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1. What is the problem? How does it arise? What is its importance?

The problem about how there is vague intentional content possible in a non-vague world is a problem for any view that denies ontological vagueness. We have denied ontological vagueness on the basis of our understanding of the phenomenon of vagueness. Vagueness is the phenomenon of coming together of two incompatible normative requirements, namely the same-status individualistic requirement for the successors in the sorites sequence, and of the same-status collectivistic prohibition for the successors in the sorites sequence. Being based upon opposed normative requirements, the phenomenon of vagueness involves incoherence. We take it that its kid of weak incoherence is quite benign and even welcome in language and thought, but that any kind of incoherence just cannot be there in the mind and language independent world. Therefore, we think that the world has to be non-vague.


We also think that there is vague intentional content. Now, this vague content seems to be forthcoming in the world. But just how is this possible without that there would be vagueness in the world? So, given that there is vague intentional content, it looks as if the position of the existence of a non-vague world just cannot be upheld. At least there is a real problem here, as it seems, about how it is possible for there to be vague intentional content in a non-vague world. This “How possible?” question we answer in the affirmative way; with a story that needs some elaboration. We also think that the problem of the vague content in a non-vague world is an important and overlooked problem. Its solution, once as it gets appreciated, is both sensible and easy, and it helps to overcome some powerful wrong presuppositions governing the manner in which the relation between the thought and the world is dealt with, and these are mostly wrong presuppositions in respect to the important role of phenomenology in this venue. From this point of view, the problem “How is vague intentional content possible in a non-vague world?” is generic and important indeed.

2. The very possibility that vague content occurs in a non-vague ontological manner.

The first question we need to deal with is the very possibility for vague content to occur in a non-vague world. We may help ourselves with an analogy, or better with an example from visual perception. There is this nice and interesting impressionist painting, where figures and environment are deliberately depicted in a blurry and fuzzy manner in order to provide a suitable artistic impression. As one visually perceives the impressionist painting, the involved intentional content is fuzzy, blurry and vague. But this intentional content, as it is being perceived, is experienced in a sharp and non-vague phenomenological manner. As the painting is beautiful, it is phenomenologically sharply experienced. If the experience of the vague content of the picture is forthcoming in the world at all, it needs to be there in a phenomenologically non-vague manner. So here is one illustrative example, not just analogy, of intentionally vague content occurring in a non-vague manner in the world. 

3. The defender of vague content in a non-vague world has to show that there is no sorites-susceptibility for a range of instantiations and for specific instantiations of vague intentional content in the world.

For defender of the possibility that there exists a vague intentional content in a non-vague ontological world, the task is to show that, say, instantiations of this content as they are forthcoming in the world are non-vague indeed. Vagueness is sorites-susceptibility. So the defender of the possibility for vague intentional content to exist in a non-vague world will have to show that the worldly instantiations of the vague intentional content are not sorites-susceptible. He will have to show that these instantiations are not sorites-susceptible either in respect to (a) range of instantiation, or in respect to (b) specific instantiation.

4. The appeal for solution is to the intentional phenomenology: each of the range of instantiations is phenomenologically non-vague. This solves non-vagueness of intentional content in the world for a range of instantiations. Non-vagueness for specific instantiations refers to precise subvenient locations for intentional phenomenal properties.


Here is a quick proposal to solve the problem of how it is possible for vague intentional content to be instantiated in the world in a non-vague manner. We appeal to phenomenology and to the phenomenal intentionality. We can say that the range of instantiation of vague intentional content will not be vague or sorites-susceptible if each of these instantiations is forthcoming in the world in a phenomenologically sharp non-vague manner. And we say that non-vagueness or lack of sorites-susceptibility for a specific instantiation is forthcoming with its phenomenal sharp nature and because of the fact that there exists a precise subvenient base for this specific worldly instantiation of this content.


The appeal to intentional phenomenology seems to be promising, for it goes along with our intuition that if intentional content appears in the world at all, it must so appear in the case as someone is entertaining an instance of a conscious or phenomenologically sharp intentional state.


Although phenomenology seems to be essential for the worldly instantiation of an intentional content, some things in the proposal need to be refined and straightened out. First, phenomenology should be reviewed in respect to its relation with the intentional mental content, with intentionality. Then, phenomenology should be reviewed in respect to its place and role in the world – whereby then phenomenology supports the intentional content. And finally, the very relation of instantiation – of the phenomenologically precise instantiation of the vague intentional content – should be put under scrutiny. The main idea here will be that intentionality and phenomenology should rather appear in an intimately intertwined relation, so that each instance of a thought, say, comes as phenomenologically and therefore as intentionally unique. The view against the indeterminacy of content happens to be central in support of such an approach. Very simply, ‘rabbit’ and ‘a collection of undetached rabbit parts’ have different what-it’s-like experiences going along with them, and they therefore have different and unique intentional phenomenology.

5. The appeal to the role of phenomenology in securing non-vague ontological appearance of vague intentional content in the world needs to be refined, in respect to two wrongful presuppositions in respect to phenomenology: that phenomenology is separated from the intentional (PSI) and that phenomenology is separated from the world (PSW). Both these positions adopt an important role for phenomenology, but they still treat it in a separatist manner. (PSI) is forthcoming in the intentionality supervening on the phenomenology proposal. This does not respect the intimate intertwining between intentionality and phenomenology, which can be given as the unique identity between determinant intentional and determinant phenomenological properties, in solving the range of instantiations problem. (PSW) is forthcoming in the thin phenomenology account that does not include inherent phenomenal intentionality, and therewith it does not include the phenomenal world. This needs to be countered by holism. And it is crucial for solving the specific non-vague instantiation problem.


The role of phenomenology in instantiations of the vague intentional content is many times acknowledged. Most of people agree that consciousness and what-it’s-like qualities come along in instantiations of intentional content. This is not sufficient however to deliver an appropriate answer to our “How possible?” question. Actually, there are powerful and as we believe wrongful presuppositions that exactly support delivering a negative answer to the question whether it is possible to have a non-vague instantiation of the vague intentional content in the world. We would like to single out two of these presuppositions:


(PSI) Phenomenology is separated from the intentional.


(PSW) Phenomenology is separated from the world.

As it was just mentioned people often think that phenomenology has an important role to play in any rendition of intentionality. Some of them acknowledge that phenomenology supervenes upon the intentional. Even more phenomenology friendly move seems to be the proposal that the intentional supervenes upon phenomenology. There is thus the ontological grounding idea, according to which one feature, say the intentional, is grounded upon another feature, say upon phenomenology. Although this looks promising for the prospect of phenomenology’s involvement in matters of the intentional, we still call such grounding proposals separatist. How so? We think that the ontological grounding and supervenience stories support separatism of the phenomenology and of the intentional, and that they are illustrations of (PSI) presupposition. In order to overcome (PSI), a much stronger relation should be acknowledged between the intentional and between the phenomenology as is the ontologically grounding supervenience relation, even if this is a logical strong supervenience relation. The intertwining of the intentional and of the phenomenology that overcomes even the strong logical supervenience is the unique identity relation between the intentional and between the phenomenology, as we argue.


What about the (PSW) presupposition? Here we acknowledge again that the role of phenomenology in the world, and namely in the experiential world, is often appropriated. A view like this would be that in the perceptual experience, as one observes the scene before oneself, one experiences what-it’s-like qualities of shades of color, of texture, of shapes – and that’s all. We call this thin account of phenomenology. It is thin because it does not acknowledge, at the same time, experiencing of what-it’s-like quality of there being a cup, of cup-hood, of person-hood. This is why we say that this is a thin phenomenological proposal, and that it actually separates phenomenology from the world, thereby endorsing the presupposition (PSW). How may the presupposition (PSW) be overcome? By moving in the world and by endorsing holistic considerations in the semantic assessment of the world that is inherently forthcoming along with the phenomenological engagement. (PSW) does not actually allow for the role of phenomenal intentionality that is inherent to phenomenological experiences.


Rejection of the presuppositions (PSI) and (PSW) and their substitution with alternative pictures of intimate intertwining unique identity relation between the intentional and the phenomenology, and between the phenomenology and intentionally rich world is also crucial in solving the vague content instantiation problems. As this is explained, the very concept of instantiation will go over the board as well. 

6. The range of instantiations problem.

We first need to answer in the affirmative to the question whether it is possible to have non-vague worldly appearance of vague intentional content for range of instantiation. We say that this is possible and that the positive answer even introduces skepticism in respect to the concept of instantiation. 


We first introduce the terminology involving determinants of determinables, where determinant may be illustrated by the example of red in respect to the determinable of color.


Take now determinable intentional content (. It is vague. Take the determinant phenomenological instantiations (1, (2, …, (n: let them also be vague. But as really instantiated in the world, there come determinant intentional instantiations (1, (2, …, (n that are identical to the determinant phenomenological instantiations (1, (2, …, (n. There is relation of unique identity between these determinant properties – as they are forthcoming in the non-vague world. And they also cannot be forthcoming there in any other manner. Because of the unique identity, the multiple realization story turns out to be wrong. Consider that each occurrence of intentional content in the world is uniquely phenomenological. This is supported by countering the indeterminacy of content Quinean thesis: in opposition to it, each token of a type (rabbit, undetached rabbit part) has a different what-it’s-like phenomenology, coming with unique identity with its specific phenomenology. The unique identity relation is stronger as the strong supervenience intentionality/phenomenology relation. Thereby, the realization in the world of determinant identities answers to the question what kind of intentionality/phenomenology relation is needed for vague intentional content to be there in the non-vague world. The unique identity relation is opposed to ontological grounding and to its supervenience relation between the intentional and phenomenology. Unique identity gives a real stress upon the intimate intertwining between the intentional and phenomenology, and thereby it also overcomes (PSI) presupposition that is active in multiple realization talk involved into instantiation terminology. Determinants of determinables are ready to do this job.
6. The specific instantiation problem.

The problem is how vague content can be instantiated non-vaguely in specific cases, how each specific case is not sorites-susceptible. The simple answer to this question invokes sharp subvenient location. But this is again not sufficient, not the least because we have seen that supervenience relation intentional/phenomenology needs to be replaced by unique identity. What is missing here is that the view tends to embrace thin phenomenology: shapes, colors – that’s all; without cup-hood, person-hood, without inherent intentionality of phenomenology, and thus without the world (PSW). Such a thin and atomistic view needs to be countered by appropriation of (a) indirect correspondence construal of truth between thought and the world, (b) semantic holism in respect to indirect correspondence,  and by (c) locationally precise, minimal, supervenience base for each determinant phenomenal/intentional property. Overcoming (PSW) the holistic world needs to be introduced, and thereby semantic holism. But aren’t then sharp or even vague regions there in respect to specific instantiation of intentional content in the world? And we would not like to buy any of these, first of all not the vague renderings of them. Are we committed to these sharp or even vague regions in the world? We can counter this by moving in our construal of truth as indirect correspondence. If it holds, then our commitment to these entities is not secure anymore. Semantic holism then overcomes the atomistic and (PSW) supported picture underpinning the “How possible?” worry negative reply. We can still say however that there will be locationally precise supervenience base for each determinant phenomenal/intentional property. 
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