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0. Summary
The purpose of Barber’s paper isto suggest that developmental psychologists who

are mmmitted to the popuar theory-theory of conceptual content shoud adopt a new
variant known as entrenchment theory, that will be immune to some of the phil osophicd
chall enges that plague the theory-theory.

The theory-theory of concepts says that a mental representation expresses sosme
concept when: a) that mental representation accurs in awell-defined set of stored
propasitions (beliefs), and b) this st of stored propasitions are, as Barber putsit,
“charaderistic” of the mncept. (p. 2 The unrestricted conception-conception says that
every single belief a person hes that involves sme representationis relevant in
determining which concept that representation expresss. So the theory-theory isa
restriction d the anception-conception kecause it identifies a subset of core beli efs
invalving arepresentation R, namely the theoretica ones (whatever that may mean), and
claimsthat only these theoreticd beliefs, and nd any others, determine the identity of the
concept expressed by R.

Entrenchment theory al'so places arestriction onwhich beliefs are relevant to the
content of arepresentation, bu it does 9 in away that is different in two respeds. First,

and most importantly, rather than determining whether a belief is part of atheory, we use



the level of entrenchment of the representationin the belief to determine whether it is
centra or not. Seaond, whil e the theory-theory encourages us to make abinary distinction
between beliefsthat do a do nd bea onthe identity of a cncept, entrenchment (1
believe) necessarily makes afuzzy distinction. Those beli efsin which arepresentation R
ismore entrenched have astronger beaing onthe identity of the cncept expressd by R.
Thaose beliefs in which R islessentrenched have awedker beaing.

R ismore entrenched in belief A than belief B if giving up a revising belief A
would be more epistemically traumatic than giving up a revising belief B. Givingup a
belief will be more epistemicdly traumatic the more far reating the impli cations for
evidence ae. Barber remarksthat, at least for natural kind concepts, demonstrative and
linguistic beliefs will tend to be more entrenched than beliefs abou theoreticd origin or

structure. This pattern may be reversed for more purely theoreticd concepts. (p. 14

1. Genuine Disagreement
Acoording to the theory-theory, two people can have the exad same concept if

they share the same theory invalving it —that is, if they beli eve the same set of core
theoreticd propasitions. Aslong as they have this basis of agreement, they can dsagree
over their noncentral beli efs and those disagreanents will be genuine. If they disagreein
their core beli ef s then the disagreement is only an apparent disagreement becaise they
are adually talking abou diff erent concepts. It might seem that any redi stic theory must
involve so many core beli efs that genuine disagreement could almost never happen, bu at
least we have awell -defined way of making the genuine/apparent distinction.

The situationis not so simple for entrenchment theory. It seems to me that for two

peopleto have exactly the same concept, and hence have something to genuinely disagree



abou, they must (paradoxicdly) agreeon all their beliefsinvaving the concept, na just
asubset (that is, unessthere ae some beliefs that involve the cncept but in which the
concept isnat at al entrenched, bu this posshility seans contrary to the ideaof
entrenchment.) Furthermore, their concepts must be entrenched to the same degreein
ead belief otherwise the introduction d anew belief could have diff erent consequences
for the two people’ s concepts. For instance, suppase Janet and Michad both believe that
snow isthe material residue of fairy breah, bu giving up this belief would be much more
epistemicadly traumatic for Janet than for Michad. Maybe Janet believes e has had
first-hand experience with (what appea to be) fairies breahing (what appeasto be)
snow, while Michad has only head abou this phenomenonfrom Janet. Then when faced
with some @ntradictory evidence (e.g. that fairies do nd exist), Michad will be more
willi ng than Janet to accept this as anew belief and give up hsold belief that snow is
fairy breah residue. Janet’s smilar belief was more central to her SNOW concept, hence
more difficult to give up and more determinative of the content of her concept.

Soif I am right abou this, entrenchment makes it much lesslikely that two people
can have exadly the same ancept and imposgble that they can genuinely disagree dou
it. More beli efs must match, and the degreeof entrenchment of the conceptsin eat
belief must match. Barber suggests that instead of worrying abou when two concepts are
exadly the same, we can get by with anotion d concept simil arity that will be
determined in a “partialy hadistic” manner. (p. 8 But | think we ae owed an acourt of
how thisisto work in at least two respeds. First, we need a metric of simil arity that takes
into acourt both the degreeto which beliefs are shared and the relative levels of

entrenchment of the concept in ead of the shared (or non-shared) beli efs. Seaond, given



such ametric, we would need to knaov how it could be used to judge gparent vs. genuine
disagreament. Almost all disagreaments will now, strictly spegking, be non-genuine. But
will disagreaments between individuals with more similar concepts now be somehow

mor e genuine than dsagreements between individuals with less smilar concepts?

2. Demonstrative Beliefs
| am aso concerned abou the centrality of demonstrative beli efs to natural kind

concepts under entrenchment theory. It seansto me that the formation d new
demonstrative beliefs is part of what needs to be explained by atheory of concepts, so we
need to be caeful abou using demonstrative beli efs as examples of beli efs that could fix
the @ntent of a cncept. There aetwo questionsthat | think need to be cnsidered: 1)
Demonstrative beli efs are generally the result of applying a concept rather than a defining
part of its content, so how do rew demonstrative beli efs get formed when the other

beli efs abou the concept are wrong? and 2 In cases of acddental misrepresentation
invalving natural kind concepts, hov do we know that it’s the newly-formed
demonstrative beli efs that need to be overturned?

1.) Take the example of Janet, who kelieves bath that snow is hat and that that
stuff (paints) is sr1ow. The content of her SNOW concept is suppased to come from the
set of beliefs that invalve this concept. So it is presumably these beli efs that are being
used to categorize thingsin the world as show or not snow. That is, it is her stored beliefs
abou snow, including the belief that snow is hat, that are being consulted to form the
demonstrative belief. But how could Janet ever come to form this demonstrative beli ef
abou adual snow if the beli ef that snow is hot forms part of the content of her SNOW

concept? It's posgble that she got the demonstrative belief by being told by atrusted



source, in which case thereis no problem. But atheory of concepts neadsto be aleto
acourt for the posshbility of a personredizing she is wrong withou being told —
something that happens al the time. So we have to figure out away that Janet could have
come by the demonstrative beli ef herself. One posshility isthat she culd have used
only some of her beliefsinvaving snow (i.e. part of the content of her SNOW concept) to
roughly caegorize some stuff as show, only later to discover that the stuff was cold. At
this paint, becaise it would be more eoistemicdly traumatic to revise the demonstrative
beli ef, she dhanges her mind abou snow being haot.

2) But if that story abou the formation d new demonstrative beliefsis true, it
makes conceptual content far too urstable to handle cases of acadental
misrepresentation, where it is appropriate to give up the demonstrative belief and retain
the theoretica ones. For example, suppcse | think | see adog in the distance, and then
hea it meow andredizeit isa cd. Why was it that in this case my newly formed
demonstrative beli ef was lessentrenched than my other beli efs abou dogs? Why don't |
fed compell ed to add the belief that dogs ometimes meow to my list of beliefs abou
dogs?

Conclusion

| do think entrenchment is a promising aternative to theory-theory, bu | have
some concerns related to genuine disagreament and the role of demonstrative beliefsin
the theory:

1. How can genuine disagreement be passble?

2a. How can new demonstrative beli efs be formed?

2b.How does acddental misrepresentation ever get noticed?



