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Blobjectivist monistic view about objects is opposed to other kinds of views concerning objects. It involves the construal of truth as indirect correspondence. Reism denies the existence of dependent entities. Brentanian reism involves transglobal experiential world, whereas blobjectivist reism involves transglobal ontological world. The question about the existence of intentional states may be addressed from this perspective. They are naturally ontologically accounted for by blobjectivist reism in their non-vagueness, and they are naturally epistemically accounted for by Brentanian reism in their phenomenal sharpness. The trial to fit them realistically into blobjectivist approach is misguided because such a move involves disrespect for ontological difference. Blobjectivist reism is an ontological transglobal approach, superseding both local and global perspectives. Non-vagueness of the blobject should be measured from this perspective. Non-vagueness of the intentional however needs to be accounted for by the Brentanian reistic approach. Epistemic, experiential and ontic should be separated from the ontological. Whereas from the epistemic perspective the intentional may be approached by Brentanian reism, its ontological angle may be accounted for by blobjectivist reism. Brentanian reism may explain sharpness of the intentional, whereas blobjectivist reism is needed to account for non-vagueness of the world. The attributive blobjectivist reism smoothly accommodates the intentional into the transglobal ontological picture.

O. Couple of basic beliefs.

Here are a couple of basic beliefs:


(W) There exists a mind and language independent world.


(P) There exists phenomenology, i.e. qualitative dimension of experiential states.

In as far as these basic beliefs are concerned, one may accept their compatibility. This means that it is entirely compatible to have both mind and language independent world and phenomenology of intentional states. Obviously, ontological and experiential, epistemic dimensions are involved into the story.
1. Blobjectivist monistic view about objects is opposed to other kinds of views concerning objects. 
Blobjectivism is an ontological view. It is a view about what objects there are. (Horgan-Potrč 2000). As far as ontology is concerned, blobjectivism is a view about the language and thought independent world. Blobjectivism belongs to the generic species of austere realism (Horgan-Potrč 2008), pushing for a possibly minimal number of entities to be accepted in ontology.


There are quite a few possible austere ontologies. Some of them, say, subscribe to particulars but not to abstract entities. There are several parameters according to which one may embrace austerity. Blobjectivism subscribes to austerity in respect to the number of involved objects.


Blobjectivism is a monistic view. According to it there exists just one object, namely the blobject or the world, the blob. Here we talk about a physical, mind and language independent object. The blobject has no parts, which is a consequence of its monistic nature.


In the realm of ontology, blobjectivism distinguishes itself from other views by the nature of objects that each of these views endorses. Non-monistic views believe that there exists a plurality of objects (ordinary objects: Thomasson 2007), and these may be then construed as non-vague or again as vague. Non-vague objects may be called snobjects, whereas one may dub slobjects those vague objects that come in plural numbers. This is as far as it goes for the plurality of objects. Monistic view endorses just one object, called the blob or the blobject. Blobject is non-vague. What about the possibility of a vague monistic object? There are reasons to think that plural vague objects or slobjects do not exist, in the sense of ontological existence. Ontological existence concerns whatever is not dependent upon the language and thought, and therewith whatever is incompatible with vagueness that is inherent to the language and thought. Normativity and thus vagueness cannot exist as language and thought dependent features in the ontological world. So there cannot be any slobjects out there, in the ontological sense. And accordingly, there also cannot be a single monistic vague object, the slobject. One reason for this is that vague objects or slobjects do not have any firm or precise boundaries, and so they cannot be individuated, given that individuation depends upon the normative requirement of assigning such ultimate boundary to an object. Snobjects are better candidates though for ontological entities. If we go monistic and embrace non-vague entities, then the snobject would seem to be an appropriate outcome of our quest for ontological entities. In fact, blobject is a kind of snobject: it is non-vague. But it is also ontological. And this invites us to treat it not as one snobject between the many, thus not as ontic, but as ontological. In fact, the snobjective blobject is the world, and there is just one mind and language independent world out there, thus a world without any parts, according to our monistic presuppositions. If we would treat the blobject as one between many snobjects, we would treat it in the ontic manner. But this ontic manner constitutively involves language and thought. As language and thought are vague, there cannot be any snobjects: for snobjective non-vague boundaries are opposed to vagueness of language and thought that are costitutively involved into plurality. For the same reason of vagueness that is proper to language and thought there also cannot be any slobjects either, because normative request for their individuation involves their non-vagueness.  But this (actually impossible) normative requirement is adjusted to the ontic dimension of plural objects. In the ontological monistic area therefore we cannot apply ontic normative requirements that would expect us to assign sharp external boundaries to the blobject. As this is the only object, the search for an outer precise boundary is not of the main importance. In fact we could stay in indecision whether there exists such a precise external boundary. This is then opposed to the ontic confusion introduced by Parmenidean monism, where the world as ontological entity is treated by the normative requirements proper to ontic entities. It is treated in the same way the object cat would be treated, just that it is conceived in a spherical manner, as a kind of perfect ball, so that it can possess a perfect clear-cut external boundary. In opposition to these ontically adjusted moves non-vagueness in the blobject should be searched for in the non-application of opposed normative requirements to it (such as the requirement of vagueness to mutually satisfy both individualistic and collectivistic normative pressures appearing in the Sorites sequence). We think that this is the ontological manner of approaching non-vagueness of the blobject, and that it is opposed to the ontic trials to do so, in misguidingly applying the (anyway ontologically impossible to satisfy) ontic requirements to the only existing world or the blobject.
2. Blobjectivism involves the construal of truth as indirect correspondence.

Blobjectivism involves an important epistemic component as well. Although we have determined blobjectivism as the ontological view that there exists just one non-vague object, the world or the blobject, blobjectivism has to account for the existence of plurality of objects that are forthcoming in our everyday dealings with environment, in the ontic engagement with the world. 


In our everyday dealings with surroundings, we many times assert statements that may well be characterized as true. The statement that a PC is sitting right now upon the table in front of myself seems to be true, in opposition to the statement that a cat is sitting in front of myself upon the table right now, which clearly seems me to be false. But what about the blobjectivist approach to things now that does not allow for the existence of any parts in the world, such as PCs and cats? In virtue of what are the just mentioned assertions true or false? Blobjectivist answer goes like this: those assertions are true or false in respect to how the world or the blobject is, and not in virtue of the existence or non-existence of any dependent entities or parts in the blobject, such as presumably the existent PCs and cats. If our assertions are true or false in respect to how the blobject is, then we can speak about truth as indirect correspondence. This means that the statement that there is a PC in front of myself is true not in respect of there existing a PC out there as an independent entity or a part, and in virtue of direct correspondence of statements to this existing part. The statement is true, indirectly so, because it concerns the world or the blobject in a direct manner, and it concerns PC or cat in an indirect manner only. 


Notice that the talk about truth or falsity of statements concerns language and thought, and normativity that is proper to these. But the construal of truth as indirect correspondence that still allows many statements to be true or false actually includes the whole world or the blobject. According to the construal of truth as indirect correspondence we do not say “There exist a PC and a table and their arrangement is what makes the statement that there is a PC in front of myself true”. We rather say: “The world is such that the indirect statement to the effect that there is a PC in front of me is true”. The truthmaker in respect to the mentioned statement is thus the world or the blobject in its entirety, under a certain zoom onto it, and not the mentioned local parts or objects that actually do not exist besides to the world.


In the construal of truth as indirect correspondence we preserve one important common sense compatible view: that many statements of common sense and science are true, although their ultimate reference are not parts mentioned in those statements but rather the manner in which the world or the blobject is forthcoming. We can express this in the following manner:


“The blobject is such that it instantiates the PC-being-upon-the-table local behavior.” – “The blobject is such that it does not instantiate the cat-being-upon-the-table local behavior.”

In the construal of truth as indirect correspondence that allows us to preserve common sense appeal of blobjectivism, the attributive way of putting things seems to be natural. We do not talk about the parts such as PCs or cats. We rather talk about the world or about the blobject and we attribute to it PC-being-upon-the-table local behavior. In this sense, the world as a whole, according to its local manners of behavior, makes statements true or false, and not any presumable parts existing in it.


What about the claim that blobject is ontologically non-vague, from this point of view? Vagueness consists in the incompatibility of the involved normative requirements (individualistic and collectivistic Sorites sequence guiding requirements). Attributive approach to the blobject obviously allows for a wide variety and for an immense number of the ways that the blobject may be. It thus allows for a rich dynamical variability of the blobject, if we think for a while. As we talk about the blobject, we are engaged into the ontological and not in the ontic enterprise. Accordingly, we do not try to individuate any entities or parts, should it be as slobjects or as a plurality of snobjects. But in this manner, the opposed normative parameters have no place as appearing in the blobject. So blobject, in all its dynamical variability and richness, revealed by the attributive ascriptions of its behavior, stays non-vague.
3. Reism denies the existence of dependent entities. 

As we tackled the issue of truth as indirect correspondence, which is an integral part of the monistic blobjectivist view, providing its plausibility in respect to the truth of common sense assertions, we came to the attributive manner of handling our approach to the world or to the blobject. We did not ontologically commit ourselves to the existence of cats as separately existing individual entities or parts. We rather conceived the truth of cat-assertions in respect to how the world or the blobject is, in a local manner. Blobject is thus the truthmaker, the basis of assigning truth-value to the sentence “The cat is on the mat”. It is thus not that the cat, the mat, and their relation of one being upon another, are truthmakers of the sentence. Rather, the world-being-such-that-there-is-the-cat-on-the-mat is the truthmaker.


By engaging into such an approach, we actually just assert that there is just one single object around, namely the blobject or the world, to which we attribute the cat-being-on-the-mat local behavior.


In this manner, we actually refuse to acknowledge the existence of plurality of entities besides to the blobject or existing as independent parts in the blobject. We persist in holding that there exists just one object, the blobject, without any parts. But this blobject may have attributed a certain manner-of-being-such-and-such that can make a certain statement true or false. Thus we do not say: “The cat and the mat and their relation make the above statement ‘The cat is on the mat’ true”. We rather say: “The world-locally-exhibiting-cat-upon-the-mat-behavior makes the above statement true”. In this manner, we do not allow the existence of any independently existing cats and mats. We just allow for the existence of one world, of one complex thing, locally exhibiting behavior in virtue of which the sentence “The cat is on the mat” may be asserted either truly or falsely. This is a form of reism, a view that allows just for existence of things, without that it would allow for existence of any dependent entities, be it independently or dependently existing parts, or properties, say. The truthmaker is always just the one thing (res in Latin), namely the world or the blobject. But this blobject constantly dynamically changes so that it can be the basis of diverse attributes. Reism thus claims that there are just things around, and not any dependent entities. But blobjectivist reism is one special kind of reism, namely a monistic version of it. It does not claim that there are only things around and not any dependent entities, but that there is just one thing around, namely the world or the blobject. In the following, we will take a look at Brentanian reism, and then again at blobjectivist reism. We will try to specify their transglobal dimensions, and later we will try to start assessing their role in an account of intentional mental states, proper to the blobjectivist view.
4. Brentanian reism involves transglobal experiential world, whereas blobjectivist reism involves transglobal ontological world.

Brentano was the beginner of the modern account of intentionality, of mental directedness proper to mental states. In every thought, he said, something is thought about, and also desires are directed at whatever is desired. Chisholm proposed the following question that an account of intentional directedness has to solve: How is it possible that I am myself able to think about the table, but as far as we know the table is not able to direct a thought upon me? There were disputes in respect to the question what the intentional relation really involves. At the time as I am thinking about the cat, am I directed at the content or at the object. This division marks two main directions in which the question of intentionality has evolved in the Brentanian school, starting with Twardowski’s formulation. But Brentano himself embraced a path towards reism. Reism is the view that we have already briefly characterized, claiming that there are only things around (res in Latin), and not any dependent entities. We would usually say that I am thinking about a cat, and that in this case the cat figures either as content or as object of my thought, depending on interpretation about what is involved into the intentional relation. Thereby, we appropriate either existence of objects or of contents, besides to ourselves, at which our intentional directedness is aiming. But according to reism this is a misguided belief. For it implies that besides to myself, there are also objects and contents around, as the legitimate furniture of the world. But there are no such additional and dependent entities around, according to the reist Brentano. There are only things. And this needs another manner of expressing the situation than was the earlier mentioned habitual way of doing so. Instead of saying that I am thinking about the cat, which implies that there is myself and also that there is the cat, in its appearance as either object or content, entering into the intentional relation, I can simply say that there is myself, and that I am such that I am thinking about the cat. There is thus just the-cat-thinker around. There are no dependent entities. The attributive theory clearly goes well with such a view, for it allows for different attributions, all in preserving the existence of just one entity or of just one thing. If we would say that I am thinking about the cat, we can then state the existence of the cat-thinker. And if we would say that I am thinking about a dog, then there is a dog-thinker. The attributions can vary and only one entity will stay in place, namely the thinker with an open reflexive relational slot to be filled in.

One way to look at the situation would be to claim, as we just did, that there is just one thing around, according to reism, the thinker, say. But there is another, transglobal way that is able to express the same strategy. This needs the passage from the local to global and then to the transglobal Brentanian situation. If I am in the situation where I think about the cat, we would usually understand this as a kind of local circumstance. I am here and the cat is there nearby. But additionally there are still so many different and varying situations around. People are hiking on the mountain and this would be another local situation. But we may say that the situation involving myself and the cat is global in the following sense. It is the whole situation into which I am involved right now, comparably to the earlier mentioned whole world. Notice that only at this stage the possibility of going reistic begins to open itself, for only in such a case transcending the beginning externalist account of intentional relation emerges as a realistic possibility. We then start to get global in respect to the reistic intentional relation. But notice again that we have to allow for the possibility that there isn’t even a single physical thing around, such as my physical body, and that the intentional relation would still be fully preserved. This is then the transglobal manner of going reistic, a manner that clearly allows thematizing of phenomenology/consciousness as constitutive for reism, and therefore for a narrow account of the intentional relation. Brentano said something like: “We will certainly not be ready to abandon our belief into the existence of a world, independent of our language and thought.” By this he meant that reism may well allow for a narrow interpretation of a transglobal, phenomenologically conscious kind. We can say that Brentano was up to the characterization of a reistic transglobal experiential world, which is specifically appropriate for an account of intentional relation in a phenomenology compatible manner. Brentanian reism thus involves transglobal experiential world.


On the other hand, blobjectivist reism involves transglobal ontological world. How may this be presented in a short manner? Local ontological world would presumably contain such entities as cats or dogs, besides to myself. But once as we buy the existence of just one material world, as we earlier did, we go global. And this global world would perhaps still allow for the existence of additional, say parallel worlds, or for a range of instantaneous worlds. This is why there is the need to embrace the transglobal world, if we go blobjectivist. This is then the ontological, and nut just ontic world, the only one that fits the real blobjectivist perspective. Just ontological transglobal world, and not any global ontic world is the candidate for the blobject.
5. The question about the existence of the intentional states may be addressed from the perspectives of both Brentanian reism and of blobjectivist reism.

One pressing question for blobjectivism (Tienson 2002, Horgan-Potrč 2002) concerns an account of intentional states. According to the initially proclaimed basic beliefs there is namely phenomenology, proper to intentional states, and therefore it seems that there would need to exist intentional states. If I think about the cat, then this seems to be different from my thinking about the dog, or to your desire to see the squirrel. But this then seems to come down to the recognition of regions, namely of realizations of intentional states in the blob that differentiate themselves one from another. But now, admitting the presence of different regions actually seems to come down as a recognition of different parts of the blobject. So we may still stay in agreement with the first basic belief, namely that there exists a mind and language independent world. But this would not be blobjectivist world anymore, for the allowance about regions needed for individuation and realization of intentional states would actually come down to the recognition of the existence of parts. Thus blobjectivist view deconstructs itself.


We can address the question about the existence of intentional states both from the perspective of Brentanian reism and from the perspective of blobjectivist reism. From the perspective of Brentanian reism, the conclusion would be that in the individuation of intentional mental states we would have difficulty to stay with their clear cut boundaries that would be required by the allowance for the existence of regions. This is first because of the inherent vague nature of intentional states, which are products of language and thought and of their incompatible engendering normative forces. But additionally, intentional states need phenomenology as their condition of existence, according to the entwined phenomenology and intentionality nature. And this can be only achieved by shifting from local, more atomistically inclined perspective (where intentional states are treated as independent experiential entities) towards the global and finally transglobal Brentanian reistic perspective. This later namely builds upon the self-ascription of the ultimately narrow transglobal experiential world, basically constituted by phenomenology.


Now address the question of the existence of intentional states from the perspective of blobjectivist reism. The worry here is that intentional states require regions, and thus the support of parts in the blobject, and accordingly the existence of parts besides to the blobject. Thus, the worry is that blobjectivism deconstructs itself by allowing for existence of intentional mental states. But now, we have argued that the only plausible form of reistic blobjectivism is transglobal. Thus, neither local nor global ontic perspectives are appropriate, and the only plausible one stays transglobal. Transglobal ontological perspective allows for realization of intentional mental states. But these will stay constitutionally embedded into dynamical and rich blobject, giving support for an attributive ontological and not only ontic account of intentional states.

One question is to what extent Brentanian reism and blobjectivist reism in respect to the existence of intentional mental states are compatible. We would say that certainly they are compatible, for we do not see that the two perspectives, the experiential, and the ontological, need to be in conflict.

6. Intentional states are naturally ontologically accounted for by blobjectivist reism in their non-vagueness, and they are naturally epistemically accounted for by Brentanian reism in their phenomenal sharpness.

We will now try to say some more things about the two perspectives in respect to the intentional states, namely in as far as their experiential and their ontological dimensions are concerned.


Blobjectivist reism acknowledges non-vagueness of intentional states. We claim that transglobal blobjectivist reism is the only appropriate one, in that it is able to account for monistic and rich dynamical nature of the blobject. Local blobjectivism is not plausible because it would buy regions and therewith local parts, whereas global blobjectivism tends to treat the blobject in an ontic and therefore still part-friendly manner, not recognizing its dynamical actual and potential richness.


If the blobject is non-vague, then also any zoom at the blobject, perhaps appropriately presented attributively, should retain non-vagueness as well. Non-vagueness would be wrongly searched for in an ontic compatible manner, as this is still the case with global blobjectivism. There the tendency stays to engage into Parmenidean ontic non-vagueness by attribution of sharp boundaries to the blobject, so that from this global perspective the blobject would then look like a perfect sphere. Advancing to the transglobal ontological reist level cannot retain this kind of non-vagueness. Rather, it proceeds with the question about the nature of vagueness, which is in recognition of the existence of conflicting normative parameters (such as individualistic and collectivistic normative requirements in the Sorites sequence). According to the transglobal blobjectivist reism there cannot be any such normativity, even more not conflicting normative requirements, as inherent in the mind and language independent world. This then also applies to the physical realization of intentional states in the blobject. It just cannot be inherently normative and thus vague. From the transglobal perspective it is ontologically non-vague because of the absence of normativity in it. Each presumable individuation of regions though would finish up in engaging into normative requirements, and this is out of the reach of blobjectivist ontological reism.

Brentanian reism in respect to the intentional states enters the stage at this point. This is the experiential kind of reism. The only genuine kind of Brentanian reism though is transglobal reism. This one establishes two tasks. First, it goes against experiential atomism of the intentional states. And second, it establishes a narrow phenomenological perspective, indistinguishable from the brain in a vat equivalent scenarios. The transglobal range of this perspective is effective through phenomenology. And this phenomenology, now, contributes to the experiential sharpness of intentional states. So, intentional states are naturally epistemically accounted for by Brentanian reism in their phenomenological sharpness.

Both of these ways to see intentional states in a reist manner, we presume, are compatible, and not in disagreement with each other.

7. The trial to fit intentional states realistically into blobjectivist approach is misguided because such a move involves disrespect for ontological difference. 

The worry that intentional states introduce regions and therefore parts in the blobject originates from treating the blobject in an ontic manner, and not ontologically as it would deserve. 


We can fret about the possibility of parts if we tacitly allow for it. And this happens if we go local, or even global. But reistic blobjectivist treatment should be transglobal, and thus ontological. The difference between the ontology and between the ontic is that the first one aims at the world, and that the second one aims at the in-worldly stuff. Now, one is poised to go realist and ontic at the intentional states, besides to other things, if one tacitly agrees with the local or even with global reism. But once as one buys transglobal blobjectivist reism, one finds oneself in the realm of ontology.


Notice that the main claim of reism is to the inexistence of dependent and abstract entities. And this one stays in power with transglobal ontological blobjectivist reism.
8. Blobjectivist reism is an ontological transglobal approach, superseding both local and global perspectives. 

We are in grade to summarize now. Blobjectivist reism is an ontological transglobal approach. This means that it supersedes both perspectives of local and global reism that thereby stay in the area of the ontic. Local reism is ontic because it allows for the existence of plurality of things. Global reism is ontic as well because of its tendency to treat the whole blobject in a manner appropriate for the in-worldly stuff. Parmenidean monism, treating the world as a kind of perfect ball, is a case in point. Transglobal reism makes this way of proceeding obsolete and allows for the real ontological dimension coming to the fore.

9. Non-vagueness of the blobject should be measured from the transglobal perspective.

The discussion of why the global reistic perspective is not appropriate, if measured by the transglobal approach, is instructive here. Non-vagueness, from the global reist perspective, is in search for the sphere-like boundary for the blobject. But this is clearly an ontic endorsing move. From the transglobal perspective, the absence of conflicting normative parameters, and even of normativity as constituent for the blobject, suffice for the recognition of non-vagueness. And if this is the case, then any zoom onto the blobject will be ontologically non-vague, although it may be experientially vague. And it will be experientially sharp if we deal with a case of the intentional mental state.
10. Whereas non-vagueness of the intentional needs to be accounted for by the Brentanian reistic approach.

Brentanian reistic approach appropriates transglobal perspective in its treatment of intentional mental states. Experientially, as transglobal, intentional mental states are sharp, because they constitutively involve narrow perspective and thereby phenomenology. Brentanian reism, in this sense, is experiential reism. We can recall that Brentanian reist typically says that there is a cat-thinker, and neither a cat nor the cat thought. At least these two do not matter to him. Brentanian transglobal reism is phenomenologically sharp, narrow and brain in a vat equivalence compatible approach. Phenomenology is constitutive and sharp, and there is where non-vagueness comes from.

11. Epistemic, experiential and ontic should be separated from the ontological. 

The blobject or the world is ontological. But the in-worldly stuff is ontic. The ontic is epistemic and experiential, in the sense that the recognition of regions and parts in the blobject requires such a move. The ontological is mind and language independent, and the world is its example. The ontic is mind and language dependent, and therefore it is epistemic.

12. Whereas from the epistemic perspective the intentional may be approached by Brentanian reism, its ontological angle may be accounted for by the blobjectivist reism. 

Take a look again at intentional mental states. From the epistemic perspective, Brentanian reism will account for them, in its transglobal and narrow, brain in a vat equivalent manner. From the ontological angle, we will be interested in realization of intentional states in the blobject or in the world, as we usually say. Here we will fail to recognize them as parts if we go ontologically reistically transglobal. Epistemically again, the background of the morphological content will account for the underlying holism instantiation.

13. Brentanian reism may explain sharpness of the intentional, whereas blobjectivist reism is needed to account for the non-vagueness of the world. 

Brentanian reism will explain sharpness of the intentional, especially in its transglobal experiential brain in a vat equivalent narrow perspective. Blobjectivist reism will account for non-vagueness of the intentional as involved in the world: it does not make any sense to see the normativity involved into it from this perspective. As we hinted repeatedly, we believe in compatibility between the two perspectives, embracing thereby our overall strategy of inclusive disjunction as the method to tackle philosophical issues.

14. The attributive blobjectivist reism smoothly accommodates the intentional into the transglobal ontological picture.

If compatibilism is the right way to go, then the attributive blobjectivist reism smoothly accommodates the intentional into the transglobal ontological picture. Ontological non-vagueness of the intentional is perhaps best accounted for by the attributive move. But attributive move already contains an epistemic kernel. And this one should be accounted for by the Brentanian narrow reism. The compatibility of two approaches accomplishes the trick of a unified story – of the intentional.

15. The cipher
Some remarks deserve to be addressed in respect to the overall methodological approach by which to tackle problems. An approach was originally proposed under the name of the cipher​-work (Verdiglione 1981, 2002, 2004 a, b), namely the work to de-cipher what is relevant in the issue at hand. One aspect concerns proceeding by the guidance of the inclusive disjunction (Potrč forthcoming a, b, c), which means that relevance is not to be searched for in such answers to dilemmas that embrace exclusivist choices. One example is blobjectivism itself, which (already in the first paper: Horgan-Potrč 2000) was proposed as an inclusivist way of accepting both the ontological existence of one object, the blobject, and giving account of the perceived plurality of objects under the perspective of the construal of truth as indirect correspondence. (Blobjectivism does not consist in just embracing the blobject and dismissing plurality in any possible sense.) The relevance thus consists in somehow embracing both monism and pluralism, although according to contextually variable parameters. The answer concerning the question about the relation of intentional mental states in respect to the blobject and to its very possibility again embraces both ontological and the ontic, blobjectivist and Brentanian reism, all under a specific transglobal perspective. Compatibility of the basic world and phenomenology related beliefs traces productive duality of the relevant inclusive disjunction. 
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