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The very idea that phenomenology would be inherent to semantics seems strange. But consider this: as one embraces the construal of truth as indirect correspondence, the truth maker for assertions/sentences is the entire world and not the presumed entities filling the subject argument slot. The problem of truth-maker local contribution is solved by zooming onto the targeted portion of the world, all in keeping the world’s complement’s involvement as the background phenomenology coloring of truth ascription.  The considered world is not physical but experiential world, which fits well with semantic requirements. Range of possible worlds may serve for semantic model account of dynamical change.

1. The very idea that phenomenology would be inherent to semantics seems strange.

Semantics generally preserves a feel of objectivity that, as it seems, would not allow for involvement of phenomenology. It is argued here that this feel of objectivity is proper to the truth as direct correspondence semantic construal and that it does not persist once as truth is construed as indirect correspondence between language/thought and the world. In this case truth-maker for assertions or sentences is not certain atomistic and tractable state of affairs with satisfaction requirement figuring entities and properties, but the whole world.


A simple idea about semantics is that it accounts for meaning as a language/thought to world relation. The expression “The cat is on the mat” means that the cat is on the mat because in normal circumstances its support will be some worldly configuration, a state of affairs, say, figuring a cat and a mat in some specific arrangement, such that the first one will be sitting on the second one and not the other way round. But why would “cat” mean cat and not some other thing, such as dog? The relation between “cat” and cat seems to secure this. However, instead of “cat” we may use some other expression, such as “a furry domestic animal”, or “my beloved pet”, and the choice of such descriptions may be quite wide-ranging. But this certainly blurs the determinateness of language/thought to world relation. This is why theories of direct reference were proposed that should secure an unambiguous link between language/thought and the world. The relation of a name and of its bearer was singled out that cannot allow for any ambiguity, and the precondition for this was getting rid of descriptive richness by concentrating at the direct link. Rigid designators (Kripke 1972), historical chains (Donnellan 1966) and causal theories of denotation (Devitt 1981) embarked themselves upon the job of securing the meaning relation. What do we say in respect to this? We say that direct theories of reference are in support of semantic construal of truth as direct correspondence. They are in the job of securing basic kernel of truth as a direct correspondence construal. The metaphysical presupposition is that there are entities in the world, which support the direct semantic relation. But in such a world of straight relations the very idea about phenomenology having some role in semantics seems strange. We entertain two beliefs in respect to this. First, as already stated, direct referential or designation relation that gets embraced by causal theories is indeed incompatible with the role of phenomenology in semantics. But second, it seems to us that phenomenology or quality, i.e. cognitive phenomenology is indeed a constitutive part of semantics, of a viable account why our words have the meaning that they do. In this direction, we think that the construal of truth as indirect correspondence may show the way towards appreciating the role of phenomenology in semantics. Aspects promoting Fregean semantics as opposed to the Russellian semantics (Chalmers 2008) perhaps hint into vicinity of cognitive phenomenology semantics. But as they do not take the construal of truth as indirect correspondence seriously enough, to a certain extent they still leave us wondering how the support of consciousness or phenomenology to the semantic enterprise could fall into place. Our proposal may be understood as a sketch into direction of the needed cognitive phenomenology semantics. As already said it should account for the convincingly sounding but not readily accepted intuition about phenomenology having an important role to play in construal of meaning. This sounds convincingly, we think, because it is just true. But it is not readily accepted if the construal of truth as direct correspondence rules the scene. Phenomenology, as our intuitions suggest, does intervene into the semantic relation. We will try to hint that phenomenology impinges upon the meaning from the semantic background. This should be briefly presented and introductorily explained.

2. Once as one embraces the construal of truth as indirect correspondence, the truth maker for assertions/sentences is the entire world and not the presumed entities filling the subject argument slot.

This is a somewhat crude explanation that is certainly in need of refinement. The presumed entities are indeed somehow central as the building-block elements in the direct correspondence construal of truth. As just mentioned, the cat and the mat, in a certain relational arrangement, need to support argument slots that fill out the sentence, if this sentence should be a candidate for truth. If the sentence is true, it may then be claimed, this is because of the support of its compositional structure by the matching entities and their arrangement occurring in the world.

But here is the following consideration. There are several sentences that clearly appear to be true, despite that it is not easy or that it is even impossible to find the presumed entities that should correspond to what fills the argument slots in these sentences. Here comes a couple of such sentences:

(L) The university of Ljubljana is a public institution.

(B) Beethoven composed nine symphonies.

Take the sentence (L). It certainly seems to be true. But just what are entities that correspond in the world to the argument slots that are filled out in the compositional structure of the sentence, comparable to entities cat and mat that should be there in the world for the previously considered sentence “The cat is on the mat” to be true? Take university. Clearly there seems to be one of these in Ljubljana. But just where should one find it? Is the University of Ljubljana identical to the main university building? Or to this building and several others that are scattered throughout the city and in its surroundings? And again, does it rather consist in the teaching stuff? Or from the students, together with the teaching stuff, and from the technical workers besides to these? Again, the Ljubljana university consists perhaps from all of the mentioned things together with the juridical act by which it was established, and from the normative corpus of prescriptions and allowances that ensure its daily functioning, in its different sectors. None of the mentioned matters corresponds to the presumed entity University of Ljubljana, and perhaps again all of them do. It is not easy to delimit them, and this may show that the University of Ljubljana is a vague entity, if it is an entity at all. Similar worries apply to the presumed entity Ljubljana that is mentioned in the sentence (L). Let us now take a look at the sentence (B). It seems to be true as well, although it is doubtful that there would be an entity symphony in the world that would be similar to the cat. Just what does the symphony consist in? Is it identical to the notes written upon the paper? Or again to the mental process going on in Beethoven’s mind as he wrote it? And again, the symphony may be identical to a specific performance. Or perhaps to all the performances, including the possible future performances? And should just perfect performances be allowed into this choice? What would then the measure of perfection exactly consist in? These considerations show that it is not easy to pin down an entity such as a symphony. Or is it an entity indeed? Perhaps Beethoven, in addition to this, composed one more symphony, but destroyed it because of a momentary artistic and social crisis in which he found himself. Baring such possibilities, it seems that sentences (L) and (B) are true indeed. They are true in function of their correspondence to the world. But as this is not the correspondence of sentences’ compositional structure to the clearly delineated entities in the world we may say that (L) and (B) are true in function of the correspondence in respect to how the world is.


And indeed, the world is often used as a semantic model, say as a centered world, the world having a speaker at its center. Possible worlds were used as semantic models as well. The stress is here upon the fact that an entire world may serve as semantic model, without that singular clearly delineated entities would be needed in support of a sentence’s truth. The sentence (L) is true in respect to how the world is, without the contribution of any presumed atomistic entities such as universities to be there in the world. Given the essentially vague nature of the presumed atomistic entities such as cats (what exactly belongs to the compositional structure of this cat: this hair or another one, which cells exactly constitute the cat during the development of a cub into today’s strong looking feline animal?), the entire world as semantic model may be needed for these as well, and it would then have a general all-pervasive semantic application. 


The difference between the construal of truth as direct correspondence between language/thought and the world on the one side, and between the construal of truth as indirect correspondence would profit from a slightly more systematic brief description that will now be provided. Here is thus a direct correspondence vs. indirect correspondence construal of truth summary. First the direct correspondence specification:


Taking the formal language of predicate logic as a model, a logically atomic thought/statement is true just in case (1) there are objects o1, …, on in the correct ontology that are respectively denoted by the respective singular constituents of the thought/statement, (2) there is a monadic or polyadic relation R in the correct ontology that is expressed by the predicative constituent of the thought/statement, and (3) R is jointly instantiated by o1, …, on (in that order). A nonatomic thought/statement is true (or false), roughly, just in case (1) it is true (or false) according to a Tarski-style recursive characterization of the truth predicate, and (2) it meets condition (1) solely by the virtue of truth or falsity of certain logically simpler thought-contents or statements that either (a) are constituents of the original nonatomic thought/statement, or (b) are obtainable from such constituents by instantiating singular constituents for quantified-variable constituents. (Horgan Potrc 2008: 9). 


The construal of truth as indirect correspondence, for the case of the just considered atomic thought/statement, is as follows. The correspondence between this thought/statement and the world does not consist in there being objects o1, …, on respectively denoted by the thought/statement’s constituents and a (monadic or polyadic) relation R expressed by the thought/statement’s predicative constituent, such that o1, …, on jointly instantiate (in that order) R. The correct ontology need not include any such objects or any such relation, and hence also need not include any such state of affairs. Instead, correspondence is a less direct relation between thought/language and the world. (Horgan Potrc 2008: 37).


The just discussed cases (L) and (B) fit well to the requirements of truth construed as indirect correspondence, and not to that of direct correspondence, because of the questionable nature of universities or symphonies to be able to figure as objects that need to be there for direct correspondence requirements satisfaction. We also pointed out the vague nature of the in-worldly atomic entities that may serve as support for extending the indirect correspondence construal of truth to these presumed cases of atomistic support. 


If there are no vague entities in the world indeed – what may then be the truth-maker for such sentences as (L) and (B), satisfying our intuition that they have to be true, all in sticking to the correspondence requirement? The answer to this question, as we have already affirmed, is that the entire world has to be the truth-maker for these sentences and their corresponding judgments/thoughts. This goes well together with our belief that there exists a mind and language independent world.

3. The problem of truth-maker local contribution is solved by zooming onto the targeted portion of the world, all in keeping the world’s complement’s involvement as the background phenomenology coloring of truth ascription.

Let us presume now that the truth-maker for sentence such as (L) is an entire world. This goes well together with taking the world to be a semantic model, and with the range of possible worlds figuring in a semantic model.


The following question seems to impose itself at this juncture. Sentence (L) seems to have another region of the world satisfying its truth conditions as does the sentence (B). This is some university involving region of the world in the first case, and some music involving region of the world in the second case. 


But we do not wish to embrace atomic facts and their correspondents because we have rejected the truth as direct correspondence involving presuppositions. All in centering at a specific university involving a worldly region, by the indirect correspondence basic requirement, the complement of the local region (as it seems a non-existent region because of being vague anyway) should be envisaged, taken into account and accounted for.


The proposal here is quite simple: the complement to the mentioned vague region is present in the underlying qualitative phenomenological semantic support of a sentence such as (L). The sentence picks out some features in the world by directing attention to them, and the worldly context of their attentive selection is present in this as a semantic background contributing to the truth conditions and thus to the semantic evaluation of the sentence in a given possible world figuring as a semantic model.
4. The considered world is not physical but experiential world, which fits well the semantic requirements.

The next thing deserves to be briefly specified. As we talk about the world as a semantic model, obviously we do not mean the physical or material world. This one would not make much sense in the area of semantic models.


Much more appropriate to the world as a semantic model is the experiential world. The experiential world, after all, is the world that inherently involves the meaning, in opposition to the physical or material world. And experiential world is therefore close to the semantic model and is able to serve in this area. The zooming and background question that we pointed out however does not seem to be singled out yet as providing the natural background qualitative and thereby also semantic support for truth-evaluation of given sentences.

5. Range of possible worlds may serve for semantic model account of dynamical change.

Very simply and just in a nutshell again. If a centered possible world (because of being centered, phenomenology is even more inherent to it) may serve as an appropriate semantic model for a sentence, a range of possible worlds may offer itself more naturally for an account of dynamical change that is forthcoming in the world. This goes well together with our opinion that the mind and language independent world exists and that it is richly dynamical. Range of possible worlds is then a semantic tool that allows us to model such a change. Because of the previous complement to the regional involvement semantic evaluation, we can conclude that each of the centered possible worlds as semantic models will inherently contain a complementary constitutive qualitative phenomenological semantic push and contextual environment.

6. Semantic holism project.

The above considerations seem to fit to the semantic holism project as our basic commitment. Here are its two stages:


Stage 1: Master argument:


(1) There is epistemic holism (Fodor talks about Quinean and isotropic properties of a theory evaluation; consider also epistemic and normative side of this matter).


(2) Epistemic holism is close to semantic holism.


.: We can therefore conclude to the semantic holism.


Stage 2: Phenomenology and holism.


(3) Phenomenology enables/constitutes intentionality.


(4) Holistic view of this is that just a rich phenomenology can ground intentionality.


(5) There is an ontological support of vague intentionality.


(6) There is your brain in a vat counterpart experience.


The third stage consists in taking Stage 1 and Stage 2 together.

How does the above short exercise fit into this? The conclusion of Stage 1 is to the semantic holism. This goes well with taking an entire possible world as a semantic model. Now, consider that intentionality is close to meaning and so to semantic. Taking this parallel, a centered possible world will have a rich complementary phenomenological background as precondition for centering at the local feature in the world pointed out by a sentence. The sequel to this is that this phenomenological rich background is not just an accompanying feature but that it is a precondition of semantic evaluation. The brain in a vat counterpart underlines the possibility of the whole experiential world that may serve for a semantic model evaluation, involving the cognitive phenomenology semantics such as started to be delineated here.
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