Mark:
it is morning here and I will try to address some of our concerns. Before I go to the commentary of the text below, I have a couple of remarks. First, it seems, just thinking it over, that your remarks on Putnam's blobjectivism  are correct: he must be our guy if he thinks that there exists a mind and language independent world, and that mind and language have some impact on our interaction with the world. Second, I was thinking the following about our most urgent concern now: saying that there is a mind and language independent world is one thesis, a metaphysical one. Saying that the world is not epistemically accessible if there exists a mind and language independent world is another thesis, an epistemic one. It does not follow though, and it seems to be a petitio principii to conclude that admitting the existence of a mind and language independent world condemns us to not being able to know anything about the world. Well, these things are what I believe now, but let us see how they fare in respect to the detailed reactions below. 
Dear Prof. Potrc,

Yes, indeed it is CALLED antirealist by many but I have a hunch that many that call internal realism antirealist might also call blobjectivism

antirealist.
Matjaz:
My initial reaction first.
    Antirealism is one position that I tried out in my career. But I really think now that it is not compatible with blobjectivism, because blobjectivism needs to have realism in its basis, i.e. the existence of a mind and language independent world. This is realist. 
    If my memory is right, Putnam says something as what follows about antirealist position: mind and world together construe mind and world. Now, mind construing the world seems to be an antirealist position. And if you allow for existence of the mind and language independent world, then the above might also mean that mind and language sort out things in the world in the ontic realm. But this then seems to be an antirealist and epistemic position as well.
 Here are some quick thoughts about it:

Putnam characterizes "metaphysical realism," following Hartry Field, as 3

closely related theses:

1. the world consists of a fixed totality of mind-independent objects.

2. there is exactly one true and complete description of the way the world

is.

3. truth involves some sort of correspondence (Putnam, "A Defense of

Internal Realism." Reprinted in "Realism with a Human Face." p.30)

Matjaz: Yes, Putnam characterizes metaphysical realism in order to counter it subsequently.
(On 1.)
Matjaz: Blobjectivism is compatible with this realist assumption in the first place. Its specific position is that there is just one object around, the blobject, but this does not counter (1).
    But if blobjectivism is compatible with the realist (1), why should one deny it? At least this is my first reaction. Let us see what follows.
   The main position of blobjectivism is that it does indeed buy the realist existence of the fixed totality of mind independent objects, one for us, a plurality for some other realist positions (that we do not buy as blobjectivists). Yes, you are correct. I thought we should deny (1) only because I was thinking about a plurality of objects. If (1) is construed as talking about only one object then I agree the blobjectivist doesn't deny (1) because we recognize THE BLOBJECT as a mind-independent object. 
We blobjectivists can go right along with denying 1.
Matjaz: Why should we as blobjectivists then deny (1)? As I just pointed out it seems perfectly compatible with our position. 
 Although Putnam

argues from concept-dependence for 1 and we blobjectivists argue from

vagueness for 1, we still agree. 
Matjaz: We blobjectivists, it seems to me, argue for the specific thesis that there is just one object around in the ultimate ontology. This seems to me to be a thesis independent from (1), which just claims the world to consist of fixed totality of mind independent objects. We say, we agree with this. But then comes a more specific juncture, where one has to decide whether objects are many or just one. We opt for this last position.
    I do not understand that Putam would argue for (1). As an antirealist, he should deny (1). But of course, invoking concept dependence goes in direction of denying (1). In "Realism with a Human Face," Putnam does go on to argue that all 3 theses of metaphysical realism are false.
In fact, you and I (I can't speak for Horgan) can even follow Putnam's reasoning against 1, for we too believe that OBJECTS are the creation of human epistemic powers.
Matjaz: Right, we do believe that ontic objects that ex-sist in the world (but do not ultimately metaphysically or ontologically EXIST) are creation of blob's epistemic powers.
    As blobjectivists, we do not believe that there exist OBJECTS or HUMANS. These things (objects, humans, writen without capital letters) just ex-sist, in the sense that there is rich dynamical complexity of the world, upon which some features get epistemically sorted out.

 Passages like the following seem to indicate that Putnam believes in the existence of a mind and language independent world just not OBJECTS:

Matjaz: If Putnam really believes that there exists mind and language independent world, the he agrees with us in respect to the realist presupposition.
   If Putnam thinks that there are no OBJECTS around, he seems to be with us in respect to our denial of plurality of ontic entities. But of course if Putnam would also think that there is no OBJECT around at all, i.e. even not the ONE OBJECT, THE BLOBJECT, then he certainly would seem to be in disagreement with us.
   But, as you say, Putnam believes in the existence of a mind and language independent world but no OBJECTS, then he is our buddy. Putnam does not characterize his position precisely well. In the passage I quoted he says that the world is not a product but I have also read what you said earlier about him saying that mind and world jointly make up mind and world. Then it seems that Putnam's position is kind of incoherent: on the one hand he may be interpreted as there is a mind and language independent world (which would agree with our realist blobjectivist way to go), but on the other hand he believes that somehow, the world is mind and language supported. One can perhaps reconcile those if the first interpretation is interpreted as ontological, and the second one as ontic.
  "Like Relativism, but in a different way, Realism is an impossible

attempt to view the world from Nowhere.
Matjaz: We are realists in that we believe in the existence of the WORLD. But now, we also certainly think that there is intentionality and phenomenology in the world. So we must disagree with the View From Nowhere Realism. I agree. View from Nowhere Realism seems as incoherent mind/world jointly making mind/world antirealism. Phenomenology is in the world as well, and intentionality. They come together, identical in important cases at least. This allows us to say that the WORLD is the only thinker and the only experiencer, region-ishly. From this, it does not follow in any way that the WORLD is constituted by phenomenology/intentionality or by language/thought.
 In this situation it is a temptation to say, 'So we make up the world,' or 'our language makes up the world,' or 'our culture makes up the world"; but this is just another form of the same mistake. If we succumb, once again we view the world - the only world we know - as a product. 
Matjaz: Right. The WORLD certainly is not our product. But intentionality/phenomenology recognize, epistemically, the ex-sistence of diversity of objects and features in the world. We do not make those up, we do recognize features of the world that are really there. Just that these are no separate OBJECTS, say. By recognizing those we thereby know something about the WORLD, we get in contact with the world epistemically. This proves that the WORLD is not epistemically inaccessible to us. But language/thought recognition procceeds epistemically, though rooted in the BLOB. These are then intentional/phenomenological ex-sistence recognitions with roots in the BLOB (cum fundamentum in re: with basis in the thing).

So it is an objective dynamical feature of THE BLOBJECT that it is, say, denser in this "region" than in another "region" (not ontological REGIONS though) and in the denser "region" we might use our epistemic powers to construct and say "there's a cat" and in the less dense "region" we may use our epistemic powers to construct and say "there is not a cat"? It is an objective feature of the dynamical BLOBJECT indeed that it is denser in this region and less dense in another region. And indeed it seems that, as we usually say, we are able to epistemically track this diversion in the BLOB. If we track these variations correctly and state them, then we may achieve truth. (In fact,  from the BLOB perspective, some region-ish congealings in the BLOB, comporting intentionality/phenomenology identities, track other regionish congealings in the BLOB, that may be named cats.)  Is this a correct interpretation of what you mean? This is the way I think you put it in your response to Tienson. The epistemic turn seems to be a new elaboration here. This becomes more appealing to me as I think about it but I have worries stemming from the scheme/content distinction about "dense" or "thick" or other objective property which I will try to make clearer below where you ask me to elaborate on the sheme/content distinction. It is an objective characteristics of the BLOB that it varies region-ishly, from dense to thin: this is in accordance with the rich dynamical nature of the world. By the way, this rich dynamics also includes intentionality/phenomenology regions. It is then a subsequent question how to interpret these regions. Identity theory would see them as identical to processes in the brain, say. This is to be distinguished from the intentionality/phenomenology identity that we embraced lately -- although this identity as well is ultimately a feature of the BLOB.
One kind of philosopher

views it as a product from raw material: Unconceptualized Reality. The

other views it as a creation ex nihilo. But the world isn't a product.

It's just the world." ("Realism with a Human Face" in "Realism with a

Human Face." p. 28.)
Matjaz: Putnam seems to be talking here about several misguided realist positions. We do buy the BLOB, but we do not think that it is epistemically foreclosed to us. So we do not buy Unceptualized Reality.
    We also do not believe that the BLOB is a product out of nothing. It is just realistically there. Intentionality/phenomenology are in the BLOB. But they do not produce it.
I will make some remarks about unconceptualized reality and epistemic foreclosure below where you ask me to elaborate on the scheme/content distinction. Recognizing the WOLRD being there independently of language/thought does not have as a consequence that language/thought cannot be there in the WORLD. It also does not have the consequence that language/thought thereby constitute the WORLD. And it is perfectly possible for this position to claim that some regions of the WORLD, those comporting phenomenology/intentionality, may get epistemic access to other regions of the world. Also, it cannot be inferred from here that the possibility to locally epistemically access some of the BLOB involves knowing all the BLOB. The matters really proceed region-ishly.
This doesn't sound like the kind of antirealism of, say, Kuhn or Goodman

where we or our scientific paradigms create worlds. I think Putnam is

right to reject the scheme/content distinction, and with it, the Myth of

the Given, sense-data, unconceptualized reality, etc.
Matjaz: Seems to be correct. If Putnam really thinks that there is the WOLRD, but objects and properties are recognized in the dynamic richness of this world by language/thought, due to the very local presence of intentionality/phenomenology in the WORLD, then he is with us.
    Blobjectivists think there exists a mind and language independent WORLD. But they also think that locally, the WORLD may be known, under certain contextually determinable conditions. 
(On 2.)

Even if we don't go along with Putnam's arguments for 1 and reject the

scheme/content distinction, 
Matjaz: Mark, would you please elaborate some more how you understand scheme/content distinction, and how this would go with our position?

This is where most of my epistemic/metaphysical worries lie. My worries are very hard to make precise but I will try my best. The scheme/content distinction has many names and is closely associated with foundationalism and Sellars' Myth of the Given (it is also closely related to Kant's noumenal/phenomenal distinction). The scheme/content distinction is a distinction between conceptual scheme and empirical or unconceptualized content, mind and world, an organizer and that waiting to be organized, the representings and the representeds. Lately I began to elaborate determinants of determinables distinction in respect to intentionality/phenomenology. My position is that there are several intentionality/phenomenology identity occurrences in the WOLRD, in the cases where we would say that you think about a cat or that I rejoice myself about the hiking tour. These identities occur in the WORLD, and they build the basis for what one may  recognize as common to some of them. Several thoughts concerning cats may be recognized thus as belonging to the same category of cat-thought. This category is an abstraction  exercised on the basis of concrete occurrences of intentionality/phenomenology. In fact, these occurrences are unique, particular, for each one succeeds in worldly and phenomenally/cognitively quite unique holistic circumstances. These specific occurrences in the WORLD are taken as so many determinants of determinable abstract category. Well, the category may be rather called illatum, because illata in counter distinction to abstracta, have real occurrences in their basis. Now, just in opposition to this view it tends to be affirmed that specific intentionality occurrences in the world are so many tokens of a type, realizations or instantiations. Then it seems as if there would exist an abstract entity. But this is wrong. It seems to me that scheme talk falls in the same category as the just mentioned abstract entity talk, and that therefore it is wrong as well. The very idea of there being "unconceptualized content" around seems to participate in the same mistake. It just means, if translated, that specific intentionality/phenomenology occurrences only have their meaning if they are there as tokens of a type, say, of an abstract category ("conceptual scheme"?).  The empiricists and phenomenalists buy into the distinction. The distinction is most clearly present in classic sense-data theories: there was the unconceptualized sense-data given to the mind on the one hand and our "scheme" or organizing system of the mind on the other to make this unconceptualized, contentless sense-datum into something contentful and conceptual. The stuff waiting to be organized is what Sellars called "the Given" and it is what he famously attacked in "Empiricism and the Philosophy of Mind." His denial of the Given carried on in the work of Rorty, Davidson, McDowell, Brandom, etc. They all showed that the idea that our minds can be given something nonpropositional, contentless, and nonconceptual and turn it into the opposite was incoherent. I think you agree with this because you say above that we don't buy Unconceptualized Reality. Yes, we don't buy Unconceptualized Reality. In fact we do buy it in the sense of denying language/thought being constitutive for the existence of the WORLD. But we don't buy it in the case where it would appear as an abstract detached entity or as the thing forever foreclosed to our epistemic abilities. That is to say, we don't buy the noumenal world, the ineffable Kantian world of things-in-themselves of which we can have no knowledge. This is, as Rorty said, a world well lost. This all sounds well and good for blobjectivism so far but notice we have just given up the WORLD (I italicize and make bold to indicate I am talking about the ontological world and the nonconceptual world in one). Let us see. We believe that there is a mind/language independent WORLD. Rejecting noumenal world means rejecting the thesis that this WOLRD is not epistemically accessible. In fact we believe that the WOLRLD may be known, from intentionality/phenomenology regions occurring in it, to the direction of other region-ish occurrences in it. So allowing for WORLD to be region-ishly known does not mean that we have given up on the existence of the WORLD. It sounds as if we've given up on the mind/concept-indepedence of the world, i.e., we've given up metaphysical realism. Let me try to make my point clearer with the cat example: it seemed appealing to say that the cat is a mental construction but the density of the ontic "region" of the cat was objective. Well, in our recognizing the cat to be there, the following happened. There is a dense region of the richly dynamical BLOB that, we would say, is a cat. This dense region of the BLOB exists independently of language/thought, quite clearly. As we recognize the cat to be there, we just epistemically sorted it out by our intentionality/phenomenology means. And as this happens, one region of the BLOB (we) somehow relates to another region of the BLOB (cat). But in recognizing the cat to be there we certainly did NOT mentally create it! The only thing that happened mentally is that our  epistemic recognition of the cat sorted out the cat as an ontic OBJECT. This certainly is not metaphysically or ontologically correct, although it fares well with the common sense ontic enterprise.  
But density itself is a concept imposed by us on the BLOB. Well, it is recognized by us. But quite independently of us, there is variation of density in the BLOB. We buy metaphysical realism for the WOLRD exists independently from language/thought. But language/thought, as forthcoming in the WORLD, region-ishly, may well relate to the rest of the WORLD's complexity, in region-ish manners. In short, it seems contradictory to say that we don't buy Unconceptualized Reality but we do buy Metaphysical Realism. I hope all this makes sense.

we still think that there are no OBJECTS and

since our epistemic powers "create" them,
Our epistemic powers do not create objects. They just enable us to recognize some region-ish diversity of the BLOB that  is there independently of our epistemic powers. In the case we succeed in this, our knowledge is correct and our statements reporting this knowledge might be true, under contextually appropriate conditions.
 it seems natural that we

blobjectivists should deny 2 as well. So now we've already denied two core

tenets of metaphysical realism.
It seems appropriate to me to deny (2), although this does not necessarily need to be a big deal.
Matjaz: Our epistemic powers do not directly create but locally recognize objects on the basis of rich dynamical diversity of the material BLOB.
    Denial of (2) seems to be related to our construal of truth as Indirect Correspondence. 

    Two questions that need to be addressed I think:

    We do not deny (1).

    We do deny (2).

    (2) and (3) are related to language/thought. (1) is related to the WORLD.

    These are my quick replies. Would like to hear your feedback when you have time.

I have more to say about contextual truth and concepts but I'll wait

because I want to know what you think so far.

Sincerely,

Mark
