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abstract objects to which agents are relevantly related in terms of
causal and counterfactual dependence, and we provide an account
of the relation to the abstract object in terms of a property that can
be determined as a function of the object, in much the same way
that the property of weighing 75 kg can be determined as a function
of the number 75.

One problem, of course, is that causal and counterfactual depen-
dence is not enough to distinguish the belief that two plus two is
four from, the belief that ten squared is a hundred, the belief that
there is no largest prime, and so on. Similarly, one would like to
be able to distinguish the belief that Hesperus is a planet and the
belief that Phosphorus is a planet and thereby distinguish in respect
of truth conditions utterances of ‘John believes that Hesperus is a
planet’ and ‘John believes that Phosphorus is a planet’ whilst hold-
ing onto the truth that the embedded clauses do not differ truth-
conditionally. And, of course, it is exactly this type of problem that
the neo-Fregean armed with conceptual content claims to be able
to solve. But without some systematic treatment of these old logi-
cal and psychological substitution issues, there is no reason to think
the coarse-grained truth—conditional account of content that Stal-
naker favours will do justice to the richness of propositional content,
and so no reason to accept that we can make do with, or are left
only with, nonconceptual content. All of this reinforces the familiar
point that one’s picture of psychological content and one’s semantics
cannot be entirely divorced (though of course, the possibility of a
systematic semantics in no way compels us to posit entities for com-
plement clauses of the form ‘that p’ to refer to or describe). Neo-
Fregeans about semantic content are simply out of range of the type
of argument Stalnaker is mounting against the conceptual content
and thereby against the conceptual-nonconceptual debate in which
they are engaged.
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