Commentary of a paper on Global Supervenience on Microphysics 2/26/2008
The main story in the paper is semantic; it concerns conditions for truth of statements produced by special sciences, such as psychology or sociology.


It is argued that “the story of the world told by physics generates all the truths about the ways the world is” (p. 1) (which is a claim called Global Supervenience on Microphysics (GSM)) is untenable, because it fails to provide a criterion for a choice of well-delineated subvenient basis for any of statement of special sciences (or of common sense, as for that matter). Global supervenience on microphysics does not allow for anything over and above microphysical basis to be involved. (But for starters, we think that normativity is already involved into this very claim.)


One can well agree that the search for a precise or even comprehensible microphysical basis of special science statements is futile. If nothing else, there seem to be too many candidate choices around. And yet the thesis about supervenience of higher order truths upon the physical world, in the last instance, seems to be sensible.


The refutation of GSM thesis as proposed in the paper seems to bark in direction of a wrong tree however, for it embraces presupposition that there should exist such a local microphysical basis for each concerned statement of special sciences.


One can again agree that such a basis raises many questions, for it is sensible that some region in the world is responsible for one type of statement, whereas another region would be in charge for yet another type of statement. But this is an issue that merits to be deferred to another occasion. Some more basic ground needs to be covered first.


So let us leave for a while these regional worries and face global challenges, especially as they are announced in the title of the paper.


As already mentioned, the paper is concerned with truth. So authors would do well to think about austere realism approach to truth, with which they start their investigation. Austere realism tries to avoid presupposing the existence of parts. So physical world would be closer to the field than to the particles hypothesis according to it, although this is not the mayor point.


The main question for introducing global considerations in the discussion of semantics though is a question about how to construe one’s approach to truth. Authors should therefore consider the approach to truth construed as indirect correspondence, for such an approach has the world in its entirety, the global world, as truthmaker for statements of special science, common sense and of science. Under highest ontological normative standards, we talk about truth as direct correspondence, say as we refer to the world in the setting of philosophical discussion. Under less demanding contextual standards, truth is construed as indirect correspondence. And now, the truthmaker of statements pertaining to social sciences is the whole world. We can say “The world is such that there is a cat over there”, or “The world is such that she is reaching for a glass of water”. Such statements refer to the world, but in an indirect manner. 


Once as one recognizes possibility of truth as indirect correspondence, global supervenience may be well taken as supporting truth of statements of special sciences (and of common sense).


Because authors do not consider this option of truth as indirect correspondence, which goes naturally with the global supervenience approach, they stay prey to the presupposition of truth as direct correspondence, and thereby they actually without being really aware of this shift the discussion and criteria to the local supervenience. Under such locally attuned criteria it is then natural that global supervenience approach to truth deconstructs itself. But with this, one tacitly abandons the topics announced in the title of the paper: “global supervenience”.


Not just occasion sentences, but also generalizations are well served by truth as indirect correspondence, and thus with the whole world as the truthmaker of sentences, in an indirect manner. So GSM stays well tenable if one does not distort it with truth as direct correspondence presupposition that is even not true to the global approach. Authors should have a viable response to this worry integrated into their paper – making their thesis stronger by doing this, or recognize the defeat.
