Phil. 300, 10/5/06

Semantic externalism: The contents of at least some of one's thoughts are not completely determined by "internal" facts about what is going on inside one's head, but are at least partially determined by such "external" facts as the nature of the items one has been in contact with.
This alerts us to the possibility that our BIV-twins might have thoughts whose content differs from that of our own thoughts, but does not yet imply that there is such a difference in content between us and them, nor that they are thinking truths when they think such things as “Here’s a hand,” “Here’s a tree,” and “I’m not a brain in a vat.” 

Causal constraint on content: Concerning certain types of things, one cannot have thoughts about one of those types of things if one has not been in the appropriate sort of causal contact with items of that type.

Assuming that hand, tree, and vat are types to which the constraint applies, this constraint implies that BIVs – at least of the most extreme varieties – cannot have thoughts concerning hands, trees, vats, etc., since they haven’t been in the appropriate sort of causal contact with any of these items.  Supposing we do have thoughts concerning such types of things, this secures a difference in content between our thoughts and theirs.  However, this constraint does not yet imply that the BIVs think truths when they think “Here’s a hand,” etc.  

High-grade semantic externalism: a form of SE that does imply that BIVs think truths when they think “Here’s a hand,” “Here’s a tree,” “I’m not a brain in a vat,” etc.
Two forms of Putnam-style arguments:
1. Dilemma argument: If I am a BIV, then by, "I am not a BIV," I mean that I am not a BIV-in-the-image (or some closely related true thing), which is in that 

case true. On the other hand, if I am not a BIV, then by "I am not a BIV," I 

mean that I am not a BIV, which is in that case true. Thus, whether I am a BIV 

or whether I am not, my use of "I am not a BIV" is true. Either way, it's true; 

so, it's true: I'm not a BIV.
--requires high-grade SE

--seems guilty of illicit disquotation: seems to yield only that my use of “I am not a BIV” is true, not that I’m not a BIV

2. Compatibilist argument: combines a negative externalist claim about what a BIV does not (or cannot) mean or think -- that by "tree", "hand", "vat", etc., the BIV does not refer to trees, hands, vats, etc. -- with a positive claim to the effect that we do have the thoughts in question -- the thoughts that the BIVs cannot have. These together imply that we are not BIVs.
--doesn’t require high-grade SE; as far as SE goes, it only requires the causal constraint
Problems for the arguments:

1.  Require implausibly strong forms of SE (applies mostly to the Dilemma argument).

2.  The problem of recent envatment scenarios

3.  Problem of being a “heroic” response – doesn’t save the knowledge of those who don’t have the response.
