehad the sameca-
reerasour Aristotle and hastriggeredthe sameusageof "Aristotle”. In this way,
then, the extensionof a may vary with the context;and so, Kaplan’s strategyof
explainingthe informativity of identity sentence®etweenovertindexicalsmay be
carried over to hidden indexicals likeater” or "Hesperos”.This makesclearthat
a usage is here intended to be a communal concept which is, so torsjeeaddto
the relevant language community.

The above explanation of the characteaah L is, however,still incomplete;l
have not specified its domain. Concerning the indices, we may adisataé indi-
ces or all possible worlds belong to the domain. Concerning the cortextsyer,
the explanation presupposes that the very usagenothe languagel. existsin the
context; in other contexts the characteoah L is undefinedsimply becausehere
is no origin of the usage if there is no us&déws, if we understana languageto
be the collectionof all the usagef its terms, the recursiveexplanationof all the
characters of its expressions works only for those conitextdich the whole lan-
guage exists.

So, what is, finally, the diagonal of the expressian thelanguage_? It is the
function which is definedfor all contextsin which the usageof a in L existsand
which assignsto eachcontextthe extensiona hasaccordingto its usage. This
makes clear how heavy the burden is the notion of a usage has to carryyiamnd in

® In fact, it isthe otherway around.Translationmergesthe usagef different languagesand
thus makes them identical. Cf. Haas-Spohn (1997), sect. 3.

6 And the counterfactual question what the origin would have been if the usage dmistadt
make good sense.



of this the explanation just givenay well be felt to be insufficient. We shall have
to return to this.

For the moment, however, | want to attend to another crucial point. Since usages
are communal conceptswhich, as explained, summarizenot what everybody
knows, but what all together know about tke&evantextensionsthey are unsuited
for describing concepts and narrow contemitsch | intend hereto be internalto a
given subject; the subject need not fully know about usagesmmunalconcepts.
As you will recall, this was indeedthe basicpoint of Burge (1979):that a subject
may have incomplete linguistic understanding or knowledge and still be amenable to
de dicto belief ascription$o the questionariseshow to accountfor this common
situation.

A naturalidea,indeedthe one Haas-Spohrn(1995) pursued,is the following,
which | presentt herebecausat makesBlock’s dilemmavery perspicuousif a
subject’'sknowledgeof its own languagemay be incomplete,andindeedseverely
incompletewithout clearlower boundary,then, it seems,we haveto completely
abstract away frorsuchknowledgeandto addit againfor eachsubjectaccording
to its individual measure But what survivessuch abstractiondt seemsthe only
thing we can hold fixeds the knowledgeof the grammar j.e. of the words them-
selvesand their ways of composition.Thus we end up with what Haas-Spohn
(1995, sect.3.9) definesasformal charactersvhich belongto a grammarG, the
syntactic skeleton of a natural language:

llt|%(c,i) = the objector the setof objectsat the index i which is the
sameor of the samekind, i.e. hasthe the sameessentiapropertiesas
the objector the objectsfrom which the usageof a in the contextlan-
guage originates — which is the languagesght t; in w, andhasthe
grammarG.

And in continuation of the parallel, the domain of a formal character consists first
all indicesand secondof all contextsin which the subjectof the contextspeaksa
language with the expressionor, indeed,with the whole grammarG. From this
formal diagonals are again easily derived.

These formal diagonals describe the minimal sem&ntievledgeaccompanying
the syntactic knowledge of the grammar. To knowftimmal diagonalof a requir-
es from me simply to know thatrefers to whatever it is used for in my language.



Thus, formal diagonalsqualify as conceptsor narrow contentsat leastin some
respects. Insofar knowledge of grammar is internal, knowledge of faliegdnals
is internal asvell. Moreover,thereis no problemof intersubjectivity.All subjects
having acquiredthe grammarG havetherebyacquiredthe sameformal diagonals.
However, if weexplainconceptan this way, we clearly fall prey to syntacticism,
the one horrof Block’s dilemma,sincethe words themselvesand only the words
are essential to concepts so understood. Because dgh#usyderstandings intui-
tively too narrow and too widat the sametime. It is too narrowbecausat entails
that speakers of different grammars must ifagto havedifferent conceptsAnd it
iIs much too wide because any two persons associating whatevevrahiyith the
same word ipso facto have teemeconcept.Thus, by moving to the abstractfor-
mal characters we have lost the two virtues usages or communal concepts seemed to
preserve.

This is nosurprisebecauseso far we haveonly takenthe first stepof abstract-
ion. However, asubjecthasbeliefsaboutusagesn its languaggust as aboutany
other empirical matter, and only these beliefs add substance to the dtauy@hals.
So, we have to take also the secstepandto addthe subject’sindividual beliefs
to the picture. Our first attempt to do so will turn out to be too coarseyithaut it
we cannot understand the refinements later on.

For the representation of beliefs | proposéoltow the standardine formalized
in doxastic logic. There, a subjectiexasticstateis simply representeds a setof
so-called doxastic alternatives, asachpropositionwhich is a supersebdf that set
is then believed in thatate. This representatiomaswell-known problems:it neg-
lects the fact that beliefs come in degreesaitnotaccountfor mathematicalbut at
best for empirical beliefs; but even there the representation assumes impléuasibly
propositions are believed regardless of how theyeapeessedby logically equiva-
lent sentences; and so on. However, rival accounts areviéiseitherandno less
grave problems. So let us stick to this representation.

In order to understand it properly, however, we neddtaw betterwhat doxa-
stic alternatives are supposed to be. | already said that a doxastic alterrsatnge is
ly a possiblecontextc = <s,t;,w.>. But what preciselydoesit meanthatc is a
doxasticalternativeof a given subjects at a giventime t in the world w? This is
usually said to mean that all the beliefsatt in w do not exclude tha, is sitself,
t. the presentime t, andw, the actualworld w. More fully, this is to meanthe
following — this is the best explanation that | could find:



S doxastic state atin w is deep-frozenso to speak,s may thenfully
investigate the worldy in the sensethatit may take the perspectiveof
every individual inw; during its entire existence (so far it hagesispec-
tive at all), that it may learn all the languages thererave,, thatit may
subject each part of the wong, to any investigationsand experiments
it can think of, etc. etc., after all this it makes the most consideidge
ment aboutv,, and the assumption that it is newat t; in w, doesnot
contradict the deep-frozen state, or, in other wordspasimally infor-
med and considerate judgment is just an exteramoimot a revision of
the deep-frozen state.

Indeed, | badly miss such an explanation in textbooksoxasticlogic and similar
texts.

How this relatesto linguistic ascriptionsof beliefsis a difficult questionwhich
would entangle us in well-known complications; we better léageide.However,
it is important to see that to have a given set of doxastic alternatives or deireén
set, for short, is a perfectly internal, non-relational property; accorditing &xpla-
nation given, the fact thalhe possiblecontextc is, or is not, a doxasticalternative
of satt in w, does clearly not depend at all on anything/ioutsides att.

How, then, may beliefso representedbe usedfor constrainingand substantia-
ting formal diagonals?The simplestway is to restrictthe domainof formal diago-
nalsto the belief setof the subject.The extensionsof the subject'stermsdo not
consist then of any objects whatsoever so-called in the various contexts, boit only
objects conforming to the beliefs of the subject. Therebyhabubstanceve have
lost by introducing abstract formal characters has returned in the subjeapyet
priate measure. Thus ran the proposal of Haas-Spohn.

Sinceformal diagonalsaswell as belief setsare internal, the restrictedformal
diagonals are internal as welind hencethey also qualify as conceptsasintended
here. However, we are now obviously stuck with otherhorn of Block’s dilem-
ma. If a subject’s concepts are formal diagonals restricted to its belief sehamy
ge in its beliefs changes its concepts; this is indaeektremelyholistic conception
of concepts.Likewise, any two subjectsare almostguaranteedo have different
concepts; thisnakescommunicatiorand psychologicalgeneralizationseemlike a
mystery.Moreover,it follows thatl cannotform any false beliefs with my con-



10

cepts; to correct a mistaken belief is automatidallghangeonesconceptsAll this
seems unacceptable.

This may suffice as a concreteexemplificationof how Block’s dilemmaarises
for atheory of internal concepts.So far, we have apparentlyavoided Schiffer’s
problem — functional roles nowhere entered the picture —, but we did so athdy by
ing very badly on Block’s dilemma. White (1982) has already anticipateayaut
of Blocks’s dilemma. His framework is quite similar to the one presdraesl The
domain of the partial characters he definessistsof what he calls contextsof ac-
quisition which argoairs of a possibleworld and somefunctional statethe subject
acquiresin theworld. In orderto avoid the emptinessof syntacticismWhite re-
strictsthe domainof the partial characterof a given expressiorto equivalentcon-
texts of acquisitionhavingone andthe samefunctional stateasa component,and
by associating a separate functiostatewith eachexpressioriWhite hasprima fa-
cie avoidedholism. However,thesevery sketchyremarksshow alreadythat it is
the functional stateswhich are doing the work here, and that the possibleescape
from Block’s dilemma immediately leads us into Schiffer’'s problem.

3. How to define concepts. a proposal

Shouldwe give up, hence trying to explainconceptsand narrow contentsvia
the epistemologically reinterpreted character theory? Ndyavenot yet tried hard
enough. So far, we haw®nsiderednly two extremeoptions:the minimal option
that the concepta subjectassociatesvith an expressioncontainsonly the trivial
belief that the conceptrefersto whateverthe word is usedfor, and the maximal
option that the concept contains all beliefs ofghbject,in particularall the beliefs
the subject has about the reference of the concept. This leaves lopgarangeof
middle courses which deserves inquiry.

Block (1991, p. 40) has coined a nice picture by distinguishing betwedxihe
con entry and the encyclopedia entry of an expression. The encyclopedia entry of an
expression corresponds to our maximal option; intuitiebwyever,it is ratherthe
lexicon entry which corresponds tite associateadtoncept.The picture may, at the
sametime, dampthe hopefor progressbecauseBlock’s distinction resembleghe
analytic/synthetiadistinction and becausat may thereforeseemthat all the ob-
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jections against drawing the latter distinction which Quintosmefully initiated ap-
ply to the former distinction as well. But let us look more closely:

As far as | see, there seem to be two main ideas, with ramifications, for driving a
middle course towards an adequate notion of concepts:

One idea is somehoto appealto communalstandardsfor instanceto definea
conceptto containa social minimum of beliefs about its referenceor extension
which is requiredfor beingrecognizedasa partnerin communicationihis is the
idea of a stereotype Putngd®75) promoted.One may doubtwhethersuchsocial
standards of semantic competence arist discernible salientway; but to the ex-
tent they do they certainly provide a useful notion for some purposes.

However,this ideais the wrong onefor our presentfpurposeslif conceptsare
explainedwith referenceto communalstandardsthen conceptsare group-relative
and not individualistic; all competent speakers in the group tmevehe samecon-
cepts.This seemaunwelcomebecauseif conceptsareto be somethinginternalto
the subjects, we should allow for variatiaarosssubjects.Thereis a further deci-
sive objection which | shall explain later on becaitisgpliesto otherproposalsas
well.

The othermainidea, which soundsappropriatelyindividualistic, is to appealto
the subject’s recognitional capacities, i.e., to define a subpmiseptof an object
or a propertyto consistof thosefeatureson the basisof which the subjectrecog-
nizesthe objector instantiationsof the property. What this means,however, de-
pends crucially on how we understand recognition here.

There is space for interpretation since strectestand simplestunderstandingf
recognition does not work at all. The stricteatlerstandingvould be to saythata
subject isableto recognizean objectif andonly if, underall possiblecircumstan-
ces, it is alwaysandonly the objectitself which the subjecttakesto be the object.
This is much too stridbecauseave are hardly everableto recognizeobjectsin this
sense; there are always circumstances under which we mistake even kmowest
objects. Recall also how absurdly narrBwssell’sacquaintanceelationwas. The
same holds, mutatimutandis,for the recognitionof properties.Thus, recognition
has to be understood in a much weaker way. There are, again, various options from
which varying notions of what concepts are result.

Our recognitional capacities may first be seen in our normal means of recognition
which work, accordingto our familiarity, fairly reliable in the circumstancesve
usually encounter.Somethinglike this comespresumablynext to our intuitive
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notion of a recognitional capacity. But it is very vague, of course.cheanustbe

clear that according to this explanatioreaognitionalcapacitymay be very varied.

For instance, | may identify my son on the basimgfbelief thathe is somewhere
in the crowd before me und that nobody else in the crowd is likely totheaame
kind of satchel.But doesit thereforebelongto my conceptof my sonthathe has

that kind of satchel?

There seem to be two ways of gaining mspecificity here.Oneway is to nar-
row down a subject’smeansof recognizingan objector an instantiationof a pro-
perty to the way the object or the instantiation looks to the subject under @rious
cumstances. This line leads to what are called the subject’s perceptual concepts. The
other way is to raise a subjectacognitionalmeansfrom thoseit normally applies
to the best and most considered means at its disposal.

So far,all this is very sketchy.But thereis an argumentwhich tells us evenat
this sketchy stage which direction to pursue more thoroughly. The argistieist
Clearly, we want our beliefs to be closely connected with our conceptritents
of our beliefs should recursively builgh from the conceptanvolved. If we trans-
late this into the languageof charactersand diagonalsintroducedin the previous
section — which is neutral to the present discussion, as feseas-lwe get the fol-
lowing content of a belief such as tlaas F in the forma truth condition,i.e., of a
function from contexts to truth values:

A subject’sbeliefthatais F is truein a contextc if everythingand at
least somethingthat conformsto the subject’'sconceptof a in ¢ also
conforms to the subject’s conceptroin c.’

This condition, however, seems\teld inadequateesultswhenbasedon any-
thing else but the subjectteestand mostconsideredneansfor recognizinga. For
instance, if thesubject’'sconceptof a would consistin somecommunalstereotype
of a, then the subject could possibly believe thdbesnot satisfyits stereotypeor
that manythings different from a satisfy this stereotypeandthen the abovetruth
conditionassigngruth or falsity to the belief thata is F in contextsin which the
subject would intuitively not count it as, respectivetye or false. Likewise in the

" This is not the form the condition can ultimately have. Obviolikly problemsencountered
here are vey similar to those theunterpartheory of Lewis (1968) faceswith its recursiveclau-
ses; see, e.g., Hazen (1979).
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case where the subject’s concepaabnsists of the criteria normally usedrézog-
nizea. Again, it seems possible this casethat the subjectknows or believesin a
given situation thaa doescurrently not havethe featuresnormally usedfor recog-
nizinga or that things different frora satisfy the criteria normally usédr recogni-
zing a, andthenthe aboveandthe intuitive truth conditionfor the subject’sbelief
thatais F divergeagain.The only way to avoid this discrepancyseemsto be to
base the subject’s conceptaobn its best means for recogniziagas |havepropo-
sed. The same holds, mutatis mutandis, for the property

Note, by the way, that this proposal nicely paraelh whatl havesaid about
what Haas-Spohn called the usag@aobme”a’ or a predicate’F” in a given lan-
guageL. Therel notedthatthe literaturetendsto basesuch usagesor communal
concepts on the best judgmental standards available to the communityesfce it
seems appropriate to do likewise in the individual case.

Onemay fear, though,that the bestrecognitionalmeansavailableto a subject
with respect to an objeator a propertyr come close to what Bloatalledan ency-
clopediaentry, becauset seemshat the subjectoptimally usesall its beliefs con-
cerninga or F for recognizinga or anF. Thisis not so, however.On the contrary,
and this is absolutely crucial, there are mpogsiblecontextsin which the subject
would recognizesomethingas a, thoughit lackstheremany propertiesthe subject
believesa to have;the subjecthasits ways, whateverthey are, of distinguishing
contexts which contaia, but with otherthanthe believedpropertiesfrom contexts
which do not contaia at all. The followingexplanationcaptureshis subjectivedi-
stinction, or the subject’s best recognitional means, or indeed the subgeut&pts
in a more explicit way:

Leta be a name antt = <s,t,w> a possiblecontext. Thenthe concept
Bs t w@) which s associatesvith a in w att is the function which as-
signsto eachpossiblecontextc = <s.t;,W> the setof objectswhich,
according tes’ judgment inw att, might be the objecta denotesn c*.
In analogy to the above explanatiohdoxasticalternativeghe fact that
X Bs  W@)(c), or that, as we might say as wallis a doxasticcoun-
terpart inc of whata denotes irc*, is more fully understoodn the fol-
lowing way: s may fully investigatethe world w, duringits entire exi-
stence including from all subjectiveperspectivesivailablein w, and
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then themostconsideratgudgmentaboutx is compatiblewith x being
whata denotes irt* according tos' judgment inw att.

Similarly, if @is a one-place predicate, tbenceptB3s ; () which's
associates witlpin w att is the function which assigns éachpossible
contextc = <s,t;,W> the setof objectswhich, accordingto s' judg-
ment inw att, might have the propertydenotes irc* — where the latter
phrase is more fully understood as above.

I would like to develop some consequences ofeRkf@anationandin particular
we have to discuss the extent to which it helps with resp&totk’s dilemmaand
Schiffer’'s problem. Before, however, it may be usébdutlarify the contentof this
explanationwith someillustrative remarks;conceptsghus explaineddo have some
unexpected features.

First, conceptsare usually not egocentric.Therebyl meanthat, usually, things
can conform to my concept associated withr ¢ in a context without therebeing
anythingin ¢ which could be me. Hence,insofar modesof presentatiorand ac-
quaintanceelationshavebeenthoughtto be usually egocentricthey are not con-
cepts in the above sense.

Second, to which extent is th@ok, sound,or feel of thingsimportantfor their
conformingto my concepts?t dependsOftenit is conditionally important. Con-
sider my concept of my son. Clearly, themld be many possiblethingsin poss-
ible contextswhich look perfectly like my son without possibly being my son
according to my concept of hironversely however,somethingcould hardly be
my son according to my concept without looking very much like him. Iisaidly.
Of course, my son could look very differently from his present laokpnly actu-
ally, but also according to my concept of him. But encounteiin a possiblecon-
text ¢ sucha differently looking object,it could only be my sonif thereis some-
thing in the context explaining why thabbjectstartedor emergedo deviatefrom
my son’slook so well known to me. In this sensethe look of my son (and the
soundof his voice, etc.) is a conditionalpart of my conceptof him. In a similar
way, the look of species, substances, and also individual things is a conditional part
of my concepts of them; for instancey doxasticcounterparof my black ball-pen
could be red during its entire existence. But tlesothercasesaswell. It seems,
for instance,that the look of thingsis not essentialfor their conforming to the
conceptl associatevith the word "table”; what is essentialis only what is done
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with the things in the relevant context. If there eméturalizedbeingsin the context
which usea given objectonly for sitting down at it, then that object countsas a
table according to my concept, eviént neverlooks like a table;and converselyif

something looks like a table, but is only used@asethingelse,say, for sitting on
it, then my concept does not count it as a table, but, say, as a seat.

Third, to which extent does the place of objemiterinto my conceptof them?
Again, it is very often conditionally important. According to my concept of him, my
son could be anywherein the universe.However, the context must then provide
some plausible story how he got there; any object, be it intrinsically as similar to my
son as possible, could not be my son i§ iftar away from Earth,or Germany,for
that matter, during its entire existence. Bagneholdsfor many conceptsof many
other objects; afteall, mostobjectsl know are on the surfaceof Earth. The same
may evenhold for predicatesOne may think, for instance,that a specieswhich
developssomewhereelsein the universe,but, as it happens,ntercrosswith our
tigers, does nevertheless not consist of tigers; if so, one’s concept ofritjedes
their emergence on Earth.

Hence,very many of our conceptsare, so to speak,geocentric.This entailsa
question what our concept of Earth may be. It seems to bepmpateAccordingto
my concept.at least,the history of andon Earthso richly known to meis highly
contingent to Earth; almost any planet of comparable ag®,and compositionre-
volving arounda sun of comparablesize, age,and compositionin the Milky Way
could be Earth. And, of course, my concept ofthiky Way is evenpoorer,say-
ing only that the Milky Way is some spiral galaxy.

Fourth, theircausalorigin is essentiato manyobjects.This is alsoreflectedin
our concepts of them. For instance, nothing which is not a child of myawifene
could be my son, andsincel alsobelieveso, my conceptof my wife and myself
enters into my concept of my son. The same holds fowifeyand me. Of course,
my concepts of the ancestors get soon very dim, still all of them are paytadn-
cept of my sonlin fact, my son could not exist without history being pretty much
as itis. Thus, a lot believeabouthistory entersinto my conceptof my son. This
makes for a perhaps unexpected richness of that concept. In the same \a@n; my
cept of things is quite poor when | know very little about their cgusadonditions,
as is the case, for instance, with Earth. In fact, what | just said tigozdnceptual
role of location presumably reduces to the present point about causal origin. My son
could not be born outside Germany or Earth, unless myamifid, or our parents,
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etc., travelled. The sameholds, mutatis mutandis,for tigers and other kinds for
which their causal origin is essential.

Fifth and last, are conceptsmutually connectedby communication?Yes, of
course;thereis a clearrelationbetweenthe conceptl associatewith a certain ex-
pressionandthe conceptothersassociatewith that expressiona relation which
Putnam(1975) hasdescribedas division of linguistic labor. Considermy concept
of an elm, to take one of Putnam’s examples. EIms might exist withauiind;in
such a context, the extension of my concept of an elm would contain elms, beeches,
and, maybe, other deciduous trees, sincenipgelf | cannotdistinguishelmsfrom
beeches and, maybathertrees.This may entail that my perceptuatonceptof an
elm is the sameas that of a beech,but it doesnot entail samenes®f the two
concepts in my sense. On the contrary, there are contexts in which the extensions of
the two conceptdiffer. Thatis, there are contextsin which thereis a linguistic
community which generally resembles my actual community as | know it and which
| observe during my full investigation of these contexts to apply the term "elm” only
to certain trees and not to others (to whichight havebeeninclined to apply it as
well). Thenthere are two possiblecases:Either, these applicationsof the term
"elm” contradict myconceptof anelm so flatly — say, the communityappliesit to
coniferoustrees— that| concludethatthis could not be my linguistic community
after all and that its judgment cannot help mine in this mattehis case,my judg-
mentis asbadandthe extensionof my conceptof an elm aswide as before. Or,
alternatively,the linguistic communityin the contextbehavedike mine in every
relevantrespectandin particularwith respecto the term”elm” so thatl conclude
that this community could be mirad| may trustits judgment;in sucha context,
the extension ofny conceptof an elm is as narrowasthe usageof the comunity?
and certainly different form the extension of my concept of a beech.

In this way, the division of linguistic labor is reflectedin subjectiveconcepts.

This entails in particular that referential and deferential aspectdtarenextricably
mixed in subjective concepts; the simple reason issthigjectsoften trust the judg-
ment of their fellows more than their own. Of course,dbgreeto which semantic
deferenceentersinto subjectiveconceptsmay considerablyvary. For instance,|

may be convinced that | knoas well asanybodyelsewhat tablesare, or, if | am
an expert on thisyhat penicillin is; in suchcasesany own mostconsideratgudg-

8 Note, however, that it would be compatible witly conceptof an elm that this counterfac-
tual community applies "elm" only to beeches.
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mentis hardly helpedby others,andthe deferentialcomponentof my conceptof
tables or of penicillin largelyanishes At the otherextreme,my conceptof Indian
deity, say, is so poor, that | would follow almost any opinfoih presentstself as

a consistent expert’s opinion; in such cases the deferential component of cancepts
overwhelming.

Easeof formulation has seducedme into a sloppinesswhich needsto be ad-
dressedInsteadof the clumsy phrase'the conceptthe subjectassociatesith an
expressior” which | haveexplained,| haveoften usedthe phrase'the subject’s
conceptof an objector a property". Is that the same?Certainly not, thoughthe
confusion did no harm skar. Let me approachthe differenceby pursuinganother
guestion:

Canwe constructthe belief set, or the setof doxasticalternativespf a subject
from its concepts as explained? Becaihsdelief setis a very rich entity it would
be nice to seé& assomehowcomposedHowever,the answeris negative.When-
ever the subject linguistically expresses ohds beliefs, the narrow contentasso-
ciated withthis expressioryields a setof doxasticalternativesvhich is a superset
of its belief set; to guarantee this was my reasoexXpfainingconceptsn the way
| did. But the conjunctionof all suchbeliefs doesnot yield the belief set. This
would be so only if the subjectcould linguistically expressall its beliefs. This,
however, would be a most unusweabpacity.For instance] know many detailsof
the look of my son for which haveno words; think, e.g., only of the infinite va-
riety of the form of eyelids. Sdhereare certainly beliefswhich are not composed
of concepts associated with linguistic expressions.

This raises the questiamhetherthereare also conceptsnot associatedvith lin-
guistic expressions. The answer must be ydsnk. Takemy sonagain.Clearly,
my concept of him is associated with a naimg;what | havejust said aboutit en-
tails that itat leastinvolvesinexpressiblgropertiesIndeed,| believethatall phe-
nomenal qualitiesre suchinexpressibleconcepts’Looking thus” — where thus”
refers to a certain phenomenal quality, say, a color — has an exteneiery con-
text, namely the set of things in the contexirld looking just this way, and hence
forms a concept in the sense explairok evenif that phenomenagjuality is red,
or bright red, or whatever,this conceptis not expressedy the phrase’looking
red” or "looking bright red”,as| havearguedin (1997)and (1997/98);the reason
is, in nuce, that evesuchconceptsas associateavith "looking red” havea defer-
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ential component, whereas the concept of looking ihurs no way deferentialand
hence different. Similarly, we may also have concepts of objects we cannot denote.
The next question to pursue would concern the range ofpgethguistic,inex-
pressibleconcepts Although this would be mostinterestingin relation to speech-
less animals, | cannot venture this here. | mention all this because it seesugthat
inexpressible concepts are most easligracterizedn an externalway as concepts
of a certain object or property. Thereby, we have returnétketquestionwhat ma-
kes a concept a concept of a certain olypegiroperty.l shall not attempta general
answer. Causal relations between the object or instantiations of the penmite
concept are part of the story, and the many things said about belich@deegtain-
ly relevant here as well. However, in the cat@ conceptassociatedvith a lingu-
istic expression it seems correct to #agt it is a conceptof the actualintensionof
that expression, which is an object in the case of a name or a propgedygaseof
a predicate. Henca this caseit seemdegitimateto talk, as| did, of the concept
associated withd” or "F” and of the concept @& or F in the sameway. A relevant
differenceemergeonly in the caseof inexpressibleconceptdo which the former
phrase does not apply and the latter phrase applies in a yet unexplainethere-
fore, | better leave aside this problematic case for the rest of the paper.

4. How much of a help is the proposed definition of concepts?

Let me move slowly from explaining to defending prpposal.l saidl wantto
drive a middle coursebetweenthe minimal and maximal option both of which we
found to be inadequate. So, which beliefs are containtfebiconcepta subjectas-
sociates with the expressianf they are more than thathas an extension and less
than all beliefs aboutthat extension?Thereis a simple and informative charac-
terizationof thesebeliefswhich | haveannouncedlreadyin the title of my paper
and which runs as follows:

G is an essential property aff and only if it is metaphysicallyor ontologically
necessary thatis G, i.e., if nothing which is nd& could be (identical with) a; for
instance, beindpumanor havingthe parentsl haveare essentiapropertiesof me.
This is the commondefinition; it is certainlyfull of niceties,which we betterskip
over, however. We can extend it to a relati@tweenproperties:G is essentiafor
F if and only if it is metaphysically necessary that eery G. For instance peing
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unmarried is essential for being a bach@boughit is not essentiafor bachelors,
no bachelor is essentially a bachelor) consistingof hydrogenand oxygenis es-
sential for being water.

Now, one may express my definition of concepts also in the followang The
concepta subjectassociatesvith "a’ is the conjunctionof all conceptsG, or the
strongesiG, suchthatthe subjectbelievesthat G is essentiafor a. Similarly, the
concepta subjectassociatesvith "F” is the conjunctionof all conceptsG, or the
strongesG, such that the subject believes t@at essential foF.

When one compares this with the original definition, it is ratetiousthat this
Is an equivalentcharacterizationlndeed.,it is trivial in view of the fact that being
identical witha is the strongest essential propertyapindbeingF is the strongest
property essential for beirt§ The characterizatiomvould becomemore interesting
if we would introduce restrictions on the metaphysical dmleinstanceby exclud-
ing identity from genuinepropertiesandrelations,or on the epistemologicakide,
for instanceby postulatingthat all conceptsare ultimately qualitativein somesuit-
able sense. | would in fact be prepatednakesuchrestrictions,but it would take
us too far to go into this issue.

Let meratherbriefly checkwhetherthis characterizatioragreeswith my above
depiction of concepts.What | have said aboutbeliefs about causalorigin often
being part of concepts, fits perfectly, of course. | have also asserted tloatktiod
objectsor kinds often entersinto our conceptsof them.But, as a rule, looks are
certainly inessentiaHowever, | qualified my assertionOften, the look of an ob-
ject or of a kind displays its essence provided thatatlowedto unfold its normal
look; and it is only this complex concept which is part of the concept olbjaator
a kind. Finally, what about the deferential componerttosicepts3Vhat othersbe-
lieve aboutan objector a kind is certainly not essentiato it. Sure,butin so far |
trust others, | believe what théglieve,andif | takethe experts’beliefsaboutes-
sences as trustworthy and they believe essencesstechandsuch,| alsobelieve
theseessenceo be suchand such. So, the presentcharacterizatioragreeswell
with the earlier observations.

Viewed under the present characterizatisrmy proposalfor defining concepts
not a familiar one?l am not awareof this. So far, | only found it mentionedin
Block (1995, sect.4) wherehe attributesthe view to two lines in Fodor (1987),
discussedt on one page,anddismissest right away. The paperis aboutone ex-
ample, namely the concepteenieassociatesvith the word "grug” which denotes
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beer in his assumed dialect$he teenieknows very little aboutgrug; for instance,

he knows that it comes in six-packs. Block simply assumes that this belief o part
the teenie’s concept of grug, and he is certaiglyt to claim thatit is not essential

to grug to come in six-packs. But Block has a different notion of concepts here. His
notion seemsto be the one |l have alreadymentioned,namelythat conceptsare
something like normal means of recognition, andiéemie’spoor meansof recog-
nizing grug refer to its packing. However, | have alreayuedthat this is not the
bestnotion of a concept,andindeedl would flatly deny that the belief that grug
comes in six-packs is part of theenie’sconceptof grug. So, asl say, theredoes

not seem to be much of a discussion of the line of thought | am proposing here.

To which extent does this proposal promote the individualist's project? Six
points are worth discussing:

First, my proposal provides something of a definition at all; this is more than one
usuallyfinds in the literature.It doesso essentiallybecausat firmly restson the
epistemologicallyreinterpretedcharactertheory which has by far the bestformal
grip on these matters. @burse,the definition usesa wildly counterfactuatefini-
ens. But philosophersare certainly boundto ride the horse of counterfactuality
much more boldly than most others, arhhnotseethat the counterfactuadefini-
ensis in any way incomprehensiblef just drives commoncounterfactualgo the
extreme.

Due to the first point we can assert secondly that concepts have a restitgive
ture following the recursivstructureof the expressionsvith which they are asso-
ciated. | mentioned in footnote 6 that there are non-trivial poinighich the recur-
sion of concepts and narrow contedigergesfrom what we are usedfrom exten-
sions and intensions. Stillh the main the recursionof conceptsas| havedefined
them follows common theorizing and hence exists. Not a negligible advantage.

Third, let meemphazisencemorethat conceptdefinedin my way are indivi-
dualistic;to havesuchandsucha conceptis an internal, non-relationalproperty.
Which function from contexts to extensions a subgssiociatesvith an expression
depends solely on iigternal cognitive state,doesnot presupposéhe existenceof
anything outside the subject, addesin no way changewhenthe environmentof
the subject changes without affecting its internal state. That this is sojssénis
vious to me, and in a way | wonder how the obvious could seem so difficult.

Of course, defining concepts and contents in a narrow wayeighing, andde-
scribing them is another. We havelaild a theory how conceptscombineto con-
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tents,how contentsbecomeattitudinized,how perceptionacts upon the attitudes,
how the attitudesresultin action, etc. etc. Thus we say how this huge array of

counterfactuality integrates infactuality, and converselythis makesthis array ac-
cessible from the facts we observetba streetandin the lab; of course theoryis

vastly underdetermineddy the data, here as everywherel havenot said a word

about how that theory goes amthich ways of describingall theseinternal entities
go along with it; but this would clearly be a different task which doeswsir the
internality of its starting point.

Suchatheory,when fully constructedassignsto eachconcept,content,atti-
tude, etc. a functional role within thieigenet of all theseentities.But this assign-
ment is the result of the theorizintye functionalroles are not usedto definethese
entities to begin with. Thus, my fourth point is that my proposahbéaked us into
Schiffer’s problem; the proposal is so fadependenof any functionalistconcept-
ions.

The next question, then, is how we fare witspectto Block’s dilemma.Here,
it is, fifthly, very clearthatwe haveperfectly avoidedthe syntacticisthorn of that
dilemma.Which expressiora subjectassociatesvith a conceptis fully contingent
and does in no way add to the identfythe concept.This entailsin particularthat
membersof different linguistic communitiesmay neverthelestiavethe samecon-
cepts. Of course, the deferential componentsilgect’'sconceptrefersto its own
linguistic community, and this distinguishes at first concepthffarent languages.
However, translation has tledfect of mergingthe expertsof the communitiesand
thus of mergingtheir usagesor communalconcepts,and therebydifferencesof
subjective concepts due to deference vanish as well.

Whetherwe are equally successfulvith respecto the holistic horn of Block’s
dilemmais lessclear;this is the sixth andfinal point we haveto discussat more
length. I shall not attempt to clear up the term "holism”; tlseremdittle agreement
on its precise meaning. Howevérjs very clearthatconceptsas| haveexplained
themarethoroughlyinterconnectedit would be extremelyimportantto study the
architectonicof conceptan detail — a task much beyondthe scopeof this paper.
However, there is no reason to expectdbreceptuatonnectiongo be unidirectio-
nal, i.e. thatthereis a setof basicconceptsrom which all the otherconceptsare
definedstepby step,as Carnap(1928), for instance,hastried to establishin an
exemplary way. Rather, all kinds of circular dependencies among concepts are to be
expected. In so far concepts will certainly turn out to be holistic.
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The essential reason for this holism is that ontolodnlstic, in the first place.
There is rich ontological dependence among objectpeogbrties;] mentionedthe
examplethat many objects and maybe even propertiesontologically dependon
Earth, i.e., could not exist or be instantiated, if Earth would not éiestce,if es-
sences aréhoroughlyintertwined,beliefsaboutthem,i.e. conceptswill be so as
well.

However,if we follow Block's and Fodor's definition of holism conceptsas|
have explainedthem are not holistic. Block (1991) says"that narrow contentis
holistic if thereis no principled differencebetweenone’s ‘dictionary’ entry for a
word, and one’s ‘encyclopedia entry™ (p. 40). The whole point ofpager,how-
ever,wasto proposesuch a principled difference.The lexicon entry for a word
contains only one’s beliefs about the essesfdés referencewhereashe encyclo-
pedia entry contains all other beliefs about the reference as well

The case is similar with Fod¢t987). What he saysaboutholism doesnot ex-
actly fit my presentdiscussionHe theredefinesthat "meaningholism is the idea
that the identity -specifically the intentionalcontent— of a propositionalattitudeis
determined by theotality of its epistemic liaisons” (p.56). This does ea&actlyfit,
first because Fodor addresses only the narrow content of propositional atitddes
not that of subsententiakxpressionsand secondbecausehe term "epistemicliai-
sons” refers to confirmatory of justificatory relations betwpsspositions— some-
thing | have not discussed at all. If, however, we straighten out the definliite a
bit and see the epistemic liaisons of a word in the behef¢hich it occurs,we are
back at Block’s definition.

Let us thus look at what Fodor dubs the Ur-argumenti@aningholism which
runs as follows: "Step 1: Argue thatlaastsomeof the epistemicliaisonsof a be-
lief determinegts intentional content.Step 2: Run a ‘slippery slope’ argumentto
show that there is no principled way of decidimigich of the epistemic liaisons of a
belief determinats intentionalcontent.So eithernonedoesor they all do. Step3:
Conclude that they all do” (p. 60).

Fodor then discusses three versions of the Ur-argument and taiegigghat in
all threeof themstepl1 haserroneouslhybeentakenfor granted.Given the above
straightening out haveno quarrelwith step1, however.Rather,step2 is faulty.
There may be vaguenessindeterminateness the beliefsaboutessencesr per-
haps even in the essences themselves. But there is no slippery slope.
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However, it is not importantwhetheror not conceptsshould be called holistic
according to my definitionholism as suchis not bad. The questionis ratherwhe-
ther or not the unacceptableonsequencef®r which holismis blamedin this area
are avoided by my definition.

So, one bad consequenceholism appearedo be that belief changeipso facto
meantconceptuachange.This, however,is not so at all with my proposal.Take
my concept of my son, again. | acquire new beliefs abot him all day lonigyed
manyold ones.But, accordingto my explanation,my conceptof him hasin no
way changed in the last years; all the belidfaveacquiredor forgottenconcerned
contingent matters and did not add to, or subtract fromhehgfs abouthis essen-
ce. The same holds, say, for my concept of taldlesost everyday | learnsome-
thing abouttables,for instance at which placestablehoods instantiated.But my
concept of tables is fixed since long.

Another bad consequence seerteetie that holism rendersimpossibleintraper-
sonalandinterpersonapsychologicalgeneralizationsThis is an objectionl never
understood. Each individual constellation mayube&ue,but this doesnot prevent
it from being subsumablainder generallaws. It was always clear that, strictly
speaking, there is onlgne applicationfor Newton’s theory of gravitation,namely
the whole universe. But this did not deprive iftsflawful characterBlock (1991,
p. 41) makes similar remarks to the effect that there is not really an objection here.

A further bad consequence of holism was said to be that it ngak@sunication
miraculous because tlwenceptof different subjectsare almostguaranteedo dif-
fer, preventing them to understand each other. There are several remarks to be made
about this point.

To begin with, | am not sure whether subjects need to hawsatheconceptsn
order to understand each other. It rather seems to me to be sufficient tavkiabw
matter the others talk about, i.e. to which objects and prop#ragsefer. As long
as this is secured, it does not do much hatmenwe havea different graspof the
objectsand propertiesreferredto; communicatiormay also serveto assimilatethe
differing grasps. In this perspective, samer@dssonceptds requiredonly insofar
conceptsare constitutivefor ontology. This may indeedbe a relevantaspectf we
talk about abstract mattergherecommunicatiorbecomedifficult, aswe philoso-
phers know particularly welut | do not think it hasmuchrelevancen everyday
matters.
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Still, it would begoodto know the extentto which we havethe sameconcepts
according to my proposal. The answer is a mixed dake my sonagain.l know
his grand-parents, you don’t. So, what | have saidierimplies that we havedif-
ferent concepts of him. Take Bill Clinton, by contrast. | assumeathat us know
him just from TV. Certainly,we havelookedat TV at different times; hence,we
believe different things about him. But | seereasonto assumehat our concepts
of him differ in anyway; we believequite the sameaboutClinton’s essenceTake
tables. Again, | see no reason why canceptsf tablesshoulddiffer despiteour
differing beliefs about tables. If we compdhe functionsfrom contextsto extens-
ions which we associate with the word "table”, my guess would be that the variance
keeps well within the range of vaguene$shatword. Takeelms,finally. | guess
that manyof us are more or lessin the poor state PutnamdescribesBut | also
assumethat someof us were ashamedof this and have informed themselves.
Insofar, then, their concept of an elm differs from that of the rest &ayghereis
neither a guarantee nor an impossibility of agreement in concepts.

However,one shouldobservethat thereis considerableonditional agreement.
Your and myconceptsagreein all contextsin which a languagecommunityexists
which could be ours according to your and my concept of it. This is the effect of the
ubiquitousdeferentialcomponenbf our conceptswhich confersjudgmentto the
relevantexpertsof the community and which thus makes us agree about the
concepts’ extension in such a context.

Theseremarksdo not add up to a satisfactorydiscussionof the questionhow
communication igossibleon the basisof conceptsas beliefsaboutessencesBut
we may tentativelyconcludethat thereis no clearevidenceat all for a seriousob-
jection to be forthcoming here.

A final bad consequence of holism seems tavhat Fodor (1987, p. 102) calls
the disjunction problem, which is the problemhow error is possible— which it
clearly must be- accordingto one’stheory of meaning,content,or conceptsFo-
dor poses this as a problem focausal-informatiortheoreticaccountof contentsa
la Dretske (1981) which he tries to get running. However, the problem ofa¢soor
plaguesholistic accounts.Supposethe Ur-argumentquoted above from Fodor
would be sound. Thenall the epistemicliaisonsof a contentwhich | believe,i.e.
hold to be true, would be constitutive tbit content.Now supposd changethese
epistemic liaisons. Could this result in a differbatanceof reasonfor that content
and even in a different judgment, e.g., that this consergally false?No, because
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it would be a new content which | would judge false; the old content would tcease
exist. That is, the oldontentcanexistonly asheld true. Similarly, if a conceptis
an encyclopedia entry in Block’s sense. | believe all parts okti@iclopediaentry
to be true. Now, for some2ason,| wantto changemy mind andto discardsome
parts. Because they have proved wrong? No, we cannot put it thi$fwaghange
my encyclopedia, | change my concepts, and my beliefs clanmgent.So, again,
| can put together my concepts only to form contentls a fixed truth assignment;
all contents would be conceptual truttrsfalsehoodsThesewould be fatal conse-
quences indeetOf course, | often err by my owights, and any adequateéheory
must be able to account for this.
It shouldbe clear,however,from my commentson the first possibleobjection
that my proposal hasoneof theseabsurdconsequenceandallows me to change
my mind without changing my concepts. There is no error problem for my account.
So, to sum up: havwere escapedhe holistic horn of Block’s dilemma?My dis-
cussion does perhaps not firmly establish a positive answer,dhavited,| think,
that the prospects for my proposal are bright — all the more so as it was clear that the
syntacticisthorn of the dilemma was definitely avoided and that there was no
danger of stumbling into Schiffer’s problem.
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