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	RESUMEN de la comunicación máximo de 800 palabras Este recuadro es extensible hacia abajo y permite incluir el texto completo del RESUMEN Para visualizarlo basta desplazar la barra lateral derecha: Two-dimensional semantics is a formal framework that intends to capture how the extension of our linguistic expressions depends on the way the world turns out to be. This framework assigns meanings corresponding to two distinct possible world parameters rather that just one: first, it determines the extension of linguistic expressions relative to a possible world considered as actual, and, in a second step, a world is kept fixed as actual and the extension of the expression is evaluated with respect to every other possible world considered as counterfactual, thus acknowledging how the extension of the expression in all possible worlds depends of its extension in the actual world. These two sorts of dependence have been given several names (Kaplan's character and content, Chalmer's 1-intension and 2-intension, Stalnaker's diagonal proposition and proposition expressed and Jackson's A-intension and C-intension, to name a few), and have been used for distinct purposes. Our aim in this proposal is to show that this broadly descriptivist approach to semantics can provide a useful framework to accommodate the arguments of Chomsky against referential semantics. A useful example to understand how this framework works is the behavior it attributes to pure indexicals such as “today”, “here” or “I”: in the case of “I”, the first intension picks out the subject placed in the center of any centered possible world, and then this reference is rigidified and it refers to the utterer in every possible world considered as counterfactual, whatever subject we place in its center. Philosophers such as Chalmers (1996, 2002, 2004, 2006), García-Carpintero (2006), Jackson (1994, 1998a, 1998b, 2004) and Lewis (1981, 1984) have attempted to generalize this framework beyond the use of indexicals, trying to isolate an aspect of meaning, corresponding to the first intension, to which we have a priori access. Namely, their basic idea is that we have a priori access to the reference-fixing criteria of our words – even though we may not know its actual extension.  Ludlow (2003; see also Chomsky's response, in the same volume) reconstructs three arguments against the possibility an isomorphism between the logical form of a sentence and the aspects of the world that it intends to represent: first, that this idea commits us to the existence of things that clearly fall outside our ontology (in the world there are no entities such as “flaws”); second, that the “things in the world” are individuated differently from the way our concepts are (thus, for example, we don't believe that in the world there are entities that are both abstract and concrete, such as “banks”); third, that the things we are intuitively talking about do not track the kind of entities that would play a role in a scientific theory. Therefore if a referential semantics is concerned about the relations between language and the world, it has to, on the one hand, give up the hypothesis of an isomorphism between the logical form and the world, and on the other embrace an internalist conception of language. We will argue that two-dimensional semantics, while being no less referential than other kinds of referential theories, fulfills both conditions.  As noted above, two-dimensional semantics attempts to capture how the reference of our terms depends on the way the world is. This means that the reference-fixing criteria must be known independently of the external reality (a case that is parallel with that of the indexicals: we know how to fix the reference of words such as “I”, “now” and “here” regardless of whether we know what individual, time or place they are actually referring to). Thus, for example, the first intension for “water” will pick out H2O if we are on Earth, and XYZ if we are in Twin Earth, and then the term will have its reference fixed and will behave as a rigid designator in counterfactual evaluation (by means of the second intension) (Chalmers, 2006). If a two-dimensional framework can be generalized  to all the expressions of a language, and if it can capture context-dependence as well, then it will be able to show how the reference of our terms is individuated in a way that may be interesting to the naturalistic enquiry. An important factor in this project is to identify what are those reference-fixing criteria that are displayed in order to fix the reference in the first intension. We will be considering several possibilities, among them Hale and Wright's (2000) implicit definitions and Peacocke's (1998, 2000, 2006) implicit conceptions. We will also consider the objections that might be raised, namely those of Horwich (2000, 2003) and Soames (2006, 2015).ReferencesBoghossian, P. y Peacoke., C. (2000) “Introduction”, en Boghossian, P. y Peacoke., C. (eds) New Essays on the a Priori, Oxford: Oxford University Press, págs. 1-10.Chalmers, D. (2006) “Foundations of Two-dimensional Semantics”, en García-Carpintero, M. y Macià, J., Two-dimensional Semantics: Foundations and Applications. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 55-140.Chalmers, D. (2006) The Conscious Mind, New York: Oxford University Press. Chalmers, D. (2004) “Epistemic Two-Dimensional Semantics”, Philosophical Studies, 118: 153–226. Chalmers, D. (2002) “Does Conceivability Entail Possibility?” in Conceivability and Possibility, T. Gendler and J. Hawthorne (eds.), Oxford: Oxford University Press, 145–200. Chomsky, N (2003) “Reply to Ludlow”, in Antony, L. and Hornstein, N. (eds) Chomsky and his Critics, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 287-295.Crossley y Humberstone (1977) “The Logic of ‘Actually’”. Reports on Mathematical Logic 8: 11–29.Evans, G. (1976) “Reference and Contingency”, en Phillips, A. (compiladora) Collected Papers. Gareth Evans, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1981, págs. 178-213García-Carpintero, M. (2006) “Two-Dimensionalism: a Neo-Fregean Interpretation”, in: García-Carpintero, M. y Macià, J. (eds.): Two-Dimensional Semantics: Foundations and Applications. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 181-204.Hale, B. and Wright, C. (2000) “Implicit Definition and the a Priori”, in Boghossian, P. and Peacoke., C. (eds) New Essays on the a Priori, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 286-319.Horwich, P.  (2000) “Stipulation, Meaning, and Apriority”, in Boghossian, P. and Peacoke., C. (eds) New Essays on the a Priori, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 150-169.Horwich, P.  (2003) “Meaning and its Place in the Language Faculty”, in Antony, L. and Hornstein, N. (eds) Chomsky and his Critics, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 162-179.Jackson, F. (1994), “Armchair Metaphysics”, in Meaning in Mind, M. Michael and J. O'Leary-Hawthorne (eds.), Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers, pp. 23–42. Jackson, F. (1998a) From Metaphysics to Ethics: A Defence of Conceptual Analysis, Oxford: Oxford University Press. Jackson, F. (1998b) “Reference and Description Revisited”, Philosophical Perspectives, 12: 201–218. Jackson, F. (2000) “Reply to Yablo: What do we communicate when we use ethical terms?” Philosophical Books, 48: 24–29. Jackson, F. (2004) “Why We Need A-Intensions”, Philosophical Studies, 118: 257–277. Jackson, F. (2006) “The Story of ‘Fred’”, in Content and Modality: Themes from the Philosophy of Robert Stalnaker, J. Thomson and A. Byrne (eds.), Oxford: Clarendon Press, pp. 191–203. Jackson, F. (2007) “Reference and Description from the Descriptivists' Corner”, Philosophical Books, 48: 17–26. Kripke, S. (1980) Naming and Necessity. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press.Lewis, D. (1981) “Index, Context, and Content”, in Philosophy and Grammar, S. Kanger and S. Ohlman (eds.), Dordrecth: Reidel, pp. 79–100. Lewis, D. (1994), “Reduction in Mind”, in A Companion to the Philosophy of Mind, S. Guttenplan (ed.), Oxford: Blackwell, pp. 412–431. Ludlow, P. (2003) “A referential semantics for I-languages?”, in in Antony, L. and Hornstein, N. (eds) Chomsky and his Critics, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 140-162.Peacocke (1998) “Implicit Conceptions, Understanding and Rationality”. Philosophical Issues (9), 43-87.Peacocke, C. (2000) “Explaining the A Priori: the programme of moderate rationalism”, in Boghossian, P. y Peacoke., C. (eds) New Essays on the a Priori, Oxford: Oxford University Press, -.Peacocke, C. (2006) “Rationalism, Morality and Two-Dimensions”, in García-Carpintero, M. y Macià, J., Two-dimensional Semantics: Foundations and Applications. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 220-249.Recanati, F. (2006) “Indexical Concepts and Compositionality”, en García-Carpintero, M. y Macià, J., Two-dimensional Semantics: Foundations and Applications. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 249-256.Soames (2006) “Kripke, the Necessary a Posteriori and the Two-dimensional Heresy”, in García-Carpintero, M. y Macià, J., Two-dimensional Semantics: Foundations and Applications. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 272-293.Soames (2015) “David Lewis's Place in Analytic Philosophy”, in Loewer, B. and Schaffer, J. (eds.) A companion to David Lewis, Blackwell, 80-99Stalnaker, R. (1978) “Assertion”, en Cole, P. (ed.), Syntax and Semantics 9. Nueva York: Academic Press, 315-332.Yablo, S. (2000) “Apriority and Existence”, en Boghossian, P. y Peacoke., C. (eds) New Essays on the a Priori, Oxford: Oxford University Press, págs. 197-228.


