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' Howard (1992) defines concepts as the information that a person has about
a category, and argues for an eclectic theory of concepts on the basis of this
definition. We argue that this definition is unacceptable and hence that
eclecticism does not follow. First, the definition is circular as it stands.
Secondly, when it is modified to avoid circularity, it implies conceptual
holism, according to which concepts are not useful explanatory constructs in
psychology. Thirdly, we argue that Howard’s argument relies essentially on
this unacceptable definition: alternative accounts of concepts, namely cate-
gorisational or representational views, do not support it. Having countered
the argument for eclecticism, we then argue against it directly on methodo-

0
f
logical grounds.
INTRODUCTION
( Howard (1992) argues as follows:
|
;

1. A concept is everything a person knows about a category. We call this
the “concepts as knowledge” account of concepts.
2. Knowledge about categories can be almost arbitrarily varied.
3. Concepts will therefore be equally varied [from (1) and (2)].
4. No single theory can capture all concepts, since they are so varied
[according to (3)]; many theories will be required.
g 5. Current theories of concepts should be seen as complementary rather
y than contradictory [since (4) means that no single theory is likely to be
| correct]. We call this theoretical “eclecticism”.
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