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A definition of the word ‘formidable’ might note something, more or less, along the following lines, namely, ‘that able to inspire fear or respect as an attitude to be shown towards something that is impressively large, powerful, intense, comprehensive, or capable…’ As in, e.g., ‘a formidable opponent’, etc. However, in the context of this exposition, hopefully, let me just run with ‘that which inspires respect through being comprehensively capable of acting in a manner as indicated through the use of this Philosophical Handbook’. In this Preview as A Prospective Commentary on the Expression ‘Formidable’, let me briefly sketch out why a certain truthfulness is being deliberately intended in this immodest form of ‘self-advertisement’. (i)


Obviously, the next question to ask is “why is this Philosopher’s Handbook to be seen as ‘formidable’?” In a response to the anticipation of such a rhetorical question I will now lay out the raison d’être behind this polemical tract in the form of a brief defense (that will also act as an first introduction to this second book, Part II, situated within this tome titled The Seventh Book… which, in turn, acts as a ‘coda’ to the three volumes entailed in The Pursuit of Philosophy as a Discipline). (ii)

In Part I, I imply the claim that most of the discipline of philosophy is patent nonsense, and, that this observation extends to all the other disciplines we are so mesmerized by, like, e.g., history or science, theology or political-economics, and so on. However, as a ‘potentially self-respecting and respectable’ discipline, philosophy, along with other disciplines, are all forms of practice that are worth salvaging. Indeed, that it is an imperative for us to reconstitute such a viable core, at the center of each different disciplinary world, lest we suffer the consequences of such neglect. No doubt, taking on board as well, a hideously malformed pretense that such professionals are performing the requisite degree of ‘oversight’ within the perimeter of their own professions… that then allows us to falsely believe that ‘all is well in this land of Nod’.
 Therefore, it behooves us to act in the interests of this world at large, this overall sense and semblance of a life-world, to act accordingly. Indeed, for all of us to become ‘formidable’, in turn, and where we become ‘comprehensively capable’ of turning back this tide of such blatant displays of ignorance and obscuration lest we all be overwhelmed, existentially, in the face of a raft of crises that so imminently beacon to inundate us both metaphorically and literally! (iii)


Given this pretext, let me demonstrate why this Handbook could bestow this status of ‘formidable’ on a seriously working philosopher, and, by extension, to their fellow disciplinarians working in the field of all potentially viable disciplines in general? (iv)


In Part I, A Manual for Existential Redemption, I argue that in the many halls inhabited by insightless philosophers, or rather, philo-sophists, with all due apologies to genuine sophists, we are overrun by unimodalists and bimodalist, along with dogmatic absolutists and part-time relativists, plus the all too innumerable non-pragmatists and non-existentialists… to the extent that what remains are very few sensible souls actually left able to expound any reasonable shape or form of philosophy itself. Let me demonstrate this sad, and somewhat, painful to make observation. (v)


Imagine, if you would, although you might find it better if you preferred to decline such an invitation, of being kidnapped upon a darkened street late one night, with a friend, whilst both of you were walking towards an empty bus stop. Both of you were grabbed from behind, anaesthetized with chloroform, and you will wake up sitting in a chair, completely naked, and fully tied up. Now, the first thing you see, with your head bent downward, is your own navel. It slowly dawns on you that you might have seen that before, and correctly draw the inference that it belongs to yourself. But, where exactly are you? Staring at just your navel will not tell you this! You lift your head and see that you are in a totally vacant warehouse, except for your friend sitting opposite who is still asleep. They, too, are sitting in a chair, completely naked, and fully tied up. You can see their navel, and staring at this navel, too, is not going to tell you where you are. Only by looking around you do you realize that you have been kidnapped, and are tied up in this large, empty building. You have never seen this room before. Where this building is, you have no idea. Terrible thoughts cross your mind… am I going to be killed, am I going to be ransomed? You sigh, and ask yourself, “just what is a philosopher worth? Could that amount be ever enough to pay such a ransom?” (vi)


But, let me say, all this was just a terrible dream, a horrible nightmare. An event, however, that could be used to highlight certain facts about our very existence in this world before others. (vii)


Unimodalists are like people staring at their own navels who think that they can also understand ‘where they are at the same time’. Bimodalists are like people staring at the navels of other people who think that they, too, can also understand ‘where they are at the same time’. Only by looking around at that room did those kidnapped subjects realize that they were in the midst of a very large and empty space that had the appearance of a warehouse or factory, etc. That their predicament was such that they were sitting in chairs, completely tied up whilst being fully naked. To know anything else about their current situatedness they would at least need to be either told, in a truthful manner, or to be untied, and to get themselves up from that chair and then look for a window or door, and so on. (viii)


‘Unimodalists’ include, in a long litany of such miscreants, ‘realists, anti-realists, rationalists, empiricists, idealists, materialists, positivists, reductionists’, and so on. ‘Bimodalists’ include ‘dualists, simple causationalists, all specialists and non-specialists trapped in binary thinking’, and so on… (ix)


More correctly, we cannot even focus on a single point… indeed, perception needs a relational difference between two or more points in order to just register such a difference. Then, that relationship need to be situated in its relational-situatedness just for us to ‘appreciate’ the potential significance of such a non-isolated relational reference.
 So, such short-sighted folk cannot claim what they say they are doing through running arguments conducted in either unimodal or bimodal terms of reference! (x)


Dogmatists, in turn, try to legislate their agenda into philosophical existence, usually posing as a well-entrenched major discourse, through a simple misguided act of fiat. Something that even members of a minor discourse, likewise, cannot even execute. As for relativists, acting more as part-time disciplinarians, the argument that ‘all views are equally true or equally false’ can only ever exist in the inner moments of a suspension about to be immediately disrupted in the automatic de-suspension of such a domain. (xi)


Alas, the world is in need of more pragmatists and existentialists ever-attuned to the being of others… given that our freedom in this world can only be mutually guaranteed through the arbitrated auspices of others. Imagine trying to make a simple cup of coffee entirely through the machinations of your own efforts! Good luck with that. (xii)


The moral of my dream sequence, is that there is a need to invoke trimodal terms of reference in order to be able to expedite ‘our’ passage through this world at large, this overall sense and semblance of a life-world… (xiii)


Of course, I do not wish to be seen as a person who mocks the intellectually disabled and philosophically handicapped, suffice to say that it is quite acceptable to chide someone who is somewhat tardy or somewhat tendentious in a way that does not benefit either the speaker or hearer being incited to enact such impossible advice… (xiv)


Putting paid to such nonsense, is a negative way to find your ‘formidable philosophical sense of self’. In a more positive sense, we need to see how this world works in concert with others… through the ministrations of a host of disciplinarians as they make our secular world, hopefully, a place more pleasant as a place of habitation that, in time, will be less beset by an existential series of portentous crises to which we have to collectively respond in an existentially organized manner. In this, we have no other choice! This planet Earth is our sole, true home, for we have none other, and it should be responsibly cared for by(-)us on the behalf of all others, and, v.v. To this end, this Handbook notes that it acts as a guide to the mapping of both ordered and trans-ordered sub-disciplines. But, what basically is meant here..? (xv)


In a very simplified version, let me just say that in entertaining the archetypal aspects of a gestalt understanding of perception and intentional apperception through the subtle preferencing or non-preferencing of an intentional objective as ‘Object’, and intentional background as ‘World’ all experience by a corresponding co-associated sense of an intentional subject as ‘Ego’ six distinctive kinds of (trans-intentional) judgment can be delineated. These six types of judgment are, a phenomenological-semantics (in a mapping of categories culturally expressed through language); an aesthetics (where we appreciate the integration of such semantic inputs); an existential and ethically motivated deontology; a functional and ethical pragmatics; a hermeneutics centered on potentiality or possibility; and, an ontics where collections of facts are kept for their later use in the formation and dissemination of our narratives. (xvi)

Then, through the rhetorical use of a double affirmation of these ordered disciplines we arrive at a set of trans-ordered disciplines. A double affirmation is simply in the form of ‘the x of x is not-x, or is non-x, or is meta-x’. So, e.g., ‘the heat of heat is not heat but temperature which is neither hot nor cold’, since a temperature does not have a temperature. (xvii)


So, with phenomenological-semantics (or a semantic-phenomenology) we find ‘that the semantics of semantics is not semantics per se, but, upon reflection, must be, in effect, metaphysics’, a sub-discipline which, in this case, deals with seemingly fundamental-like categories being utilized in a viable semantics. (xviii)


Similarly, doing this same type of manoeuvre, we would find that ‘the aesthetics of aesthetics is a psychology’ in which we see how different aspects of the psyche integrated within a certain aesthetic domain are able to be translated into a division within our psychological understanding of that same sense and semblance of a psyche. (xix)


Or, where ‘the existential treatment of the existential borders on the thematization of a pro-relational sense of subjectivity that for a religious person may well be bordering on the advent of a theological-like way of both thinking and responding’. (xx)


Then, ‘the pragmatics of pragmatics introduces us to a world involved in a dissemination of power as exercised in and through a political-economy’. (xxi)


That, ‘the relative potentiality of potentiality is the realm of science’ as it seeks to better understand to what extent potentiality is possible, and where what is possible is probably possible, if not potently inevitable, and so on. (xxii)


That the ‘fact(ual establishment) of facts naturally leads us to the world of the historian (and, from there, a plethora of other possible disciplines, etc.)’. (xxiii)


The formidable insight to be gained here is that an interdisciplinary approach to disciplinary behaviour is not only argued for but also closely charted in theoretically oriented intentional terms of reference. So, e.g., from facts we get histories, from semantics we get a corresponding sense of metaphysics, and so on. A provisional sense of mapping that allows us to find the relative existence of the relatively non-provisional; giving us the stability of space to put forward various relatively non-provisional forms of positioning. The type of ground in which an historian of the Roman Empire, e.g., does not need to seriously question the existence of that Roman Empire along with certain key events within its historical ambit like, e.g, that Julius Caesar crossed the Rubicon in 49 B.C.E. (as a declaration of a civil war), etc.
 (xxiv)


Now, although not a gambling person, let me lay down the following wager, in what I see as the safest of bets, namely, that in the observation of motion through space there can only be translation, rotation and reflection. (xxv)

I.e. there no fourth form of motor-translation can be observed in a simple, non-disrupted locality in space-time. Or, in other words, we have something simply moving in a certain direction, in an inertial-like act of translation, that will change direction from time to time (should either another force be applied and/or some form of resistance be experienced). Then, second, in an act of rotation, that object could be turned. In a third possibility, that object could be shifted through reflection. Now, under such terms of reference there is no fourth possibility. (xxvi)

Should you think of a fourth possibility, I will happily buy you a cup of coffee and even lash out to add a large piece of cake with an ample supply of cream on the side. But, my belief is that this is the safest of bets. (xxvii)


To make this wager more able to be imagined, visualize yourself playing billiards on a billiards table. You can, with your cue hit one ball, in a certain direction on that table. If skillful enough, you might be able to impart some spin to that ball by hitting it on its side rather than on its center. Last, we observe balls reflecting off the cushions on the sides of that table. So, the challenge now is to imagine a possible fourth type of motor translation upon that two-dimensional surface of that billiard table. Good luck... (xxviii)

Now, you might be wondering about the point of this dare. The obvious point I am trying to make is that economic thinking is trimodal in nature and just trimodal in nature! Unless we change the economic rules of the game currently underway, and simply begin another form of economic behaviour with its three modes of operation, in each and every economy there is no single mode of operation, no double modes of operation, and no fourth or more modes of operation as well. Just as, e.g., in a process of ‘treatment’ there is either analysis (as a process of reduction), or synthesis (as a process of reconstitution), or nomination (as a process of identification).
 (xxix)

That entering into our reflections upon any language game, in entering into the economics of its performance, more correctly we have to simultaneously entertain these three operations, where all three economic modes are operating as if at the same time, albeit whilst applying a subtle preferencing or subtle de-preferencing of one or more of these operators operating in that field of economic employment…
 (xxx)

That to assume our formidable philosophical sense and semblance of self, or as a formidable disciplinarian in our respective field/s of expertise, we must put aside the impossible, childish behaviours of the unimodalist, the bimodalist, the dogmatic absolutist, the part-time relativist; and, by such means, cease to be the dysfunctional non-pragmatist and the selfish non-existentialist in order to humbly assume a role more in keeping with the economics of this world at large… so that we might be of better service to others, indeed, find ‘our’ freedom as that to be mutually found only through(-)others..!! (xxxi)







           Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 22.11.22.
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� 	A complex allusion to a realm of fantasy, or, to the mythical realm of Nod… where Adam could buy a second wife (deconstructing the more literal interpretation of the biblical myths of the Creation in Genesis); the imaginary land of Noddy and Bigg(y) Ears, courtesy of Enid Blyton (childhood heroes of mine along with Donald Duck, Scrooge McDuck, Gyro Gearloose and lucky Gladstone Gander. Both Superman and Batman did not figure on this list. How I survived my childhood, I do not know?). Or, just the land of Nod, where, in nodding off, you just ‘go’ to sleep…


� 	I.e., arguing, as a bare minimum, for a trimodal sense and semblance of positioning contra all unimodal and bimodal forms of impossible positioning.


� 	10th January, 49 B.CE.


� 	An example of another dare or wager. In a process of treatment (subject to transformational retreatment) there is only these three dialectical combinations, namely, analysis, synthesis, and nomination. A fourth party cannot be envisaged. They also form the three dialectical moments of the hermeneutic circle of comprehension’ [being respectively parts, whole and whole-and-parts] which is my trimodal translation of a ‘hermeneutic circle’ (which also parallels the moments in the overall transcendental suspension at the center of the ‘extensive suspension’. When modes of ‘economic inter-translation’ are available through a direct or indirect mediation by the hypothetical ‘archetypal economy’). That this definitive trimodal rule also has profound ramification for the interpretation of an anti-representational economy and for a much deeper understanding of the nature of relegation (as also needing to observe ‘de-relegation’ and a possible ‘delegation’ when the relegated miscreant, either as a philo-sophist or as a mis-disciplinarian or as a more dysfunctional dys-disciplinarian, eventually sees the ‘light’, becomes reformed and through such a change of heart, such a ‘turn-around’, in their adopting and adapting a revolutionary-like process of re-direction actually instantiates, in their very own person, an instance of ‘philosophical progress’ or ‘disciplinary progress’. In that regard, who can say then “there is no such thing as ‘philosophical progress!’, etc?” However, as just noted, an even more profound ramification of this definitive trimodal rule is that our very best, ongoing interpretation/s of an anti-representationalistic stance is that the anti-representationalist can only subtly preference such a subtle position given that it is to be arrived at through both a suspension of the pre-positioning of both a presentational and representational stance and, then, a joint suspension of all three positionings as well. Forever a work in progress and something that can be only be approached and never appropriated. Hence the potential de-relegation of the relegated miscreant as long as they come to understand the dialectical subtlety of such subtle preferences where all imputations are treated (through transformational retreatment) as a dialectical mix of both extrapolation and non-extrapolation, suspension and non-suspension, albeit with a subtle preference for the anti-representational mix of a ‘suspended non-extrapolation of the imputative structural-functions resident in that specific imputation’. That once this approach is realized as that which cannot be fully appropriated, only subtly approached and subtly appropriated from a existentially oriented, pro-relational perspective, that that candidate can then be nominated, for as long as they maintain such an attitude, as a working, bone fides ‘delegated philosopher’ (given such ‘de-relegated delegation’). But, such ‘formidable’ things, as noted here, are only given an advance advertisement being more fully explicated in the third section of Part II).


� 	Because each of these economic operators in a certain economy is relatively incommensurable, but, equally, also correlatively constitute each other in that same economy. Where any one operator can be defined through the joint negation of the other two operators (implying only two operators are needed to initially define that same economy). Moreover, through economy induction, the well-explicated exposition of any one operator is enough for the rest of that economy to be simulated through the correlativity of such dialectical moments or polarities. At the same time, as noted, no one moment can be absolutely approached and appropriated. Only subtly approached and subtly appropriated from a position of the subtly suspended non-extrapolation of the ensuing e/valuational formation of at same resident imputation.





