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Some Brief Background



Type/Token Distinction For Concepts

Mental Representations (e.g. a memory, a belief or a
desire) are states of the central nervous system of a
thinker.
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Type/Token Distinction For Concepts

Hence, mental representations qua mental particulars
aren’t shareable.
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Type/Token Distinction For Concepts

However, one can meaningfully conceive of numerically
distinct mental representations (e.g. in different heads at
at time, in a single head at different times, etc.) as
type-identical, or similar, in their content.
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Type/Token Distinction For Concepts

(*) Compare: this token expression is numerically distinct
from this token expression.

But they share a type.
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What I Am Aiming To Explain



Hence we may ask:
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Under what conditions do thinkers (or a single thinker at
different times) deploy the same concept?
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Under what conditions do thinkers (or a single thinker at
different times) deploy the same concept?
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To which extent do words contribute to bring about conceptual
sharing?
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To which extent do words contribute to bring about conceptual
sharing?
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Granularity Problems For Shared
Content



The Same-Content-As Relation

What is the relation R

that must be true of a pair of
attitudes (Ta, Tb) for them to have the same content?
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Granularity Dilemma

Two principles

pull the granularity for shared concepts in
opposite directions:
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Granularity Dilemma

Granularity +
Concepts should be typed so
as to meet Frege’s Constraint.
In particular, the
same-concept-as relation
must be finer than referential
equivalence.

Frege’s Constraint (FC)
If a minimally rational subject
S believes an object O to be F
and at the same time also
believes O not to be F, then
there are distinct concepts C1
and C2 such that S believes O
to be F under C1 and
disbelieves O to be F under C2.

Example
Oedipus both believes and disbelieves
of Jocasta that he wants to marry her.
By (FC), Oedipus thinks of Jocasta under
two distinct concepts.

Granularity −
Concepts should be typed so as to be
shareable. In particular, the partition
induced by the same-concept-as
relation must be coarser than the
partition into singletons (a trivial
partition of the domain).

Publicity (PUB)
Different thinkers (or a single thinker
at different times) routinely have
thoughts that are type-identical in
content.

Example
Your and my understanding of the Oedipus
example to the le t suggest that we share
an oedipus-concept.
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Oedipus Example, in more detail

Cognitive significance
Although Oedipus’ concepts Jocasta and mother both refer
to Jocasta, they dramatically differ in cognitive significance. By
this I mean that Oedipus’ Jocasta-beliefs and his
mother-beliefs lead to very different actions, inferences,
emotions, and so on. Accordingly, they have different roles in
rationalizing psychological explanation.
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Concepts Must Be Individuated Modulo Cognitive Significance

Cognitive significance matters for sharing a concept
Crucially, I do not successfully communicate with Oedipus
about Jocasta if I tell him about her in terms of ”Mother”
(unless I inform him about the identity of Mother and Jocasta).

Let us say that Oedipus’ Jocasta-beliefs and his
mother-beliefs are un-coordinated.
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Coordination



Coordination

Here are three related claims I am exploring:

1. Cognitive significance is determined by coordination.

1.1 Coreferential concepts have the same cognitive significance
(i.e. are the same concepts) iff they are coordinated.

2. Coordination is a representational relation.

2.1 In particular, one explains cognitive significance in terms of
pairs of concepts, not in terms of concepts taken
individually.

3. Sameness of words contributes to establish interpersonal
coordination within, and across, thinkers.

3.1 It is not necessary for interpersonal coordination (e.g. joint
attention);

3.2 It is not sufficient for interpersonal coordination (e.g.
ambiguous words, Paderewski cases);

3.3 But is is absolutely essential for sharing encyclopedic
concepts
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Network-Based Approach to Shared
Concepts



Coordination Is Not Transitive

AP1

BP

AP2

’Pad
ere
wsk

i is

a p
ian
ist’

\

’Paderewski is

a politician’

Coordination is not an equivalence relation
on the domain of concept tokens.
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Motivating a Network-Based Approach to Shared Concepts

1. The best candidate for the same-concept-as relation is
coordination;

2. Coordination is not transitive;
3. But identity is transitive;
4. Therefore, Publicity, strictly speaking, is false;

(Publicity, remember, says that thinkers routinely have
thoughts that are identical in content.)
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Sharing Without Publicity (a Vast Programme!)

Still, it is undeniable that concepts are transmitted and widely
distributed in space and time.
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We Strive For Transitivity
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Thank you!
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