Jason Ford

Accepted for Publication in Logique et Analyse
Final revision: 7-14-10

Five Puzzles for Externalism About Semantic and Mental Content
Abstract: 

Externalism about semantic and mental content (also known as anti-individualism) is the dominant view in the philosophy of language and mind.  My aim in this paper is to reveal unnoticed tensions within the externalist camp, which, if unresolved, might imperil the standard externalist account.  The first puzzle presents the case of a person whose whole life consists of fast switches between two worlds.  The other four puzzles put pressure on externalism by pitting physical factors against social factors.  I will consider several possible responses to each of the puzzles, and discuss their costs – perhaps some externalists will be willing to pay some of those prices, perhaps not.  

Introduction


I will begin with a very brief outline of the key positions, externalism and internalism.  Both are blanket terms for large camps, with many different detailed positions marching under those two banners.  In the present paper, I will treat them both at a very general level, where agreement on the basic principles is most likely.  Internalism is the view that the types of mental states we have, and their contents, are determined by what goes on in the brain (or at least, what goes on inside the skin) of the person in question.  Externalism is the position in general agreement with Putnam and Burge, that the contents of our linguistic terms and mental states are determined by relation to both physical and social factors in their local environments, as specified below.  Many theorists allow for compromise positions, where some of our mental states have their content fixed by the internal states of the subject (narrow content), while other mental states depend essentially on the physical and social environment to determine the types of mental states that they are (wide or broad content).  The puzzles to come will apply to externalism generally, whether narrow content is part of the picture or not. 

There are two common features to all of the thought experiments that I’ve encountered, on both sides of this debate.  First, all allow that the person who travels between worlds has enough time to adapt to her new conditions, so that her externally defined (wide) content alters to match her local physical and social environment.  The arguments then proceed to ask various questions about what we should say next.  But suppose a person never gets enough time to adapt to the local conditions?  My first puzzle presents just such a scenario
.  The second common feature shared by all the thought experiments so far is that the physical and social factors all drive the subject of the experiments in the same direction.  We can tease those factors apart, pit the physical and the social against each other, and see what follows.  The remaining four puzzles explore that new conceptual terrain.  Now for the basics of the foundational externalist thought experiments.

Hillary Putnam, in “The Meaning of ‘Meaning’,” (Putnam, 1975), famously and persuasively claimed that the meaning of our words was (at least in part), dependent on and constituted by external causal relations to the local environment.  Here’s how the argument goes:

On Twin Earth, the stuff that fills the lakes, oceans and rivers, that falls from the sky as rain, that fish function in, etc., is not H2O, it is something else (which is phenomenally identical in all of its human-scale observable features – taste, clarity, freezing and boiling points, ability to dissolve salt and sugar, required for continued life, etc., but with a different chemical composition: XYZ).  Prior to anybody discovering the chemical constituents of the relevant substances (say 1750), Jim-Earth, looking at Loch Ness, saying “That water’s powerful muddy, anything could be in there,” is referring to H2O, while Twin-Jim, looking at Twin-Loch Ness and uttering what sound like the same words, is referring to XYZ. 

The important thing to note is that Jim and Twin-Jim are in exactly type-identical brain states (except for one of their brains being partly composed of H2O and the other of XYZ, but let that pass), yet Jim refers to water, and Twin-Jim to twater.  So the meaning of the term “water” can’t be identified with what goes on in people’s heads.  The point generalizes to many other terms, and certainly our natural-kind terms.  While Putnam’s original discussion concerned the meaning of terms in our public natural languages, Burge quickly applied these conclusions to the content of the mental states that used those terms (see Putnam, 1996, p. xxi, for his endorsement of Burge; I count the extension to mental states as part of the standard externalist position).  I will call these factors that purportedly individuate the content of our terms and mental states physical external factors.  


According to Tyler Burge, in his “Individualism and the Mental” (Burge, 1979), the content of our mental states is also, in part, determined and constituted by external causal relations to our linguistic community.  Burge asks us to imagine a different sort of Twin Earth scenario – there are no radical chemical differences, only differences between our linguistic practices and those of the Twin Earthers.  Here’s Burge’s scenario: On Earth, Al goes to the doctor and says, “I’ve got arthritis in my thigh, and it hurts like the dickens.”  The doctor tells him that arthritis can only happen in joints, so whatever he’s got it isn’t arthritis.  On Burge’s Twin Earth, everything is like Earth except for the linguistic community – here “arthritis” names painful swelling of joints and muscles.  Let Twin-Al proceed just as before.  Here his doctor does not correct him, because there is no mistake to correct.  In both cases, prior to his doctor visit, Al and Twin Al were in type-identical brain states, so if what is in one’s head determines the content of one’s beliefs, then they both should have the same belief.  But Al has a false belief (that he has arthritis in his thigh) while Twin-Al has a true belief (that he has “arthritis”, we can call it “tharthritis”, in his thigh).  The same belief can’t be both true and false when it is applied under relevantly identical conditions, so the content of the belief must not depend only on what is in people’s heads – it also depends on the social relations to the linguistic community around them.  I will call the factors that Burge emphasized social external factors.  Together, the physical external factors and the social external factors are what fix the meanings of most
 of our terms and mental states, according to standard externalism.


In all the puzzles to follow, I use Block’s Inverted Earth (Block, 1990), rather than the original Twin Earths.  On Inverted Earth, all of the objects have colors that are opposite on the color wheel to the colors that they have on Earth.  So, for example, Inverted Earth grass is red, its sky is yellow; stop signs are green, and so on.  The Inverted Earth natives speak languages whose color terms are inverted with respect to ours, “blue” in Inverted English means yellow, etc.  I find Inverted Earth easier to visualize.  However, nothing turns on my choice (both Putnam and Burge include color terms in their respective lists of features that have their content fixed externally, and I am concerned with the contents of the color terms, not the qualitative features of visual experience).  Parallel versions of the puzzles can be constructed for the original Twin Earth scenarios, and I will do so after I’ve presented the puzzles themselves.

Puzzle 1: There’s No Place Like Home

Imagine that a person (we’ll call him Fritz) and his Inverted Earth Twin (Inverted Fritz) can be instantaneously and undetectably put through the following changes:

1. Each has all bodily pigments color-inverted.

2. Each has color-inverting lenses inserted into his eyes.

3. Each is transposed with the other, so that he takes the place of his corresponding inverted twin.

Call that Swapping, and reversing the process we’ll call Restoring. This will result in each person being transported between worlds in such a way that they don’t notice the change, and that nobody on Earth or Inverted Earth notices the change.  Let us suppose that Fritz is Swapped on the night after his birth, and Restored on the following night.  That pattern continues for his whole life
.  What should we say about the contents of Fritz’s words and thoughts?  Fritz has been in equal causal contact with the vast majority of the types of objects on each world (we may well imagine a few exceptions – perhaps he only eats one carambola in his lifetime, so he only gets direct experience with the star fruit of one world).  He has also been in equal contact with both linguistic communities (pace things like the carambola), without ever being in sustained contact for the duration that slow switching requires (however long that is).  We have this range of possibilities (each of which is available for an externalist to choose, but at a high price).  

1. Fritz speaks English only, and his thoughts have Earth-contents only.  That seems arbitrary.

2. Fritz speaks Inverted English only, and his thoughts have Inverted-Earth contents only.  Likewise arbitrary.

3. Fritz speaks both languages at the same time.  If so, does each thought that he has carry two contents (which are mutually exclusive anytime the thought involves colors or color visual experiences)?  This choice would also entail that all his sentences involving colored objects (simultaneously having two different contents) are contradictions, and hence, meaningless.  For instance, “That apple is red,” would mean: That apple is red-and-green.

4. Fritz’s color terms have disjunctive content.  Now “That apple is red,” would mean: That apple is red-or-green.  This avoids contradiction, but changes the truth conditions considerably.  Suppose Fritz, on Earth, says, “That apple is red,” while pointing at a clearly green apple – what he says is true.

5. The meaning of Fritz’s terms, and the thoughts that include them, are fixed by the externalist conditions (including linguistic deference to experts) that obtained on the world he was on when he first learned the term.  This would mean that about half his words are wrong for whichever world he’s on, and could have the result that he often says impossible things when he says things like “bluish-green” (if we allow that may have learned “blue” and “green” on different days, and thus worlds).  Even worse, this problem might extend far beyond the color terms.  “Car key”, for instance (if he first learned “car” on Earth and “key” on Inverted Earth).  For, according to externalism, the meanings of those terms are fixed by deference to the experts.  “Car” is fixed by deference to experts on Earth, while “key” is fixed by reference to the experts of Inverted Earth.  Earth’s experts don’t know anything about Inverted Earth, so they don’t pick out any Inverted Earth items, and similarly for the experts of Inverted Earth.  So in this case, the word “car” would, by the judgments of the experts, be a word that could go with the “key” of Earth, and vice versa for “key”, fixed by the Inverted Earth experts.  So, unbeknownst to any and unnoticed by all, his sentences are often incoherent.  Likewise, the contents of his thoughts would misapply about half the time, and some of his concepts (which would ordinarily be related to each other, like “turtle” and “reptile”) could be incoherent.

6. Fritz speaks neither English nor Inverted English.  Does he speak a language at all?  Do his thoughts lack content?  Do they lack wide content, but have narrow content?  If they only have narrow content, it may suggest that we can get along fine without wide content.

7. Fritz’s color terms (and their corresponding concepts) are vague or indeterminate.  But we may ask: how can a concept that is vague or indeterminate have the same causal and cognitive powers a concept that is fully determinate?  Consider what behavior we would expect a person whose concept, GREEN, was really vague, or really indeterminate between meaning red and green.  At the very least, we would expect his use of color terms and behavior involving colored items to be different from that of his local compatriots, frequently occasioning comment and correction.  That isn’t how Fritz behaves – he fits in perfectly well with both linguistic communities
.

8. Fritz speaks the language that is appropriate for the world on which he is located.  That would require us to give up the idea that referential content shifts rather slowly (years, not seconds).  This choice may also raise the spectre that Fritz is grounding the meaning of his color terms anew on every occasion of use (explaining why he always speaks the correct language), and might well sever any reliance on existing past causal chains to secure the meaning of his color terms.

None of these possibilities seem adequate, or palatable to externalism.  But the puzzle must be faced – if externalists were to simply admit that they could not individuate Fritz’s mental states at all, or ascribe content to his communicative acts, they would concede the field to internalism.  If the lack of externally individuatable mental states made no difference to the subject’s conscious experiences, nor to the people and environments he interacts with, we might well suspect that the externalist approach to mental states could be dispensed with entirely.

Puzzle 2: Show Me The Way To Go Home.

In this scenario, we are going to take another Earth native (Bugsy) and Swap him with his Inverted counterpart.  Bugsy initially believes that the sky is blue (and is mistaken), but if we were to let him mingle with the Inverted natives for 20 years
, he would come to share their linguistic and referential practices and so believe that the sky is yellow, though it still looks blue to him.  Moreover, he would say, “The sky is a lovely shade of blue today,” and actually mean “blue” in the same sense that the Inverted Earth natives mean “blue” when they say it, that is, yellow.  But we aren’t going to let Bugsy mingle with the Inverted Earth natives.

Instead, we are going to Strand Bugsy.

1. We Swap Bugsy and quickly take him to a deserted island (taking less than a day, far less time than any shift in content is presumed to require), where he spends the next 30 years.  He has no direct face-to-face contact with anybody.

2. But, not to be too cruel, we give Bugsy a videophone and a television set with all the channels.

3. The videophone and the TV can receive signals from Earth or from Inverted Earth (it has a color inverter in it so when it receives signals from Earth, the colors are inverted to match the rest of the Inverted world – when the signals originate on Inverted Earth the inverter does nothing).  

4. We connect the TV and videophone to Earth, so that Bugsy interacts with Earth people (and has some indirect contact with physical Earth items, via his gear)
.  Under these conditions, would he continue speaking English, or would he gradually switch over to Inverted English?  Which factors are stronger, the local physical factors (he is eating inverted coconuts on an inverted beach, under an inverted sky) or the social factors (he is speaking to Earth natives, and continues to be immersed in their linguistic and referential practices)?  How do we measure the comparative strength of those external factors?  

The main force of this puzzle is to pit the social and physical factors against one another.  There seem to be three options, each of which would require some justification.

1. The local physical factors trump.  

2. The social factors trump (perhaps with the aid of some indirect connections to Earth’s physical objects).  If we take this line, another question arises about Bugsy’s linguistic division of labor.  Which experts does he defer to – the ones at the other end of the communications equipment, or the ones across the sea?  After all, Bugsy doesn’t know that the two are different, and he may think about the people across the sea as “the experts”.

3. It depends on the specific terms involved.  If we entertain the various ways that Bugsy’s terms (and thoughts) could have mixed individuation conditions, we find the same options (3-7) that we saw for Fritz, above, with all of their prima facie attendant difficulties remaining.  

I cannot see a principled reason to take one side over the others, without some way of measuring (however roughly) the respective physical and social contributions to meaning, as the externalists conceive of it.  So I will let this stand as an open question, and move to a second issue that this scenario raises.

No matter which world Bugsy’s gear is connected to, the TV and phone emit the very same light and sound, photon for photon and wavelength for wavelength.  These are not type-identical signals, but the very same signal
.  This takes the old line of marking the difference between “internal” and “external” from the nervous system (or the skin) and moves the line out into the world – to the gear’s inverter boxes, to be precise.  And so, we can move that line even further – almost reaching whatever the ultimate cause of the signal happens to be, by creating counterfactuals wherever externalism would posit a relevant difference and constructing the very same proximate signals from that point forward.)  Even the original externalist thought experiments can be re-examined in this light, putting the line between internal and external not at the skin of the subject, but at the places where the indiscernible signals occurred – usually the origin of the signals (the water, the people who spoke of arthritis, etc.).  

Puzzle 3: Bugsy Battles Boredom

Continuing with Bugsy stranded on the deserted island on Inverted Earth.  This is a follow-up puzzle for those who found it plausible that Bugsy would continue to speak English and to have the contents of his thoughts individuated by Earth standards (that is, those who believe that the social factors should trump).  It pits Bugsy’s continued social contact with Earth against another social factor, from Inverted Earth.  Suppose Bugsy decides to learn Hindi (everybody needs a hobby).  The TV carries around a hundred Hindi channels (whatever India has), and he starts out with the Hindi equivalent of Sesame Street.  But whenever he turns to any Hindi channel, we flip a switch so that the TV signals are now received from Inverted Earth and the color-inverter deactivated.  Let’s assume that Bugsy is pretty smart, so that after a number of years he can speak something that sounds like Hindi.  Does he now speak (and think in) Inverted-Hindi, since he learned it from Inverted-Hindi speakers?  What, if any, effect does it have on his English?  It looks like we have this range of possibilities:
1. Bugsy keeps speaking English and learns Inverted Hindi.  If so, when he refers to the sky in English, “Another lovely shade of blue today,” his word, “blue” means blue, but when he attempts to express the same thing in Hindi, his word, “neela” means yellow.  This would be true, even though, when asked if “blue” and “neela” mean the same thing, he would claim, “Of course they do.”  He is just wrong about all the color terms that he thinks are synonymous between the languages that he speaks (the color terms are actually synonymous with the colors at the opposite side of the color wheel).  Perhaps this is the most attractive option, but it does illustrate the consequence that we may be radically wrong about the meanings of our own thoughts (which Burge denies in his 1988)
.
2. Learning Inverted Hindi contaminates his original language, so that Bugsy’s English becomes Inverted English.  We would need some principled reason to accept this conclusion, some account of how we ought to weigh the respective social factors.  The burden here seems most pressing if we consider the first Inverted Hindi word that he learns: All the weight of Bugsy’s English-speaking history would press down on that first Inverted Hindi word, how could the poor lone word retain its Inverted content?

3. Bugsy learns Hindi, not Inverted Hindi (but not because physical factors trump the social).  If we embrace this choice, we would still need some principled account of the respective social forces.  If the sort of Inverted social contact in this scenario is not strong enough for Bugsy to learn Inverted Hindi, how much would be needed (if it is possible)?  Would it make a difference if Bugsy started calling India on his videophone, to try out his new language (and we connected him to Inverted India)?  I am not asking for a bright line (like “twice as much time in conversation with Inverted folk v. Earth folk”), any account of how we should weigh the social factors in play would be progress.  This solution might also mean denying the causal theory of reference for language acquisition (all the Hindi signals have Inverted origins).  

The third puzzle shares features of the first puzzle, where the subject in question attempts to conform to the linguistic community he finds himself in, without knowing that there are actually two communities.  It is different in that we allow Bugsy enough Earth life to give him a starting point – English.  What should we say?

Puzzle 4: The Big Swap

What determines the content of the language our children learn?  Does our language fix it, or is it the physical environment they are in contact with?  Suppose we Swap the entire populations of Earth and Inverted Earth (making sure that all the bodily pigments of all the conceived-but-unborn people are changed, and that everyone’s genes are altered so that their new coloration is passed on to future generations, but making no other alterations).  The first part of the puzzle is familiar by now – will the populations’ interaction with their new physical environment trump the social and linguistic practices that the Inverted Earth natives bring with them?  When the whole population (with all of its interacting linguistic communities, including the experts to which all people defer), is relocated without their knowledge, is it possible for the meanings of their terms to persist even though the terms are no longer causally connected with the things in the world that they originally referred to?  To answer the puzzle in either way would require some way of ranking (however roughly) the strength of the social and physical factors, as they act to determine the content of the mental states and linguistic terms in question.

If the physical factors trump, then eventually the whole population would find itself speaking Earth languages, and thinking Earth-individuated thoughts (despite their mutually reinforcing attempts to match the existing social practices, deferring to experts who don’t believe that anything has changed, historical conditions of initial baptisms, and the like).  If the physical factors trump, this puzzle only points to the need for a defensible account of why the physical factors predominate.  But suppose we conclude that the social factors had enough power to overcome the physical factors?  All of the linguistic communities have been transported, so if the social factors trump the physical, the population should continue speaking Inverted languages and thinking thoughts that are individuated by Inverted content.  So far, this may not look like a problem.  But what about the children?


The children born on Earth of Inverted Earth parents will have hair, skin, etc., coloration that matches their parents, and that matches those of the pre-swap Earth natives.  However, they do not have color-inverting lenses in their eyes.  They learn their languages from their parents and their surrounding linguistic communities, so we may presume that their meanings match that of the surrounding linguistic communities: they learn Inverted languages.  So when Mom and Pop teach Junior about colors, and point to the sky and say, “It is blue,” Junior may think that the word “blue” means that color (blue), but he is wrong (Mom and Pop see the sky as yellow, and in their language, “blue” means yellow).  Junior doesn’t have any other language to overwrite, so it seems that he can only learn Inverted English.  Compare Junior with Burge’s Al, who also learned a word (“arthritis”), and thought he knew what it meant, but was wrong about its meaning.  This happens for all the kids born on Earth after the Big Swap.

Let 130 years pass, so that all of the original Inverted Earth natives have died of old age, tragic lawn-bowling accidents, etc.  Now the entire population of Earth appears, on the surface, to be identical to what they would have been had the Big Swap not taken place.  No living person has any inverting lenses.  What can we say about their various sorts of contents when they look at the sky and say, “Lovely shade of blue”?

1. They see the sky as blue.  

2. They refer to a sky that is actually blue.

3. But when they look at the blue sky and see it as blue and say (or think) it is “blue”, they really mean yellow.  Their linguistic practices are those they’ve inherited from their Inverted forefathers and foremothers.  So, contrary to Burge’s original intentions, you could actually have a whole linguistic community in error.  Everyone could be mistaken about the color terms in his or her native language.

Puzzle 5: The Big Swap minus 1

The last puzzle is another pure test case of social factors v. physical factors.  Suppose we swap everybody, except one person (call her Caroline).  She remains as a native Earth person on Earth, surrounded by newly-transformed and transplanted Inverted Earthlings.  We don’t tinker with Caroline’s pigments, we don’t insert any lenses in her eyes, nothing of that sort.  We leave her completely unchanged
.  Then, after the requisite number of years for a slow change on the standard externalist account, will she adapt to her new Inverted linguistic community?  Will her continued contact with Earth items allow her to resist adaption?  As with the fourth puzzle, this one is most pressing for those who would hold that the Swapped community maintains its Inverted languages (and thoughts) in the face of the new Earth’s physical environment.

With the last puzzle in place, I would like to consider a global objection that might be raised to my whole project.

Objection: Using Color is Cheating

There is an objection to all these puzzles, that I’ve been unfairly trading on the fact that colors produce phenomenal experiences, and those are often thought to be included in narrow content, not wide content.  I have two responses – the first is that I’ve been relying on the externalist claims (made by Putnam and Burge) that the meanings of the color terms (not the phenomenal color experiences) are part of the wide content.  But suppose they give up that claim – I can still run variations of these puzzles with the original Twin Earths.  I’ll run Fritz through Burge’s Twin Earth (so he can have contact with doctors), and Bugsy through Putnam’s Twin Earth.

Fritz Gets Arthritis, or Does He?


Fritz has been swapped between Earth and Burge’s Twin Earth daily since his birth.  He goes to the doctor and says, “Doc, I’ve got arthritis in my thigh, it hurts like the dickens.”  What language does he speak, and what are the contents of his thoughts?  All of the Puzzle 1 options are still on the table:

1. Fritz speaks English only, and his thoughts have Earth-contents only. 

2. Fritz speaks Twin English only, and his thoughts have Twin-Earth contents only.  Options 1 and 2 still look arbitrary.

3. Fritz speaks both languages at the same time.  So when he asks his doctor about the pain in his thigh, what he means is, “Doc, I think I’ve got (a painful swelling that can only occur in joints and a painful swelling that can occur in muscles and joints) in my thigh.”  That is, he speaks, and thinks, incoherently.

4. Fritz speaks a piecemeal language; depending on which world he was on when he learned each word.  Since the only difference between the worlds is in the single term, “arthritis”, this may look like an attractive solution.  However, the problems that come from having some of his words fixed by reference to Earth’s linguistic experts, and others fixed by Twin Earth’s experts, remain.  For instance, suppose Fritz learned “arthritis” on Earth and “thigh” on Twin Earth.  The “car key” problem would reappear, rendering his sentences, and thoughts, frequently incoherent.

5. Fritz speaks neither English nor Inverted English.  What does he speak, and what do his thoughts mean?

6. Fritz speaks an idiolect where “arthritis” is vague or indeterminate.  Yet Fritz still fits in with both linguistic communities.

7. Fritz speaks the language that is appropriate for the world on which he is located.  That would require us to give up slow shifting, and to address the peril that Fritz is constantly re-baptizing the meanings of his terms.  

Bugsy Stranded in a Sea of Twater


Let’s Strand Bugsy on Putnam’s Twin Earth.  Now, no color inverters are required for his communications gear.  He is in social contact with Earth and direct physical contact with Twin Earth (he’s surrounded by a sea of XYZ, just for starters)—the same tensions are produced.  Would the physical factors or the social factors prove more powerful?  What principled reasons could be offered to secure that judgment?  We can run the Hindi scenario here too, with the same set of options (using “pani” instead of “neela”, and correspondingly, “water” instead of “blue”).  I trust that these modifications to the puzzles show their general application to the original motivating externalist thought experiments.

Conclusion


In his “Postscript to ‘Individualism and the Mental’,” Burge tells us that the basic point of his foundational thought experiments was, “…in the original situation an individual has one set of thoughts, and in the counterfactual situation the individual cannot have those same thoughts…  So what kinds of mental states and events the individual has depends essentially on relations to the different environments,” (Burge, 2006, p. 156).  These puzzles present situations where the usual externalist methods of individuating mental states, dominant though they be, will not allow us to individuate the mental states of the subjects in these thought experiments (not without adding some novel theoretical machinery, at least).  Perhaps the best I can do at this point is to echo Kripke: these puzzles…are puzzles.  They show an unnoticed tension in the externalist paradigm, and once revealed it must be addressed.  I’ve provisionally charted some possible solutions and the problems that developing those solutions would entail, but a satisfactory externalist solution may yet be possible.
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� This puzzle presents questions similar to those briefly entertained in a footnote in Boghossian, 1989, pp. 24-25, footnote 11.  To the best of my knowledge, those issues have not been addressed elsewhere.


� Most, but not necessarily all of our mental states; the possibility of some genuinely narrow content remains.  


� This kind of objection to externalism, posed by travelers (also sometimes called switching), is briefly discussed in Segal, 2000, pp. 137-9.  His examples involve differences between America and England.  Ludlow, 1995a, discusses movement among language communities as commonplace occurrence.


� Brueckner (2000) discusses some of the issues surrounding ambiguous terms (and the thoughts that include them) in slow-switching thought experiments.  He does not, however, provide answers to the questions raised here.


� Estimates vary (and are very rough) regarding the amount of time required for a subject to adapt to a new physical and social environment.  Most theorists hold that something on the order of years (not months, or decades) is probably needed.


� The fourth and fifth puzzles present situations where all the social factors press one direction and all the physical factors press the other, just in case having that indirect contact to the world on the other side of the TV and communication equipment makes a difference.


� At least, from the communications gear to Bugsy’s senses, it is but one signal.  If we choose to individuate signals by their ultimate origins, we can, but doing so might pre-judge the outcome.


� This particular problem is similar to those raised in Boghossian, 1989, and Ludlow, 1995a.


� This scenario is different from the standard Inverted Earth travel scenario in that Caroline finds herself in a new linguistic community (they are placed around her), while the physical environment is the one that she was born in.
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