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Here is an objection as to the plausibility of holding that it is possible for vague intentional content to be forthcoming in a non-vague world. If this is the case, then it seems that vague intentional content will be realized in non-vague world by non-vague properties, presumably by properties with sharp boundaries. But such properties are wimpy, not fitting to the robust nature of vagueness. So realization of vague intentional content in a non-vague world goes against the very nature of robustly construed vagueness.


We reply to this objection by claiming that it is well possible for vague intentional content to be forthcoming in a non-vague world, all in that the robust nature of vagueness stays respected. The objection relies on some doubtful presuppositions. It first presupposes that vague intentional content, as it appears in the world, will still be vague: which is opposed by the non-vague nature of the world. The relation between vague intentional content and its worldly realization is explained by the determinants of determinables account. Such an account puts into question realization or instantiation presuppositions: phenomenally sharp singular and unique determinants should not be observed as so many realizations or instantiations of a general type, as this can be clarified by particularism. Intentional contents are determinables that are vague mind and language dependent categorization abstractions, which do not ultimately metaphysically exist. Concrete phenomenology/intentionality identities, opposed to grounding relations, figure as determinants of determinables. This does not require realization of an abstract entity. And non-vague nature proper to determinants of determinables can well coexist with vague intentional content determinables. 


Robust nature of vagueness stays respected, in the language and mind bound area of determinables. The question now arises though about the nature of non-vagueness. It is claimed that the possible picture figuring non-vague properties in the world as so many spatial areas with sharp boundaries is deeply misguided. Non-vagueness needs itself be checked out in respect to the nature of vagueness and its robustness.


It turns out that phenomenology/intentionality identity, because of its holistic background, provides a robust enough worldly engagement. Sharpness of cognitive phenomenology, not identical to sharp spatial boundaries, is important here.


Single monistic experiential property account is shortly presented and its weight for the possibility of vague intentional content to robustly appear in the non-vague world begins to be measured. 

1. Here is an objection as to the plausibility of holding that it is possible for vague intentional content to be forthcoming in a non-vague world. 

We pose the question whether and how it is possible for vague intentional content to appear in the non-vague world. This question arises for any position denying vagueness to exist in the mind and language independent world. And we claim that it is possible indeed that there is a relation between vague intentional content and between appearances of intentionality in the world. 


And here comes the objection to the view that vague intentional content can be forthcoming in the non-vague world. There are several possible views about the nature of vagueness. From these, we have defended transvaluationist approach, whose specific characteristic is in that it considers the phenomenon of vagueness to be robust and accordingly not being wimpy. Wimpyness would consist in trying to account for vagueness with some kind of sharp boundaries, say boundaries delimiting the grey indecision area upon the sorites sequence. Given now that the mind and language independent world is non-vague, it seems that it has to be wimpy. Realization of the vague intentional content in such a world will then have to be wimpy as well, specifically in respect to the nature of intentional properties appearing in it. But this seems to be in breach with the robust nature of vagueness that we endorse. Here is a simplified form of the argument:


Pr1 Transvaluationist vagueness is robust.


Pr2 Realization of vague intentional content in non-vague world accepts wimpy form of properties.


.: Therefore, realization of vague intentional content in non-vague world is in breach with transvaluationist nature of vagueness.

The argument builds upon two presuppositions that we wish to preserve:


(i) Mind and language independent world is non-vague.


(ii) The phenomenon of vagueness is robust.

In the following, we will start saying something more about those presuppositions and about the argument.

a. If vague intentional content is forthcoming in the non-vague world, then it seems that vague intentional content will be realized in non-vague world by non-vague properties, presumably by properties figuring sharp boundaries.

The objection to our claim that it is possible there to be a relation between vague intentional content and between the forthcoming of intentionality in the world can go like this.


Boundarylessness characterizes the phenomenon of vagueness. There are then no sharp boundaries according to this approach to vagueness. Such boundaries would be forthcoming in an account of vagueness that would allow for boundaries delimiting the grey area upon the sorites sequence. The opposed transvaluationist approach to vagueness that we endorse embraces genuine boundarylessness and thereby robustness as opposed to the wimpy accounts. We also notice the following. Finally, such views as various kinds of supervaluationism, despite their flirting with wimpy boundaries in determining of vagueness, reveal themselves as forms of robust transvaluationism. The only real alternative to transvaluationism is epistemicism that allows for sharp boundaries in the world, the epistemic access to which stays forever foreclosed though. We think that even epistemicism thereby locates vagueness in dependence to language and thought and not to the world, and that, say, the Meinongian approach recognizing vagueness in the area of objects should be interpreted ontically and thus ultimately as language and thought dependent. (Potrc and Strahovnik 2005). But here we just mention this last point. Anyway, in the eyes of a transvaluationist, vagueness is located in language and thought and not in the world that would be independent of these.

The world, according to transvaluationism, is non-vague. And now, if there are properties in this world, then these properties will presumably be forthcoming in it by being endowed with sharp boundaries. The following picture illustrates some forms of sharply delimited properties in the world: 
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      property 1       property 2        property 3

Of course, the shape of properties may not always be expected to come out in a nicely geometrical form. To the contrary, in most cases, properties will be far away form the shape similar to the above geometrical figures. The important thing though seems to be that for each property there will be some topologically delimited area with a boundary. Thus, properties appearing in the world will be sharply delineated. The reason for this is that otherwise these properties would be vague. And this would go against our presupposition (i) that vagueness is not possible in a mind and language independent world.


The claim up till now was that given the non-vague nature of the world according to our presupposition (i), properties appearing in such a world need to be non-vague as well. And as an illustration we have proposed some forms of non-vague properties forthcoming in the world, delineated by sharp line-like boundaries delimiting a certain space or area.

b. But properties with sharp boundaries are wimpy, not fitting to the robust nature of vagueness. So realization of vague intentional content in a non-vague world goes against the very nature of robustly construed vagueness.

The objection to our view that vague intentional content is related to the appearance of intentional content in the world also has to do with our presupposition (ii), namely that the phenomenon of vagueness is robust. We already started to say something about this and let us say a little bit more now. The phenomenon of vagueness, according to transvaluationist approach, honors boundarylessness, the absence of sharp boundaries between properties delineating bald from non-bald, rich from poor. This boundarylessness, now, respects robustness. Robustness comes where relevance extends over a larger area of cases, in counter distinction to wimpyness, where relevance gets sharply pinpointed to a possible unique borderline case. A person with robust health will come through well in a much wider range of circumstances as the person with wimpy health condition. A robustly build car will drive you safely through many more variable areas and conditions than a wimpy designed special purpose car. 


Now look at the realization of properties in the non-vague world, as illustrated above. In order to stay non-vague, properties in non-vague world will have to come equipped with sharp boundaries. But these properties will then be wimpy, and not robust.


But robustness seems to be required though if we wish to stay with our commitment (ii) about the nature of vagueness. We have admitted vague nature of intentional content. My thought about the cat figures a cat directed intentional content which seems to be vague by the very fact of its cognitive economy shaped generality, namely that it is able to capture several cats, all from the Siamese cat to your white furry cat and so many more. This is robust. But once intentional content appears in the world, it cannot be vague anymore according to our presupposition (i), and so it presumably has to come with sharp boundaries, in a wimpy shape. Properties with sharp boundaries as illustrated above are wimpy, not fitting to the robust nature of vagueness. This also includes properties of intentional content as they appear in the non-vague world. So realization of vague intentional content in a non-vague world goes against the very nature of robustly construed vagueness. We seem to be stuck with a problem.

2. We reply to the wimpy vagueness objection by claiming that it is well possible for vague intentional content to be forthcoming in a non-vague world, all in that the robust nature of vagueness stays respected.

Wimpy vagueness objection claims that there is a tension between our two commitments according to which (i) mind and language independent world is non-vague, and (ii) vagueness is robust. If vague intentional content will be realized in the non-vague world, it will be wimpy. For there it will presumably need to appear in the form of sharp boundaries endowed properties, and these are wimpy. Delineation and nature of such properties is wimpy, which exactly captures their sharp line-delimited shape.  Now consider that wimpyness contrasts robustness. And the transvaluationist vagueness account that we endorse requires robustness and it rejects wimpyness. In this manner, the realization of vague intentional content in non-vague world breaches obligations in respect to the nature of vagueness that we embrace, i.e. that vagueness is transvaluationist. 

We think that we can well stay with both of our commitments (i) and (ii) and that we are still able to claim that vague intentional content is related to intentional properties as they are forthcoming in the non-vague world. In order to defend such a view though we will have to clarify some matters, and first of all we will have to unearth some presuppositions underlying the wimpy vagueness objection argument.

3. The wimpy vagueness objection relies on some doubtful presuppositions. It first presupposes that vague intentional content, such as it appears in the world, will still be vague: which is opposed by the non-vague nature of the world.

The first presupposition embraced by wimpy vagueness objection is that the vague intentional content will still be vague once as it appears in the world. From here one then concludes that intentional content will be vague, but that also it will not be vague, by our commitment (i). The tension ensues.


We think that the presupposition about intentional properties being vague as they appear in the world is incorrect. From our side this simply means staying with our commitment (i), namely that the mind and language independent world is non-vague.


Some sorting-out needs to be done. We think that vague intentional content is to be found in the area of language and thought. But intentional properties, once as they appear in the mind and language independent world, are non-vague. Just how to tackle this is a question that we will begin to answer in what follows.

4. The relation between vague intentional content and its worldly realization is explained by the determinants of determinables account. 

Wimpy vagueness objection to the claim that there is some relation between vague intentional content and the appearance of intentionality in the world builds upon the tension between our two presuppositions, according to which (i) mind and language independent world is non-vague, and (ii) the phenomenon of vagueness is robust. If (i) holds, the objection goes, then (ii) cannot stay because realization of vague intentional content in the world will be wimpy. Properties will come with sharp delimited boundaries in the world and this is certainly wimpy. 

Preserving both (i) and (ii) burdens us with the task of explaining how it can both be that intentional content is vague and that intentionality as forthcoming in the world is non-vague.

One questionable thing in the wimpy vagueness argument is the presupposition that instantiations of vague intentional content in the non-vague world will be necessarily vague themselves. This breaches commitment to the plausible looking presupposition (i), whose claim is that the very metaphysical nature of language and thought independent world does not allow for vagueness in such a world. But if this is the case, then the question looms large how to explain the relation between vague intentional content and between the non-vague world. It seems that we will need something different to the realization or instantiation relation between vague intentional content and between non-vague appearances of intentionality in the world.


Our proposal is to treat the relation between vague intentional content and between appearance of intentionality in non-vague world as the one involving determinants of determinables. This needs explaining. But the main idea is to distribute the reach of intentionality to the vague nature of language and thought on the one side, and to the non-vague nature of the world on the other side, without considering the relation between these two to be as strong as instantiation or realization. 
a. Determinants of determinables account puts into question realization or instantiation presuppositions: phenomenally sharp singular and unique determinants should not be observed as so many realizations or instantiations of a general type, as this is can be clarified by particularism.

One main presupposition of the wimpy vagueness objection to the possibility for simultaneous forthcoming of vague intentional content and of non-vague intentional occurrences is the realization presupposition:


(R) Occurrences of intentionality in the world are so many realizations of vague intentional content.

Presupposition (R) seems questionable to us along several lines. First, (R) seems committed to the existence of a certain entity that can be called vague intentional content, which may itself come in numerous occurrences following variation of content (cat directed content, and again math directed content in its innumerable occurrences). We do not think that any such entities really exist in the world, if for nothing else, because they would breach against the presupposition (i) that we endorse. Second, (R) observes occurrences of intentionality in the world as realization of such entities. As we do not think that these entities can exist and that they do exist in the world, we also cannot think that occurrences of intentionality in the world are their realizations.


But we certainly think that there are occurrences of intentionality in the world. One such occurrence is when I may be said to think about a cat now, and another one is as I get involved into solving a math problem.


We believe that each such occurrence of an intentional state, as it is forthcoming in the world, is particular and unique, and that because of this it cannot metaphysically be seen as a realization of a general content-type. This does not exclude its epistemic recognition as the possibility to range it in a category, or even in several categories. But in the world, as just said, each occurrence of intentionality is unique and particular. It is unique and particular because in the world it is forthcoming with a specific phenomenology. This phenomenology will be different from one occasion to another of intentionality occurrence in the world. If I have a cat directed thought twice, the phenomenal quality of having this thought will be different from one occasion to another. If for nothing else, having a cat-thought for the first time feels qualitatively phenomenally different from having the cat thought for the second time.

We think that (R) does not envision the fact that each occurrence of intentionality in the world needs to come with phenomenal quality. As we use to say: a thought is always thought by somebody. And if a thought is entertained in the world then it has to come with phenomenal quality, as conscious thought. Now, consciousness is a phenomenon based upon a rich and holistic dynamical cognitive background. Because of this, each occurrence of intentionality/phenomenology is forthcoming with a unique qualitative feel. It is particular because of the holistic cognitive background as its precondition, and because of the rich dynamical structure of the world as its another precondition.


Moral particularism builds upon uniqueness of each moral case, as tied to the holism of reasons in a specific situation. We have proposed extension of particularism to other areas (Potrc-Strahovnik 2004?) than morality, and unique occurrence of each intentional state in the world seems to provide a case in point. We think that this approach is plausible and that it puts into question presupposition (R), namely that occurrences of intentionality in the world are so many realizations or instantiations of an abstract entity.


In order to counter presupposition (R), we introduce determinants of determinables account for cashing in the fact that we can preserve both (ii) robust vagueness of intentional content and (i) non-vague occurrence of intentionality in the mind and language independent world.


Phenomenally sharp singular and unique intentional occurrences in the world are metaphysically particular, but they can be epistemically accounted for as determinants, namely as determinants of determinables. This requires some explanation.

b. Intentional contents are determinables that are vague mind and language dependent categorization abstractions, which do not ultimately metaphysically exist.

Let us start with determinables first. We have weakened the realization or instantiation relation between vague intentional content and between occurrences of intentionality in the world. This hopefully allows us to preserve both (ii) robustly vague intentional content and (i) non-vague occurrences of intentionality in the world.


But just how can there be robustly vague intentional content? We just said that vague content cannot be an entity: as it is vague, it cannot be in the world, by our presupposition (i). Where is it and what is it actually then? Vague intentional content is a kind of abstraction. As an abstraction it is a mind and language dependent feature. It is a mind and language dependent product of their categorization power. This categorization power is exercised upon the real worldly occurrences of intentionality in the world. Despite that those intentionality occurrences are metaphysically particular, they may still be epistemically used as real support for abstractive categorization power of language and thought.


Vague intentional content then nicely fits the area specific for language and thought. And indeed, vagueness is naturally forthcoming in that area. Vague intentional content, in this sense, is a determinable. Whereas particular worldly intentionality occurrences are determinants of this determinable. This now means that the very category figuring determinants of determinables is an epistemic venue, though with the basis in the world. Thereby determinable (vague intentional content) is a categorical abstraction with the basis in its determinants (cum fundamentum in re). This is a real particularist metaphysical basis, whose outcome (determinable) is of an epistemic, language and thought related nature, therefore well compatible with vagueness. Vague intentional content is a determinable with metaphysical roots. Although its roots are real it does not ultimately exist in the world.

c. Concrete phenomenology/intentionality identities, opposed to grounding relations, figure as determinants of determinables. This does not require realization of an abstract entity. 

There are concrete particular occurrences of intentionality in the world. Each of these is particular because its existence requires phenomenology, and phenomenology varies from one occasion to another. Upon this particularist metaphysical landscape, an epistemic procedure of abstraction may be exercised though. In this sense particular intentionality/phenomenology occurrences in the world can be recognized as determinants of determinables, as the epistemic support for abstract categorization. Metaphysically taken, the relation is quite opposite to the realization of vague intentional content as an abstract entity. Rather, particular occurrences of intentionality in the world may be recognized as so many determinants of a vague intentional content that is itself an abstract determinable.


It is important to realize that metaphysical occurrences of intentionality in the world are real intentionality/phenomenology identities. One already mentioned reason for this being the case is that each occurrence of intentionality in the world has to be conscious, that it needs to come together with a specific phenomenal quality. Now, identity relation is usually not embraced, because one first considers grounding relations. One asks such questions as: Does phenomenology supervene upon the intentional? Or does intentionality supervene upon phenomenology? Those questions both presuppose grounding relations and we think that they are not adequate in respect to the manner in which the intentional is forthcoming in the world. Determinants of determinables way to look at things allows to avoid grounding relations between phenomenology and intentionality. Occurrences of intentionality in the world are intentionality/phenomenology identical particular cases. Because they figure as determinants of determinables in an epistemic venue, no metaphysical grounding relation seems to be really needed.
d. And non-vague nature proper to determinants of determinables can well coexist with vague intentional content determinables. 

Determinants of determinables are non-vague intentionality/phenomenology identities occurring in the world. Metaphysically, they are thus certainly non-vague. But they can be epistemically sorted out from what happens in the world by vague abstract categorization procedure proper to determinable vague intentional content. Both of these are well able to coexist. Vague intentional contents are determinables, and so they are not any metaphysical entities. They are results of an abstraction procedure. They are vague because they inhabit the area of language and thought. As they are abstractions, they do not actually inhabit the world, and as we talk about them we do not use any phenomenology that would determine them. Determinables are illata, i.e. they are actually not abstractions without any basis, but they are abstractions cum fundamentum in res, as we said, thus rooted in real worldly intentional/phenomenology occurrences from which they take just some aspects they then lean on. Non-vague nature proper to intentional/phenomenology worldly occurrent determinants can well coexist with vague nature of intentional content as their determinable. 

5. Robust nature of vagueness stays respected, in the language and mind bound area of determinables.

According to the picture now emerging vague intentional content as a determinable can well stay robustly vague. The reason is quite simple, because vague intentional content as determinable stays restricted to the area of language and thought, and as it is well known these are benignly robustly vague, although and because vagueness thrives upon weakly incoherent normative requirements. Determinants are not vague at all as metaphysically existing, due to the non-vague nature of the world in which they appear. But they may be well treated vaguely as they figure as determinants of vague determinables, via categorization choices. This now seems to be settled in rough outline.

a. The question now arises though about the nature of non-vagueness.

The question though arises now about the nature of non-vagueness. We will first claim that the nature of non-vagueness such as implied by the wimpy vagueness objection argument is deeply misguided. Then we will just open the question about the nature of non-vagueness, in respect to its possible robust or wimpy treatments. The first negative claim seems to be quite clear, whereas the second claim obviously needs further elaboration and may come out as an important future discussion point.

b. It is claimed that the possible picture figuring non-vague properties in the world as so many spatial areas with sharp boundaries is deeply misguided. 

In section 1.a. we have proposed an illustration about how non-vague intentional properties would have to look like according to the wimpy vagueness objection argument. The illustration figures geometrical figures endowed with sharp boundaries. We already claimed that even according to this picture, in most of the cases properties will not be realized in form of regular geometrical figures, such as circles or squares. The important thing though is that a line will delimit a space as its sharp boundary, and that thereby an area stays topologically preserved upon a plane. But this should be put into question now. Our illustration introduced just two dimensions, so that things were happening upon a surface. But as it is well known the space comprises at least three dimensions. This remark is well taken. It is just the case that a completely misguided understanding figuring non-vagueness as wimpyness in the world builds upon sharp boundaries, forcing one to see properties as areas, sharply line-delimited upon a two-dimensional surface. Because there are so many more dimensions in the world, thus more then three, the illustration of worldly wimpyness by the objection to our vague content and non-vague world relation is not sensible. One needs obviously to reconsider in a new manner the concept of non-vagueness in the world, in opposition to the wrong wimpy manners for accounting for it. Wimpyness is an important point in the argument offering objection to our case.

c. Non-vagueness needs itself be checked out in respect to the nature of vagueness and its robustness.

The following seems to be a potentially significant exercise, just a hinting at an important problem that needs to be addressed more thoroughly on another occasion. We mentioned wimpy and vague treatment of vagueness. But there is a potentially important and not yet tackled distinction between wimpy and vague forms that are proper to non-vagueness.




Vagueness                      Non-Vagueness



         Wimpy   Robust               Wimpy     Robust

The just discussed case of non-vague properties seems to present wimpy treatment of non-vagueness, of the non-vague world. Presumably robust treatment of non-vague world would have to recognize its richly dynamical monistic or at least austere realistic nature. (Horgan and Potrc 2008)


A possible dismissal of introducing a separate treatment of wimpy and robust cases for non-vagueness, besides to vagueness, may claim that wimpyness and robustness is proper just to language and thought. Right, the world may be treated in a wimpy or in a robust manner, first of all. But there still seems to be a possible wimpy and a possible robust world, as it seems. The point certainly deserves further discussion.

6. It turns out that phenomenology/intentionality identity, because of its holistic background, provides a robust enough worldly engagement. 

Let us turn our attention again at the main area that we deal with, intentionality. In as far as there are intentionality occurrences in the world, they come in identity relation to the particular specific phenomenological quality. This is because each real occurrence of intentionality in the world has to be conscious, and thus it needs to come as phenomenology/intentionality identity. Each of these occurrences is particular because of the rich holistic background enabling phenomenology.

a. Sharpness of cognitive phenomenology, not identical to sharp spatial boundaries, is important here.

Just a while ago we started to tackle the problem of distinguishing wimpy and robust renderings of non-vagueness. Here is a case of robust non-vagueness, as it seems: phenomenological sharpness. There is qualitative sharpness proper to phenomenology that is importantly there in the world, especially when forthcoming of intentional occurrences in the world gets discussed. But this sharpness of cognitive phenomenology, as forthcoming in intentionality/phenomenology identities, really does not have anything to do with sharp spatial boundaries, such as presupposed by wimpy vagueness objection. Let us just mention that much here in a rather quick manner.

7. Single monistic experiential property account is shortly presented and its weight for the possibility of vague intentional content to robustly appear in the non-vague world begins to be measured. 

We have talked about several occurrences of intentionality in non-vague world. These may be called intentional properties. Our discussion has provided some material to deny wimpy treatment of these properties, and we have hinted that a robust approach to these would be more appropriate. Here is a possible way towards robust treatment of intentional properties in the world. Start with individuals (although we may abolish the presupposition of their ultimate existence further on). Now claim that each individual does not instantiate numerous intentional properties (we argued against instantiation anyway) but has just one Single Experiential Monistic Property (SEMP: a proposal to this effect was suggested to us by Charles Siewert, mentioning Galen Strawson.) SEMP figures intentionality/phenomenology identity in as far as intentional content is concerned, although there are sides of SEMP that exceed the merely intentional. As there is no atomistic crunching of experiences, SEMP proposal seems to bring robustness with it. One problem would be that it would seem to push us grounding intentionality in phenomenology relation, as there is obviously more phenomenology to experiences than just the intentional phenomenology. But restricting our discussion to phenomenal cognition may avoid this problem, and so we can stick just to intentionality/phenomenology identity. SEMP gives the direction how intentionality can robustly appear in a non-vague world. Is this vague intentional content though? In respect to this we say that rich dynamical experiential sharpness, as forthcoming in the world, would still not be vague, thanks to the phenomenology identity, if for nothing else.

8. A quick reassessment of wimpy vagueness objection argument.
What can we say now about the wimpy vagueness objection argument with which we started our discussion? Here it is again:

Pr1 Transvaluationist vagueness is robust.


Pr2 Realization of vague intentional content in non-vague world accepts wimpy form of properties.


.: Therefore, realization of vague intentional content in non-vague world is in breach with transvaluationist nature of vagueness.

The first premise, i.e. Pr1, still holds. We did not put it into question and we preserved our commitment to it by our presupposition (ii). We objected to several things in the second premise Pr2 though. First, we denied the realization claim. Vague intentional content just isn’t realized in the world. Its robustness and vagueness is preserved as it stays in the area of language and thought. But even if vague intentional content would be realized in the world (which we deny), the properties in which it would appear would still not be wimpy in the form as it is presupposed by the argument. Identity intentionality/phenomenology particular occurrences in the non-vague world are determinants of the determinable illatum, vague intentional content cum fundamentum in particular determinats. Therefore, intentional occurrences may well occur as intentionality/phenomenology non-vague features in the world. And vague intentional content may well stay robustly there in the area of language and thought. The conclusion is disputed in respect to its realization presupposition and robust transvaluationist vagueness is not disputed. Treating intentional worldly occurrences as determinants of determinables helps in this venue.
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