Smith once proposed to me (as a joke, but one with a serious point) that there really is such a thing as phlogiston (the substance that was supposed, before the role of oxygen was discovered, to account for combustion by leaving the burning substance and gradually saturating – or „phlogisticating” – thr air). 
Smith zaproponował mi jako żart, ale przed odkryciem tlenu odpowiadała za spalanie substancji 

„Phlogistan Smith suggested, is valence electrons, but they had some of the properties wrong” 


Flogistan sugerował Smit to ostatnie jakie mogą się uwolnić. 
What makes this a joke is that, as Smith perfectly well knows, we do not speak as he “proposed” we should; we are not prepared to say.

To co sprawia że to dowcip, że Smith doskonale wiedział, my nie powiemy tak jak on proponował powiedzieć
“Phlogiston theorists were talking about valence 

Jest coś takiego jak flogistan – nie powiemy tak jak według jego propozycji powinniśmy powiedzieć (dowcipniś)  Teorie flogistonu przypisywały pewne nie właściwe cechy
That would be excessive „charity”. The knowledge that one thing is reasonable charity while another thing would be excessive exhibits our full powers of understanding, whether the context be interpretation or “real life”. There is no hope of a theory of sameness of meaning or reference which applies to such difficult cases and which is independent of our account of “general inteligence”
Wiedza że jedna rzecz jest racjonalną życzliwością podczas gdyby druga byłaby nadmierna ustanawia interpretacje w opisie do rzecyzowtsości czy do innych słów.

What hangs on these difficult decisions is extremely important to us. 
It is important to us if we are reading a novel, becouse the decision is extremely important to us. 
It is important to us if we are reading a novel, becousecthe decision to treat the words of the novel as     alien       (“incommensurable”) would, were we to make it, utterly change our relation to the literary work. 
And it is important to us if we are trying to understand the history of science, becouse the interpretation we give to the scientist’s words  willplay a large role in establishing for us the scientist’s achievement or lack of achievement, his rationality or lack of rationality. 
In this way, deciding to interpret someone one way rather than another is intimately tied to normative judgments.
If we reflect on the role played by the notion of sameness of meaning in logic, it will perhaps not seem so suprising that this notion turns out to have a normative dimension.

In logic, equivocating, i.e., using a term in one point in argument and in a different sense at a different point in the same argument, is a fallacy whether the argument be inductive or deductive. 
But the notion of “sense” or “meaning” (Fodor’s content”) could not play this role in criticism if we did not interpret one another in such a way that “meanings” are preserved under the usual procedures of belief fixation and justification. 
If we adopted the meaning proposals of operationists or positivists according to whcichmodyifing a scientific theory virtually always produces a “change in the meaning” of the theoritical terms, then we would have to say that every scientist who modyfies an existing theory in order to solve a problem that someone poses is guilty of   equivocation. 
Without a doubt, we would quickly introduce – or rather, reintroduce – the traditional notion of “change of meaning” so that we could distinguish between cases in which a scientists has commited a real “fallacy of equivocation” in aswering a question and cases in which it is only in a Pickwickian sense that a “change of meaning” has taken place between the orginal posing of the question and the giving of the answer.

In sum, it is essential to the role played by such notions as “equivocation” – it is presupposed by the epistemic role that the “meaning”hesame (in the sense of being treated as the same under normal procedures of belief fixation and justification, (It is because interpretative practice owes allegiance to this coincide with thepresence and absence of any local computational relation among our “mental represantations” 
As the previous examples illustrate, a computational relation which coincided with synonymy could not be “modular” in Fodor sense, that is, could not bepsychologically more elementary than “general inteligence.”)
3. Our concepts depend on Our Physical and Social Environment in a Way  That Ewolution (Which Was Completed, for our Brains, about 30,000 Years Ago) Couldn’t Foresee

To have given us an innate stock of notions which includes carburetor, bureaucrrat, quantum potential, etc., as required by Fodor’s version of the Innateness Hypothesis, evolution would have had to be able to anticipate all the contingencies of future physical and cultural environments. Obviously it didn’t and couldn’t do this.
