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How is it possible for vague content to be forthcoming in a non-vague world? Answering this question depends upon how one conceives the relation between phenomenology and intentionality. Identity substitutes grounding relations. Determinants of determinables support a plausible explanation of the difference between vague content and its forthcoming in the non-vague world.

1. How is it possible for vague content to be forthcoming in a non-vague world? 

The question about the possibility for vague content forthcoming in a non-vague world looms large for any view denying the existence of vagueness in the world. We think that the mind and language independent world just cannot be vague, and that this depends upon the nature of the phenomenon of vagueness.

The phenomenon of vagueness features coming together of incompatible normative requirements, such as the individualistic same status requirement for each successor in a sorites sequence, and the collectivistic prohibition of the same status applying to all items in a sorites sequence. Individualistic proceeding in a sorites sequence builds upon modus ponens: if the guy with one hair on his head is bald, then the guy with two hairs on his head will be bald as well. But for all that we know, the guy with one hair on his scalp is bald indeed. And so it has to be with the guy having two hairs on his scalp. And so it goes all over the rest of the sorites sequence. The collectivist approach takes a look at all the 10.000 guys in a sorites sequence and simply notices that there are bald guys on the left hand of the sequence increasing one hair at a time for each subsequent person, that there are hairy guys on the right hand side, and that there is some grey area of indecision between the two. These observations bring the same status requirement for the individualistic view upon the sequence: if it is true that the guy with one hair upon his scalp is bald, then it also has to be true that the man with two hairs upon his scalp is bald, by the modus ponens reasoning. They also bring the denial of the same status truth-value requirement if observed from the collectivist perspective. Inspecting the sequence in its entirety shows that the truth of baldness affirmation just cannot hold throughout its entire range: therefore the prohibition of the same truth status. But the same status requirement and the same status prohibition lead to incoherence. And it is not plausible to expect the mind and language independent world to be grounded in incoherence or even to contain incoherence. Incoherence consists of incompatible normative standards, and the just mentioned world cannot be based upon these. 


Now, intentional content is vague. If I think about the cat, or if I talk about the cat, the content involving cat seems to be vague indeed. If we just look at the intentional content it is not exactly clear which cats are captured by it. And we know that most of our thoughts and affirmations are vague, in that they do not require sharp precision in their application. There is a well-grounded rationale for this. One of intentional content’s main jobs is categorization, application of the same content to several instances. The power and usefulness of the intentional content figuring cat is in the possibility to direct our attention to Siamese cats, to your furry white cat, and to many more. This is called cognitive economy. And vagueness of the intentional content is well suited to the requirements of cognitive economy. Without vagueness, which is obviously related to some form of abstraction, there would need to be a specific non-vague content for each particular item. But this just does not seem to be plausible. Actually we think that this is plausible for the manner in which intentional content appears in the world, as we start explaining. But anyway, it does not seem to be plausible for the vague content featuring cat.


Now we have vague intentional content on the one side. And we have non-vague mind and language independent world on the other side. The question looming wide for a view that does not allow for vagueness in the world is how vague content is able to appear in it. We will claim that in a way, vague intentional content actually does not appear in a non-vague world, if not for other reasons, because metaphysical constraints do not allow it to be there.

2. Answering the question about vague content forthcoming in a non-vague world depends upon how one conceives the relation between phenomenology and intentionality.

A part of the answer to the question how vague intentional content may appear in the non-vague world depends upon the manner in which we conceive the relation between intentionality and phenomenology. Notice that the question we deal with, in the manner as it is stated (How is vague intentional content possible in a non-vague world?) does not mention phenomenology at all. We think that this is perhaps a correct procedure if we have to do with vague intentional content as such, although this still needs specification that we will start providing in the last section. But again the absence of mentioning phenomenology in relation to the intentional content is also somehow confusing because each occurrence of intentional content in the world comes with specific phenomenology. Anyway, the relation between intentionality and phenomenology seems to be crucial for the way in which we answer the question about the possibility for vague intentional content to appear in the world. 


There are several manners in which the relation between intentionality and phenomenology may be accounted for. The attitude that we just mentioned, namely that intentionality is treated without being related to phenomenology (take a look at our question again), may be called separatism, for the simple reason that by its lights intentionality is considered as forthcoming independently and as separated from phenomenology. We think that there is a grain of truth in separatism. Namely, separatist treatment may be well suited for intentional content in as far as it is abstracted from its appearance in the world. And this is exactly the manner in which intentional content is approached by the question about possibility for vague intentional content to exist in a non-vague world. But separatism just cannot be right for any case of intentionality appearing in the world. (Horgan and Tienson, 2002) It is therefore curious that separatism is a kind of received attitude in treating intentional content. Its trademark is separate consideration of intentional content (featuring cats, and propositional contents, say) and of sensory phenomena (such as pains). As already said, the question that we deal with, about the possibility of vague intentional content to exist in a non-vague world, presupposes separatism – although it does not thematize the topics of sensory phenomenology.


Once as one considers phenomenology to be important and to come related to the intentional content, there are two main possibilities to start with. But what does it mean that phenomenology should be treated together with intentionality? It certainly seems to mean that phenomenology or qualitative phenomena are related to intentionality. For example, as I entertain a thought envisaging a cat, there is some qualitative phenomenological feel coming along with this thought, a feel different from the qualitative coloring related to my thought about a hairy jumping spider.

Now, one may think that qualitative character comes as accompanying the intentional content. So, once the thought about the cat is there, a certain qualitative phenomenological coloring comes along with it, and this phenomenology is there on the basis of this intentional content. In this case then, qualitative phenomenology may be said to depend upon the intentional content, and to be grounded in the given intentional content. If there would be another intentional content that I would entertain, then another kind of qualitative phenomenology would come along with it. So, my spider directed intentional content thought would support another kind of qualitative phenomenological feeling to come along with it as this is the case in my cat directed thought. 


Again, one may realize that phenomenology is important. Phenomenology is related to consciousness, say, and consciousness, one may argue, is the very precondition for appearance of intentional content. In this case, a view that is opposed to the previously just discussed one emerges, according to which intentional content is grounded in phenomenology and not the other way round.


We have quickly surveyed a couple of possible relations between intentional content and phenomenology. The first possibility is that there is no real dependency recognized between those, and this is what we then entitle the separatist view concerning intentional content and phenomenology. Intentionality is treated as not having anything to do with phenomenology, which is then forthcoming as another possible area of the study. We have said that the beginning question about the possibility of vague intentional content existence in a non-vague world is a case in point.


The second larger possibility is to recognize relatedness between intentionality and phenomenology. This relatedness then comes in two shapes of dependency. The first is dependency of phenomenology on intentional content, such as is the case where specific and content dependent phenomenology or quality is recognized as accompanying intentional content: cat thought will be accompanied by another phenomenological quality as the spider thought. And the second possibility is the dependency of intentional content upon phenomenology, the attitude that we endorse once as consciousness or phenomenology is treated as basic and as precondition for the intentional content to appear at all.


The last two mentioned relations between phenomenology and intentionality may be called grounding relations. In the first discussed case intentionality grounds phenomenology, and in the second case phenomenology grounds intentionality. The just mentioned grounding relations may be further specified as supervenience relations. If intentionality grounds phenomenology, we may also say that phenomenology supervenes upon intentionality. This means that two identical intentional subvenient bases will be accompanied by the same supervenient phenomenological quality. But this may be questionable in respect to what appears in the world, for occurrences of intentional states in the world will always happen in at least slightly different overall holistic circumstances. So it is then questionable whether such identical intentional subvenient bases will ever be there in the world.


If phenomenology is recognized to ground intentionality, then we may say that intentional content supervenes upon phenomenology. This would then have consequence that two identical phenomenal subvenient bases would produce identical supervenient intentional contents. This however is even less plausible as a possibility targeting matters appearing in the world, considering the cosmic improbability for such two identical phenomenal subvenient bases to appear in subtle holistic circumstances introducing phenomenology.


We have seen that separatist and grounding strategies in respect to the relation between intentionality and phenomenology have all difficulties to relate intentional content to the world. For the separatist approach treats intentional content in an abstract manner that does not even allow for phenomenology and thereby its relation to the world to enter the stage. Whereas grounding approaches – supervenience of phenomenology upon the intentional, or again supervenience of the intentional upon the phenomenal – turn out not to be plausible in respect to the holistic and interwoven nature of the intentional or again of the phenomenal as it appears in the world. Is there a more plausible solution to be offered as the ones just quickly glanced at, in respect to the relation of the intentional and of the phenomenology?

3. Identity substitutes grounding relations. 
We think that separatist approaches to the relation between intentionality and phenomenology are implausible and detached from the world. Treating the intentional as separated from phenomenology just does not happen according to what appears in the world, where they come tightly interwoven with each other. The intertwining of phenomenology and intentionality also does not seem to follow grounding relations, for supervenience of phenomenology upon the intentional tends to be supported by an atomistically inclined account of the intentional, with disrespect to its appearance in the rich holistic world. And supervenience of intentional upon the phenomenal subvenient basis does not treat the concerned phenomenology richly holistic enough.


One option is still open though, besides to separatism and grounding relations. It is the identity relation between intentional content and phenomenology. We think that such an identity relation needs to substitute not just separatist approaches but also both kinds of grounding relations. 


According to the identity view about the relation of intentional content and phenomenology each intentional content, as it appears in the world, is not accompanied by phenomenology, and neither is it grounding its fitting phenomenal character. The intentional content in question is simply identical to its phenomenal character. But how on earth can this be possible?


The problem for identity view is that it does not seem to come metaphysically tightly related to the vague intentional content at all. For vague intentional content does not seem to be coming along with phenomenology, such as it appears in our original question about the possibility of vague content’s existence in a non-vague world.


Why would identity view be plausible then? This view seems to us to be plausible exactly in the case of the intentional content’s appearance in the world. This seems again to have consequence that vague intentional content stays somehow abstracted from the non-vague world, and that intentionality appearing in the world is always unique, particular, and identical to its phenomenology. This last identity turn seems to be hopelessly singular, and in the overall picture we now have a detached intentional vague intentional content on the other side. How should we reconcile these?

4. Determinants of determinables support a plausible explanation of the difference between vague content and its forthcoming in the non-vague world.

The proposal to turn away from separatist treatments of the relation between phenomenology and intentionality, and from the grounding treatments of this relation is the identity thesis, according to which intentional content, as forthcoming in the world, is just identical to its phenomenal character. This seems to come down to idiosyncrasy, for each particular appearance of intentional content in the world seems to be non-repeatable, and thus lacking one main characteristic that we claimed is substantial for the vague intentional content.


The introduction of a new distinction and some further discussion may be helpful at this point. The distinction is that of determinants and of determinables. We will briefly say how we understand this distinction, as applied to the case of the question how vague intentional content is possible in a non-vague world, by hinting at some simple facts.


According to the identity view about relation between intentionality and phenomenology, as just claimed, each appearance of the intentional content in the world, as somebody entertains a thought, say, comes endowed with specific phenomenology. Intentional content is in an intimate relation to phenomenology. Why? Because intentional content just cannot be appearing in the world without being entertained by somebody, and thus materializing in a conscious manner. If intentionality appears in the world, it is identical to its specific phenomenal character. There are so many individual, particular, non-repeatable occurrences of intentionality in the world, all different from each other, because of their holistically grounded intentional and phenomenal characters, and because of their unique way of coming out together. 


But where is then the glue that makes some sort of appearances belonging to the same type, that makes all several identity appearances to be so many tokens of a thought directed at the cat, say? We do not think that we should embrace tokens, instances or realizations of a type, or members of a set talk if we wish to preserve identity between intentionality and phenomenology proposal. The particularity of identical intentionality and phenomenology occurrences should be preserved. But also, in some way, the abstracting power of intentional content of a kind (its cat directedness, say) should be preserved as well. How to reconcile these now?


We introduce determinables. They are vague and they are not forthcoming in the world. They are results of an abstractive power, of the language and thought induced capability to compare and epistemically ascertain several unique worldly occurrences. As we thus enter the epistemic area of language and thought, vagueness is coming along without any problem, for it is specific to these areas. Vague intentional content is a determinable, which is an abstractive power application result. As such an abstraction it actually does not exist in a mind and language independent world. There is no ultimate ontological or metaphysical entity of vague intentional content in the world, for the simple reason that we have to do with an abstraction. The vague intentional content is a determinable, which also does not have any abstract existence, in the manner of a presupposed mathematical or platonic abstract object, say. It is just simply an abstraction, and not an abstract entity that would delegate its power to tokens or to members of a set.


On the other hand, there are determinants. In counter distinction to determinables, determinants are well the features that are forthcoming in the world. In case of intentionality, these are identical occurrences of indistinguishable intentionality and phenomenology, of cognitive phenomenology. Each determinant intentional occurrence appears in the world, and thus, as entertained by someone, as we say (actually, in its wider sense, it is entertained by the world), it is identical to its phenomenal appearance. Because phenomenology is not vague, by identity presupposition the intentionality as it appears in the world is not vague either.

If content is forthcoming in the world, it is not forthcoming in vague manner. The vague intentional content is forthcoming in the world non-vaguely: in the form of determinants of determinables. Determinables are actually the product of language/thought. They are vague categories. Vague intentional content is such a vague category. It has as its basis concrete identity, particular occurrences, determinants. But as a category, depending on language/thought, vague intentional content is a determinable. It is thereby a result of language/thought, which are of vague nature, exercising its abstractive power upon a range of concrete, particular, unique features of the world: the features appearing in phenomenology/intentionality identity particular cases, holistically supported. Each of these cases, every one of them, has holistic background support to it. This is why they are always unique in their appearance in the world. It is just very unlikely that there would be two of them exactly alike. If nothing else, they will be different in respect to their worldly forthcoming, spatio/temporally-wise, say. Here is the picture:

Determinant1             Determinant2                 Determinantn
       (               ,                   (         ,    …         ,       (
Determinants do not have anything in common, in the world, except that they are all, redundantly, real aspects that can be distinguished in this world. They are all region-ish appearances of the world. They are, in fact identity phenomenology/intentionality appearances. In their forthcoming in the world they are holistically background grounded, particularly unique and not repeatable.


A special feature of mind as the matter forthcoming in the world is its abstracting power. I.e., some identity phenomenology/intentionality features are such that they intentionally aim at the abstract matters, i.e. they are directed at what seems to mind/language to be common to these features. What is this common thing that is supposed to be there? It is the abstracting power of the language/thought, of the intentional.


So, each determinant (detertminant1, determinant2, …, determinantn) is an unique, holistically backed, identity phenomenology/intentionality-wise forthcoming feature. We are here talking about thoughts as forthcoming in the world, but there are lots of other determinants, not mental, as aspects of rich holistic dynamical world, the determinants that, again, may be sorted out, by language/thought, as cats, dogs, trees, tables, stones. Again, these are region-ish aspects of the world.


The determinable, in respect to these determinants, is abstract indeed. It is not spatio-temporally located, as are the identity phenomenology/intentionality determinants. It is the result of the abstracting power of consciousness and thought. 

         (





determinable

                                             (abstract: intentionally ex-sisting)



   (the result of intentional/conscious abstracting power)

             Determinant1             Determinant2                 Determinantn
                  (               ,                   (         ,    …         ,       (
Determinants are particular identity phenomenology/intentionality occurrences, they are forthcoming in the world, and thereby they are non-vague. They are identity comings together of intentionality/phenomenology. They have phenomenology, because they are forthcoming in the world.


To the contrary, determinable is an abstraction. It is actually not there in the world, in the spatio/temporal manner, say. There is no phenomenology, therefore, in the determinable. And also, there is vagueness, for the pure intentional stuff, as an abstraction, is vague.


What are determinants of determinables? They are concrete, particular, phenomenology/intentionality identity features of the world. In the metaphysical sense, there is no unity in them. But there is epistemic recognition of their common features, by abstraction. This is a vague abstract proceeding. 


Determinants of determinables are thus concrete, particular, identity features that are not metaphysically, in-the-world belonging to the same genre, category. Their belonging is recognized by abstraction, by the determinables. 


Intentional content such as it is forthcoming in the world is each time a determinant of a determinable that may be epistemically recognized by language and thought, possibly along several dimensions. Determinants are non-vague phenomenology/intentionality identity features forthcoming in the world. Determinables are abstractions and they are not forthcoming as entities in the world. Determinants of determinables are non-vague worldly features that are recognized as underlying these vague abstractions. This is in short the proposal about how to answer the question about appearance of vague intentional content in a non-vague world. In the world, each identity intentionality/phenomenology feature appearance is non-vague. Language and thought have the power to exercise abstractions. An illatum (illata may be read as theoretical entities corresponding to physical entities, different in this to abstracta that do not correspond to anything (Viger 2000:131)) resulting from there is vague intentional content, a determinable. Non-vague identity features of intentionality/phenomenology may be then recognized as sharp determinants of vague abstract determinables.
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