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Pragmatism does not like deep metaphysical involvement. Rather, its views are quietist, non-committal in respect to the last metaphysical world. Pragmatists thus emphasize the mind and language dependent nature of ontological commitments. Truth, as well, is not objective for them and it rather depends upon the epistemic powers of assertion. 


This seems to be in contrast with the views of blobjectivism, a metaphysical teaching asserting the existence of one rich and dynamically complex mind and language independent world. The monistic side of blobjectivism is in need of some adjustment though. If there exists just one last metaphysical material object, then consequently tables, cats and stones do not exist, and this is in tension with common sense. But a metaphysical view should pay a due respect to common sense, and this is where the blobjectivist embracing of contextual semantics and of truth as indirect correspondence enters the stage. According to these, many assertions involving the just mentioned everyday items are true, their truth however being an indirect and not a direct kind of correspondence. In other words, the construal of truth as indirect correspondence is not committed to the ultimate metaphysical existence of cats, tables and stones, but just to their lightweight ontic, mind and language involving ex-sistence. Many sentences and assertions are true not because of the ultimate existence of the mentioned items, but in respect to how the world happens to be, observed in an indirect manner.


If this is the case, then there seems to be vicinity between pragmatism and between blobjectivism, at least on its semantic or truth related side, in that both avoid ultimate metaphysical commitment and rather embrace language and mind involving and thereby contextually influenced construal of truth as a form of correct and thus normatively assessed assertibility.
 For pragmatists this means first of all avoidance of metaphysical commitments to truth-makers such as states of affairs and of their ingredients, such as objects. So, pragmatism and blobjectivism are close in their program as far as their semantic side is concerned.


What about the ontological side? According to blobjectivism there exists one rich and dynamical material world. In opposition to this pragmatism would not be happy to buy an ultimately metaphysically existing entity such as the just mentioned world. Here is a consideration though
: Pragmatism is unhappy with ontological commitment. But if such a commitment should be forthcoming at all, it better has to be as minimal as possible. And in numerical terms, monistic commitment is the most appropriate in this direction, because it opts for the existence of only one ultimate object. Blobjectivism is a species of austere realism denying the existence of a multitude of mind and language independently existing entities, and affirming the existence of just one object. This certainly is to be welcomed, but it does not fare well with the reductionist side of pragmatism, which aims to translate metaphysical considerations into pragmatist normative considerations. In this sense, vicinity of austere realism and of pragmatism is recognized in respect to the semantic but not in respect to the ontological thesis: “Contextual semantics… accommodates certain motivating ideas of neopragmatism, but without the mistake of embracing epistemic reductionism” (AR, 67-68). Epistemic reductionism namely reduces metaphysical to pragmatic anti-realist considerations. In opposition to this “the mind-independent world” needs well to be taken into account besides to the “contextually operative semantic standards”, even for an austere realism centered rendering of truth. For austere realism and for blobjectivism as one of its species the existence of the ultimate monistic metaphysical world is necessary in order for the evaluation of truth pertaining to sentences and assertions. Truth as an indirect correspondence is not a function of direct correspondence with a multitude of existing entities, but that of an indirect correspondence to the ultimately metaphysically existing world, under a heavy influence of the involved contextual normative parameters. Contextual normative parameters involve language and thought in a constitutive manner – besides to the background of the world that is effective here in an indirect way. 

 
What is the more extended situation? The tension seems to be between commitment to metaphysics and ontology on the one side and between the normatively influenced language and thought on the other side, in an exclusivist mode. Either one gives priority to the metaphysical constitution of the world in its independency from any normative involvement, or one considers the normatively involved language and thought to be the real constitutive powers. The first, metaphysical position excludes normative considerations from its engagement. Whereas language and mind position stresses their constitutive role in the area of the existent. As language and thought are normatively epistemic, this last position amounts to epistemic reductionism. Opposed to these exclusivist choices, the position of austere realism, with blobjectivism as one of its options, announces itself as inclusivist from the very start, as ontological-cum-semantic overall position. On the side of ontology and ultimate metaphysics, it announces the existence of a mind and language independent rich and dynamical monistic world. This world may be referred to by language and though, and there may be true assertions directed at it, under contextually demanding ultimate metaphysics fitting normative standards. But language and thought are mostly used to refer and assert things about the in-worldly local stuff, to a multitude of objects. Notice now that under the high contextual standards of ultimate metaphysics the just mentioned objects do not really exist. What ultimately really exists is the one monistic world. Because of rich and dynamical structure of this material world however, and based upon this locally accessible diversity, language and thought epistemically sort out a multitude of objects, situations, and states of affairs. As these do not really exist under high normative standards of ultimate metaphysics, they may be seen from the perspective of these standards as language and thought induced fictions. In a sense, these are fictions indeed, but it should be added that they are fictions-with-their-roots-in-the-world, namely in the ultimately existing material blobject. Notice that the ultimate world has its role in assignment of truth to assertions concerning these objects (in their multitude): assertions are correct just in case they correspond to the structure of the rich dynamical world – yes, they correspond to the structure of the world, and truth of assertions is dependent upon the world, but not in a direct and rather in an indirect manner. In this indirect sense, parts are fictions-with-their-roots-in-the-blob or in the ultimate material world.


Blobjectivism is an overall inclusivist position that takes both metaphysical and normative questions together in a unique outlook. It asserts the ultimate metaphysical existence of a rich and dynamical material world, and also several true assertions about a multitude of objects, which ultimately do not exist, but truth may be asserted in respect to them. As they do not ultimately exist, but still correspondence may be in place for their evaluation, this correspondence has to be with whatever does exist, with the world, but it is not forthcoming in a direct and rather it is forthcoming in an indirect manner. The multitude of objects involves so many fictions-with-their-roots-in-the-blobject or in the ultimately existing dynamical rich material world. One can assert truths about the world in a multitude of manners, imposing locally fitting categories upon the ultimately existing blobject.
 


Pragmatism has connections with blobjectivism first of all through the locally adapted semantic thesis. Because of its epistemic reductionist attitude, it is however different from blobjectivism in that it does not recognize the constitutive role of mind and language independent material world in the locally forthcoming, language and thought dependent and partially fiction constituted truth ascriptions involving ordinary objects. Epistemic reductionism characterizes pragmatism as an exclusivist strategy, different to the inclusivist ontology-cum-semantic involving blobjectivist or austere realist approach.
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� Pragmatists consider truth to be one of the norms of assertibility, the strongest one as for that matter, starting with subjective assertibility, proceeding with warranted assertibility and finishing with correct assertibility. In fact, Price mentions negative form of truth as incorrect assertibility, whereas Povich extends this to the positive correct assertibility account of truth (“if p then it is correct to assert that p”). This seems to be in agreement with the overall pragmatist perspective.


� Proposed by Mark Povich.


� Notice the pun about Aristotelian or Brentanian categories at this point.
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