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Abstract
Yli-Vakkuri (2018) offers a deductive argument for Content Externalism that
primarily appeals to two main principles he says should be adopted by all
parties to the debate. Sawyer (2018) criticizes this argument on the grounds that
there are internalist theories that are not consistent with the two principles he
offers, although she takes no issue with the derivation itself. While Sawyer’s
critique is insightful and largely correct, there is a more fundamental problem
with the original argument. The formal proof given in the original paper begs
the question. The informal argument is enthymematic, and all the possible valid
reconstructions require assumptions that can be legitimately rejected by content
internalists. This is significant to point out as someone might think that the
internalist views that Sawyer says are not consistent with the two principles that
drive Yli-Vakkuri’s argument can be successfully challenged and thereby the
original argument defended.

Keywords Content externalism . Content internalism . Intentionality . Semantic
externalism . Truth conditions . Truth values . Yli-Vakkuri

1 Introduction

The thesis that the content of propositional attitudes is not determined solely by the
internal or intrinsic properties of thinkers, sometimes called ‘Semantic Externalism’, is
generally thought to be supported by famous thought experiments originally offered by
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Hilary Putnam and Tyler Burge. Of course, supporting a view with a thought experi-
ment is one thing, but using a deductive argument with premises agreed to by all is
quite another. Yli-Vakkuri (2018) offers such a deductive argument for Content
Externalism.1 The argument appeals to two principles that ought to be accepted by
both internalists and externalists alike according to him. However, these principles,
with the help of just the rules of truth-functional logic and two conservative inference
rules of modal logic, are supposed to entail the denial of Content Internalism.2,3 So, at
least in design, the argument offers hope for progress on a debate that has at times
seemed mired in competing intuitions.

One of the principles in the derivation appeals to the idea that truth is a
broad property (BROADT). Applied to the context of intentionality, this be-
comes: “It is not necessary that all corresponding beliefs of duplicate subjects
have the same truth value” (Yli-Vakkuri 2018). Yli-Vakkuri takes this as
obvious on the grounds that “truth is a broad semantic property” (ibid: 83–
84). Content internalists, in other words, should have no problem accepting this
principle since it is about truth and not intentional content. The other principle
(TRANSPARENCY) is this: “Necessarily, the truth value of a belief is the same
as the truth value of its content” (ibid). This principle seems undeniable on first
thought.4 If Grady’s belief that elephants are not indigenous to Madagascar is
true, then the proposition that elephants are not indigenous to Madagascar must
also be true. If the proposition believed is false, then there is no way that the
belief in question can be true.5 Yli-Vakkuri thinks that all should accept these
principles. The problem for the content internalist is that from their truth and
the logical principles mentioned, the negation of Content Internalism follows. If
there are good reasons to accept BROADT and TRANSPARENCY, then
Content Internalism is in trouble.

2 Sawyer’s Criticism

Sarah Sawyer (2018) criticizes Yli-Vakkuri’s argument on the grounds that
there are internalist theories that are not consistent with the principles he says

1 Yli-Vakkuri calls the view ‘Semantic Externalism’ instead of ‘Content Externalism’. ‘Content Externalism’
is a superior name because it helps to disambiguate between externalist theories of intentionality and
externalist theories of meaning. It is possible to be an externalist about linguistic meaning and an internalist
about intentional content. Allowing ‘Semantic Externalism’ to cover the view of linguistic meaning and
‘Content Externalism’ to cover the view of intentionality serves as a reminder that the view just mentioned is
possible.
2 Here are the two modal inference rules (Garson 2018):
Necessitation Rule: If A is a theorem of K, then so is □A.
Distribution Axiom: □(A→B)→ (□A→ □ B).

3 All of the main theses that make up Yli-Vakkuri’s argument are modalized and put in terms of necessity.
4 Sawyer (2018) brings out nicely how it is far from obviously true when various theories of indexical beliefs
are considered.
5 It is worth noting that this principle is distinct from other principles that have been given the name
‘transparency principle’. Here I have in mind mainly Gareth Evans’s famous example that one’s evidence
for a belief that p is transparent to one’s evidence for p (Evans 1982).
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ought to be accepted by all; so, without additional reasons for rejecting those
internalist theories, the argument fails. She takes no issue with the derivation
itself. In other words, she seems to agree that the negation of Content
Internalism does follow from the two principles that Yli-Vakkuri offers, but
she disagrees with his claim that everyone ought to accept BROADT and
TRANSPARENCY. In this paper, I explain that there is reason to take issue
with the derivation itself, both the formal and informal versions. The formal
proof begs the question. The informal argument is enthymematic, and all the
assumptions that can be used to complete it can be questioned. These are the
most fundamental issues with the overall argument. Showing that the derivation
is flawed is significant because for all Sawyer has said someone might think
that they can use the framework that Yli-Vakkuri’s argument provides, add
additional argumentation, and thereby show that there is a deductive case to be
made for the truth of Content Externalism. This would not be an easy task, to
be sure. TRANSPARENCY would have to be reformulated to respect that some
theories of indexical thoughts hold that the content of indexical thoughts is not
fully truth evaluable in the absence of a context, as Sawyer explains in her
paper. The essential connection articulated by TRANSPARENCY between truth
value of belief and truth value of content doesn’t hold in the case of indexical
thoughts for all views. Perhaps this principle can be tweaked, though, to
address this concern. Sawyer ’s case that some versions of Content
Internalism about non-indexical beliefs are not consistent with BROADT is
based on the following reasoning. According to Sawyer (2018), Segal (2000)
is an example of an internalist whose view implies that “beliefs of duplicate
subjects will never differ in truth-value” (679–680). For Sawyer, the ultimate
reason for this consequence is that “the truth-value of corresponding non-
indexical beliefs of duplicate subjects will, on Segal’s internalist theory, nec-
essarily have the same truth-value. This is because corresponding non-indexical
beliefs of duplicate subjects have the same content, and the content, being a
complete proposition, has its truth-conditions essentially” (680). Someone might
try to rule out this internalist view, though, on the grounds that it holds that
propositions are content and thus is not a viable version of Content Internalism
given that the contents of propositions themselves are not merely a function of
any individual’s intrinsic properties. So, if propositions are the contents of
thoughts, then contents are also not merely a function of an individual’s
intrinsic properties either. Also, this reasoning may be less compelling when
we keep truth values and truth conditions clearly separate, as I explain later in
the paper.

Of course, both of these replies would have to be worked out in much more
detail. The point at present is merely that someone might try to argue that the
internalist views that conflict with TRANSPARENCY and BROADT are not
viable and thus address Sawyer’s concern. In short, explaining how both
principles ought to be accepted by all would be a serious undertaking. The
remaining sections of the paper explain why such an undertaking would be
misplaced; there are more fundamental problems with the formal and informal
versions of the argument.
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3 The Formal Proof Begs the Question

Let us start with the formal proof in Yli-Vakkuri (2018).6 The proof is valid. However,
it does not help to show that the main argument is sound; in other words, it does not
show us that a content internalist must accept that NARROWC, BROADT and
TRANSPARENCY are inconsistent. The basic problem with the proof is that it begs

6 Here is the formal proof from Yli-Vakkuri’s paper in its entirety for ease of reference as well as a useful quote
for understanding A, B, and C: “We interpret the formal language so that the variables range over beliefs, the
two-place predicate C expresses the relation of being corresponding beliefs of duplicate subjects, and the
function symbols c and v express, respectively, content and truth value. That is to say, c(t) refers to the content
of whatever t refers to and v(t) refers to its truth value” (Yli-Vakkuri 2018: 85).
A ¼ ∀x∀y C x; yð Þ→c xð Þ ¼ c yð Þð Þ
B ¼ ∀x v xð Þ ¼ v c xð Þð Þ
C ¼ ∀x∀y C x; yð Þ→v xð Þ ¼ v yð Þð Þ
And I will use ‘⊢’ to express derivability in the system described above. First note that (A ∧ B) → C is a

closed FOL theorem. By the Necessitation Rule, then:

(1) ⊢ □ ((A ∧ B)→C).

By the Distribution Axiom, we also have each of:

(2) ⊢ □ ((A ∧ B)→C)→ (□(A ∧ B)→ □C)
(3) ⊢ □ (A→ (B→ (A ∧B)))→ (□A→ □ (B→ (A ∧ B)))
(4) ⊢ □ (B→ (A ∧ B))→ (□B→ □ (A ∧ B))

The rest of the proof only requires truth-functional logic and a single application of the Necessitation Rule.
Because A → (B → (A ∧ B)) is a closed FOL theorem, by the Necessitation Rule,

(5) ⊢ □ (A→ (B→ (A ∧B))),

(3) and (5) imply:

(6) ⊢ □ A→ □ (B→ (A ∧ B))

(4) and (6) imply:

(7) ⊢ □ A→ (□B→ □ (A ∧ B))

(7) implies:

(8) ⊢(□A ∧ □ B)→ □ (A ∧ B)

(1) and (2) imply:

(9) ⊢ □ (A ∧ B)→ □C

(8) and (9) imply:

(10) ⊢(□A ∧ □ B)→ □C

By (10), {□A, □B} ⊢ □C, so{□A, □B, ¬ □C} = {TRANSPARENCY, BROADT, NARROWC} is inconsis-
tent in the system.

Philosophia

Author's personal copy



the question against the content internalist; it assumes that non-modalized versions of
the key claims are inconsistent, so it cannot show that the modalized versions are
inconsistent.7 Even before premise (1) of the formal proof is given, Yli-Vakkuri offers
that (A ∧ B)→C is a closed FOL theorem. As one can see in his formal proof
footnoted in this paper, A is a non-modalized version of NARROWC and B is a non-
modalized version of TRANSPARENCY. And C, interestingly, is not a non-modalized
version of BROADT. Rather, it is what we can call a non-modalized version of
NARROWT: the rejection of BROADT. Part of the reason that it may be hard to see
that the proof begs the question is that NARROWT appears for the first time in the
paper in the formal proof. So, if one does not carefully track the meanings of A, B, and
C in the formal proof, then the problem will not be clearly seen. NARROWT says that,
necessarily, all corresponding beliefs of duplicate subjects have the same truth value.
So, (A ∧ B)→C says that if the non-modalized versions of TRANSPARENCY and
NARROWC are true, then the non-modalized version of NARROWT is true, or, in other
words, that a non-modalized version of BROADT is false. In essence, this assumption
states that if both content internalism is true and the truth value of a belief is the same as
the truth value of its content, then all corresponding beliefs of subjects have the same
truth value. So, the proof cannot show that the two theses mentioned in the antecedent
of the conditional cannot be held at the same time as the idea that it’s not necessarily the
case that all corresponding beliefs of duplicate subjects have the same truth value,
because the conditional just mentioned assumes that this conjunction of views is not
possible. The whole point of Yli-Vakkuri’s paper is to show both that (a) BROADT,

TRANSPARENCY and NARROWC are inconsistent and that (b) BROADT and
TRANSPARENCY are true. The big upshot is that if (a) and (b) are true, we have a
deductive argument against NARROWC. So, to assume that the truth of non-modalized
versions of NARROWC and TRANSPARENCY entails that a non-modalized version
of BROADT is not true is to beg the question against the content internalist. It is to
assume, in effect, that the key theses in question are not consistent as opposed to
showing that they are. We need some reason for thinking that (a) is true, after all; that is,
we need a reason for thinking the key claims are inconsistent. It cannot merely be
assumed that they are, even at the non-modalized level.8

Of course, one way to beg the question is for some conclusion to be duplicated
precisely as a premise, either stated or unstated. Another way is to assume some crucial
point at issue that should not be assumed. So, it’s not as if a defender of the argument
could legitimately hold that this is not an instance of begging the question because the
claim that begs the question is not modalized and the premises and conclusion in the
argument are. In the formal proof, Yli-Vakkuri cannot assume that non-modalized
versions of the key theses are inconsistent. If this counts as a legitimate form of
argument, then any argument with modalized claims is subject to this sort of move.
The method of objection would be this. We assume, without argument, that a non-
modalized claim that shows an opponent’s view is false is true; we then use basic

7 The non-modalized versions lack the box operator. So, in this sense, “All cyclists have two legs” is the non-
modalized version of “Necessarily, all cyclists have two legs.”
8 Just to be clear, it would be a mistake to think that I am trying to show that (A ∧ B)→ C is not a theorem of
first-order logic. Of course it is. I am saying that it appears as an assumption and begs the question since it
assumes and doesn’t show that Content Internalism cannot be squared with the claims about transparency and
the broadness of truth.
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principles of modal logic to show that a modalized version of the claim is true, thus
showing that the opponent’s view is wrong. This is obviously an illegitimate method of
objection.

Premise (1) could be reformulated to avoid the charge of begging the question. It
could say: (A ∧ B)→C)→ □ ((A ∧ B)→C). Once we see this, then we can see that it
cannot serve to affirm the antecedent of premise (2): □((A ∧ B)→C)→ (□(A ∧ B)→ □
C). This is the proper rendering of (1) for content internalists, since they have no reason
to accept the truth of the assumption with which the entire proof begins—(A ∧ B)→C.
What content internalists can accept here is something conditional; they can accept that
if (A ∧ B)→C is true, then, by necessitation, □((A ∧ B)→C) is also true. But at no
point does the content internalist need to commit to the truth of (A ∧ B)→C since
doing so admits that, at least in their non-modal versions, NARROWC,
TRANSPARENCY, and BROADT are not consistent.

So, the formal proof doesn’t actually show that the main argument is sound. In
what follows, I argue that more than BROADT and TRANSPARENCY is needed
to derive the negation of NARROWC. So, the question of whether the negation of
NARROWC follows deductively from BROADT, TRANSPARENCY, the laws of
truth-functional logic, the Necessitation Rule, and the Distribution Axiom is not
the right question to ask since other principles must be introduced to deductively
support the derivation.

4 The Informal Argument Is Enthymematic

Here are the two premises and conclusion of the argument.

BROADT : :□∀x∀y C x; yð Þ→v xð Þ ¼ v yð Þð Þ
TRANSPARENCY : □∀x v xð Þ ¼ v c xð Þð Þ

Negation of NARROWC : :□∀x∀y C x; yð Þ→c xð Þ ¼ c yð Þð Þ

The entailment from the two premises to the conclusion would be valid if
TRANSPARENCY read: □∀x v(x) = c(x). But this says that, necessarily, the
truth value of a belief is identical to its content. And this is not acceptable as it
would reduce all content to the TRUE and the FALSE. Clearly, this is not a
version of TRANSPARENCY that is accepted by all.

In this same vein, there are some other assumptions that can be used to derive the
conclusion. Here is the informal argument that will be referenced as those assumptions
are examined.

1. It is not necessary that all corresponding beliefs of duplicate subjects have the same
truth value. [BROADT]

2. Necessarily, the truth value of a belief is the same as the truth value of its content.
[TRANSPARENCY]

3. Therefore, it is not the case that, necessarily, any corresponding beliefs of duplicate
subjects have the same content, i.e., that content is narrow. [The negation of
NARROWC]
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The first thing to see is that there has to be a suppressed premise that links truth value of
content with content itself; the term ‘content’ does not appear unmodified in the premises
while in the conclusion it appears unmodified. More specifically, (1) mentions the truth
values of beliefs, (2) mentions the truth value of the content of beliefs, and yet the
conclusion concerns just content itself. Once we appreciate these facts, it should be clear
that no rule of modal or truth-functional logic can provide the necessary linkage, as I
noted at the close of section 3. What does deductively follow from (1) and (2) is: It is not
necessary that the content of all corresponding beliefs of duplicate subjects have the same
truth value. But this is not at all the same conclusion as (3). In short, we need some link
between truth value of content and content itself to properly license (3) in a valid fashion.

4.1 First Reconstruction

Adding the following premise is the most expedient way to complete the argument and
preserve the target conclusion (the negation of NARROWC).

ASSUMPTION1: Necessarily, the contents of beliefs have their truth values
essentially.

This assumption states that the contents of beliefs are fixed in part by their truth values.
If the truth value of the content of a belief changes, then so does its content. In other
words, a change in the truth value of a belief's content is sufficient for changing its
content. Adding this premise does indeed make the argument valid. With it, we can
move from (1) and (2) to the conclusion. We now have the right linkage from the truth
value of beliefs to the content of beliefs. In short, if a change in the truth value of the
content of a belief is sufficient for a change in its content, and the truth value of the
beliefs of duplicate subjects can differ, and these differences carry over via
TRANSPARENCY to the truth value of the contents, then the content of beliefs
of duplicate subjects can differ, and Content Internalism is therefore false.
Assumption1 has some serious problems, however. First, it seems to saddle Content
Internalism with a commitment to two ideas that are not accepted by all: the idea that
propositions are content and the idea that propositions have their truth-values essen-
tially. These are two claims that can be legitimately questioned and need further
argumentation. They are certainly not accepted by all, which is what the argument
originally promises. If it is not assumed that the contents of beliefs are propositions that
have their truth values essentially, then the content internalist can hold that intentional
content and the truth value of this content can come apart. Second, understanding
propositions as the content of intentional states seems difficult to square with Content
Internalism, given that the content of a proposition is not typically understood to be a
function of just one individual's intrinsic properties. So, this assumption may, in the
end, be incompatible with Content Internalism. For now, it is enough to note that it
commits to ideas that are not accepted by all.

4.2 Second Reconstruction

It is uncontroversial to hold that the content of beliefs can be cashed out in terms of the
truth conditions of beliefs. Note that it is perfectly coherent and plausible to say that
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beliefs have their truth conditions essentially while rejecting that they have their truth
values essentially; that is, someone can accept (I) while denying (II).

I. If there is a change in truth conditions of a belief, then there is a change in the
content of that belief.

II. If there is a change in truth value of a belief, then there is a change in the content of
that belief.

Perhaps, then, some assumption that links truth values to truth conditions can be added.
If so, then not only validity but also soundness might be preserved. In this spirit, the
following two assumptions are offered.

ASSUMPTION2: Necessarily, the contents of beliefs have their truth conditions
essentially.
ASSUMPTION3: Necessarily, the truth conditions of beliefs have their truth values
essentially.

There is no problem with ASSUMPTION2. Both content internalists and externalists can
and should accept it. I believe that Antananarivo is the capital of Madagascar. The content
of this belief is true if and only Antananarivo is the capital of Madagascar. The truth
conditions differ if and only if the content differs. If the truth conditions differ, then the
content differs, and if the content differs, then the truth conditions differ. The content of a
belief and its truth conditions, in other words, are inextricably linked. To say that the
contents of beliefs have their truth conditions essentially is to say that a change in truth
conditions makes for a change in content. This is something that can and should be
accepted by all. The problem is with ASSUMPTION3.

9 The problem is not only that truth
conditions and true values are separate things, which they are. The problem is that truth
conditions of beliefs are not hostage to the truth value of beliefs in the way that the
contents of beliefs are hostage to truth conditions—as just explained. If they were so
hostage, then the following conditional would be true: If the truth value of a belief
changes, then so do the truth conditions of that belief. But a change in the truth value of
a belief leaves the truth conditions untouched. If the capital of Madagascar changes from
Antananarivo to Fianarantsoa without my knowledge, and I thus continue to believe that
Antananarivo is the capital of Madagascar, the truth value of my belief changes from true
to false while the truth conditions (my belief is true if and only if Antananarivo is the
capital of Madagascar) remain the same. Consider cases of beliefs evaluated at different
worlds if you like. I believe that Plato was a student of Socrates. My belief is true if and
only if Plato was a student of Socrates. It is true in the actual world. If we consider it
against a possible world in which Socrates and Plato never connected, then it is arguably
false. The truth conditions remain the same while the truth value changes. So, it is not true
that the truth conditions of beliefs have their truth values essentially. If that were true, then
in both of the above sorts of cases a change in truth values would necessitate a change in
truth conditions. In sum, ASSUMPTION2 and ASSUMPTION3 can be added to make the
inference from BROADT and TRANSPARENCY to the negation of NARROWC valid,
but ASSUMPTION3 is not agreed to by all and actually should be rejected.

9 See (Farkas 2006, 2008) and (Crane 2001) for insightful discussions of the connection between the truth
values and truth conditions of intentional states from the perspective of Content Internalism.

Philosophia

Author's personal copy



4.3 Third Reconstruction

Note that if we reversed the order of dependence in ASSUMPTION3, and thereby
weaken the claim to one of partial dependence, we would have the following true
claim.

ASSUMPTION4: Necessarily, the truth values of beliefs are determined in part by
their truth conditions.

The dependence here is partial because truth conditions are only part of what deter-
mines truth value; states of the world are also needed to determine truth value. So,
while the truth conditions of a belief lay down the conditions that would make the
belief true, they themselves are not those conditions or states of affairs that are also
needed to determine truth values. In short, we need both the truth conditions and facts
about the world to determine the truth values of beliefs; truth conditions are merely part
of the story. At any rate, perhaps ASSUMPTION4 is what is needed to properly support
the argument.

Helping ourselves to just the uncontroversial assumptions (ASSUMPTION2 and
ASSUMPTION4), what follows? What we need is for BROADT, TRANSPARENCY,
ASSUMPTION4 and ASSUMPTION2 to guarantee that it’s not the case that, neces-
sarily, any corresponding beliefs of duplicate subjects have the same content. Here is
the argument.

1. It is not necessary that all corresponding beliefs of duplicate subjects have the same
truth value. [BROADT]

2. Necessarily, the truth value of a belief is the same as the truth value of its content.
[TRANSPARENCY]

3. Necessarily, the contents of beliefs have their truth conditions essentially.
[ASSUMPTION2]

4. Necessarily, the truth values of beliefs are determined in part by their truth
conditions. [ASSUMPTION4]

5. Therefore, it is not the case that, necessarily, any corresponding beliefs of duplicate
subjects have the same content, i.e., that content is narrow. [The negation of
NARROWC]

As noted earlier, from (1) and (2) it follows that it is not necessary that the content of all
corresponding beliefs of duplicate subjects have the same truth value. How does this
link up with the two assumptions to guarantee the conclusion? What we need is the
already discarded ASSUMPTION3. We need a route that takes us from a difference in
truth value of content to a difference in content. The route runs through a difference in
truth value of beliefs, to a difference in truth conditions, and finally to a difference in
content. However, this runs through the false idea that truth conditions of beliefs have
their truth values essentially. So, this reconstruction is clearly unsound due
to ASSUMPTION3. To recap, in a move to have a true premise that captures the right
relation between the truth values of beliefs and truth conditions, we introduce
ASSUMPTION4. But it is not strong enough to guarantee the conclusion precisely
because it expresses a partial determination relation between truth values and truth
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conditions. In short, it is entirely possible that BROADT, TRANSPARENCY,
ASSUMPTION4 and ASSUMPTION2 are all true and that the content of the beliefs
of duplicates is exactly the same. In other words, the content internalist can consistently
accept each of the following: BROADT, TRANSPARENCY, ASSUMPTION4 and
ASSUMPTION2. So, once we have uncontentious assumptions in place—
ASSUMPTION2 and ASSUMPTION4 —we no longer have a valid argument; we no
longer have a guarantee. The routes to the guarantee run through the contentious
assumptions: ASSUMPTION1 and ASSUMPTION3. At a minimum, these are not
assumptions that are accepted by all.10

All the reconstructions, then, have real problems. The valid ones have false or, at the
very least, controversial assumptions, and the reconstruction with uncontroversial
assumptions is not valid. So, there is no way, without much further argumentation, to
move from TRANSPARENCY and BROADT to the conclusion that Content
Internalism is false. Perhaps there is a sound deductive argument for Content
Externalism about some forms of thought, but as it stands the argument in Yli-
Vakkuri (2018) falls short.

In the end, Sawyer (2018) is right that there are real problems for Yli-Vakkuri’s idea
that the two premises should be accepted by all. However, I have argued here that there
is a more fundamental flaw in both versions of the argument. The formal argument begs
the question while the informal one is enthymematic and all the ways to complete it rest
on questionable assumptions. Keeping track of truth values and truth conditions as they
apply to beliefs and the content of beliefs helps us to see these questionable assump-
tions at work. All of this is important to say because without realizing this someone
may think that with some work (though it would not be easy as I noted) the basic form
of the argument could be used to show that there is a sound deductive argument for
Content Externalism.

References

Crane, T. (2001). Elements of mind. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Evans, G. (1982). The varieties of reference. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Farkas, K. (2006). Semantic internalism and externalism. In E. Lepore & B. C. Smith (Eds.), The Oxford

handbook of philosophy of language (pp. 323–340). Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Farkas, K. (2008). The Subject’s point of view. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Garson, James. 2018. Modal logic. In The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, ed. E. Zalta. URL =

<https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2018/entries/logic-modal/>.
Sawyer, S. 2018. Is there a deductive argument for semantic externalism? Reply to Yli-Vakkuri. Analysis,

78(4), 675-681.
Segal, G. (2000). A slim book about narrow content. Cambridge: MIT Press.
Yli-Vakkuri, J. (2018). Semantic externalism without thought experiments. Analysis, 78(1), 81-90.

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and
institutional affiliations.

10 Notice that it will not do to recast BROADT in terms of truth conditions. If it were to read, “It is not
necessary that all corresponding beliefs of duplicate subjects have the same truth conditions,” then the
argument would directly beg the question against the content internalist.

Philosophia

Author's personal copy

https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2018/entries/logic-modal/

	Content Externalism, Truth Conditions, and Truth Values
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Sawyer’s Criticism
	The Formal Proof Begs the Question
	The Informal Argument Is Enthymematic
	First Reconstruction
	Second Reconstruction
	Third Reconstruction

	References


