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Part Three

The Pursuit of Philosophy as a Discipline  - Volume II
The Practicality of Philosophy as a Discipline:
Answering Humean Concerns on the Nature of Causal Experience…* 


Through time, tall trees have cast long shadows. Between those shaded glades, planted by the great philosophers Hume and Kant, let us walk towards a possible clearing whilst treading a path, although forged with some concerns, hopefully, might shed a sharper, novel light upon such proceedings… (1916)

For Hume, the ‘necessity’ of causality is ensconced in ‘those impressions that imaginatively project only a recognition of habitual expectations’, etc. For Kant, causation is indicative of a problematic concept of how to view the ‘synthetic a priori’, in a tentative linking of possibility, actuality and necessity, etc. Rather than approaching their technical concepts, and engineer a problematic interaction that would arise through the resurrection of two complex, archaic languages, and, where one of those must be transposed through the long travails of translation, let me, instead, forge a new language game where these problematic issues might be found as relatively non-existent, and, therein and thereafter, effectively dissolved and perhaps permanently resolved. Or, at the very least, re-cast in a different mould; stamping out a novel way of seeing such problems and proffering, in the process, some new philosophical insights. Hence this simple essay… (1917)

One of the techniques to be used in this exposition will be to adopt and adapt methods developed in the six philosophies as outlined in my Six Lectures. Those six philosophies were Analogical, Mundane, Transgressive, Economic, Trans-Mundane, and Existential. (1918)

‘Cause and effect’, more treated as a metaphor, under normal circumstances, is not problematic, but, under a process of close philosophical scrutiny is endlessly problematic and controversial. Behind this binary expression ‘cause and effect’ are a set of metaphorical connotations through which we can see a number of metaphorical associations. E.g., the invocation of a ‘cause’ represented as a ‘seed’, and, the ‘effect’ rendered as the ‘seedling’ growing from the destruction of that seed as its cause. Or, as a feather blown in the wind where the cause is the wind and the ‘sideways moving feather’ represents the ‘effects’ of that wind. Into this binary model we can fit a vast range of other metaphors from a ‘melting block of ice-cream’
 to the ‘turning the lights on with the use of a switch’, from the ‘striking of a match’ to the ‘deliberate rolling of a boulder down the sides of a hill’,
 and so on and so forth... (1919)
*    
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But, an analogical philosophy as a philosophy will soon fail us because metaphors are either habitually mistreated through either the fallacy of the over-extended analogy or through our invoking problematic forms of literalization, or, indeed, by the very fact that the interpretation of the analogical needs to invoke non-analogical forms of treatment. A good place to start but somewhere as a place we cannot stay and where we certainly cannot remain. (1920)

A mundane philosophy, merely invoking what is already to hand, is also problematic because the binary nature of ‘cause and effect’ cannot be other than problematic when subjected to philosophical scrutiny. This observation being prompted by the central tenet of an economic philosophy which argues that univocal and binary expressions and concepts need to be recast as ‘field phenomena’ and treated as tripolar and interpreted through a suitable trimodal lens, or set of such lenses. (1921)

As a general definition we could say that ‘an effect succeeds the cause and is related to the same through causation’. But, we could validly object to note that ‘if a cause is not contiguous with its effect it cannot be that cause that causes the ensuing effect, and, if the cause is completely coincident with that effect, again, it cannot be the cause being equally equivalent and identical to the effect, etc. Or, again, if cause and effect sort of roughly overlap
 what usefulness could be found in such an approach where part of a cause occurs after part of the effect, and so on.  So, whither cause and effect?  (1922)

A doorway is either open or shut. Therefore, how could a doorway be opened when it’s already opened, and, shut when it’s already shut. So, here, defined in this binary form(at), no doorway could either be ever opened or be ever shut. But, we know we can open and shut doorways, so, the binary nature of ‘cause and effect’ is better regarded as bimodal, limited and metaphorical in nature… and, must be dismissed as a viable candidate for serious philosophical exploration and scrutiny. (1923)

On the other hand, if we were to invoke a suitable trimodal description, such as, e.g., ‘shut doorways, doorways being either opened or shut, and opened doorways’ and this dialectical problem can be made to go away and disappear. So, e.g., our passage through an open doorway demands that the doorway not be shut, and, that it is either being opened or is already open, etc. (1924)


As a provisional replacement for this binary, metaphorical-like concept of ‘cause and effect’ one might invoke a conditional approach entailing an economy consisting of the pre-conditional, the conditional and the post-conditional. Where each of these terms is not to be conceived of as completely self-contained and isolated, but, as polar orientations, possessing degrees of polarization that are mutually co-defining and correlative despite being orientations that are polarized; albeit in relatively superficial terms of reference. Furthermore, as a provisional place to begin, one can conceive of a causal event as one where there was an alignment between the relevant pre-conditions, conditions and post-conditions. Just like, e.g., turning a light switch on necessitates that the switch itself be ‘switched on’ with full access to the power, that the power will be supplied should that switch be placed in the ‘on’ position; assuming that there is a person who is capable of turning that switch on (or that a device or application is pre-set to turn on that switch, i.e., some system is in place that is able to be turned on by itself, exercising this pre-set function just like, e.g., those automatic light switches that work with motion sensing and also turn themselves off as well when no motion has been sensed after a short period of time, etc.), that the light bulb is intact and functional; and, we have some way of recording this fact that that light bulb was able to be switched on. Hence this economic alignment between these three aspects of conditionality for that light to be turned on (and for us to know or assume that this event has occurred). That, by extension, we could also argue that that light would not be switched on if this necessary alignment were not in place, say, in a power outage, with a faulty switch or defective light bulb, or, no one was present to turn on that switch, and so on. In effect, needing only one of these pre-conditions, etc., to be not present for this alignment to not proceed; i.e., not find a state of alignment. (1925)

Now, let us admire Kant for being economical. I.e., in his arguing for three types of propositions and not for a simple contrasting binary between the analytical and the synthetical. That this is the case given that he insistently argues for analytical (a priori) propositions (that are inherently true and that this can be determined through their internal analysis and which cannot be negated without contradiction), synthetical (a posteriori) propositions (that are factually true but could be possibly false without contradiction), and, as a third category, the synthetical a priori (whilst discounting the analytical a posteriori). How should we understand this third party; how do we come to know this type of proposition and how do we subject it to some form of truth determination; i.e., subject it to e/valuation, i.e., both evaluation and valuation;
 and, should we discount this potential forth category of the analytical a posteriori (given these combinations of the analytic and synthetic, with, a priori and a posteriori)? (1926)

Now, some would argue, and quite cogently, that the analytical-synthetical distinction is a logical distinction, that a priori and a posteriori are more correctly epistemological in their origination and orientation (and, that any discussion of contingency versus non-contingency is more a metaphysically oriented type of concern). Be that as it may, these distinctions between the logical and the epistemological, etc., must also overlap given that even the logical must be epistemologically appreciated, and vice versa, etc. I.e., to some extent truth needs to be known or at least appreciated as such. On the other hand, a logical analysis of an analytical statement could demonstrate the analytical form alone of that proposition without necessarily needing to understand either its signified nominatives and/or denominatives. E.g., ‘a married man whose wife is alive is neither a widower nor a bachelor’. Or, more simply, ‘a bachelor has no wife (either de jure or de facto)’. Or, e.g., the tautology ‘it is either raining or not raining here today in the Blue Mountains’ (which cannot be neither negated nor contradicted). So, if we were to transcribe that last tautology, its logical form could be given as ‘either x or -x’ without our needing to know what ‘x’ might designate. (1927)

Now, it has always seemed obvious to me, as a contrarian, or dialectically minded person, that this analytical-synthetical distinction is somewhat contrived and not necessarily mutually exclusive. That, in essence, the way we define expressions has an analytical-like aspect or basis,
 but, that our understanding of either the generality, particularity and/or specificity
 of our nominatives and denominatives (as either predicates and/or relations) must also be filtered through experience. That to really know that ‘a bachelor is an unmarried man’ I also have to be aware of what these expressions both individually and collectively means through my lived experience in this world at large. That, in essence, for me to know that ‘an unmarried man is a bachelor’ is also a very synthetic fact. E.g., ‘let me introduce you to Fred who was a bachelor last week but who just got married in the weekend…’. Retrospectively, once acquainted with the necessary kinds of experience, I can then prospectively judge this proposition that ‘a bachelor is an unmarried man’ to be self-referentially true through an analysis of its entailed concepts. Of course, I could have been told, at the same time of my coming to know the worldly significance of these expressions, that ‘a bachelor’ is an ‘unmarried man’ and that they are just two completely synonymous expressions. Then, we can perceive things in the opposite direction as well. I have been told that ‘the planet Venus is the second planet when numbered moving outwards from the Sun.’ I have been told that this is true and that it is analytical because ‘Venus’ is defined as ‘the second planet when numbered in our going outwards from the Sun’. But, I am sure that looking upwards into the heavens at sunrise or sunset is not going to immediately confirm this proposition for me, or, even for that matter, that Venus is a planet and not just another star. So, synthetical facts can be rendered analytical through some form of equation, and, equations can be shown to be demonstrably true. That those well-formed equations, correctly formed, can then be treated as definitional. To be honest, the expression with the form ‘A = B’ and ‘B = A’ to be more fully understood and appreciated must also tell us something about the world. That even tautologies do that to some extent. So, it is ever true that ‘it is or it is not raining in the Blue Mountain’ does imply, hopefully, that it does rain sometimes in the Blue Mountains or it could rain there. Although, this proposition would also be true if applied to the surface of the Moon; still, the phenomenon of raining is understood as an ‘iterative, non-continuous phenomenon of atmospheric precipitation occurring on this planet Earth’. That this drifting towards the analytical or the synthetical is an interesting qualification of this binary ‘analytical-synthetical’ state of affairs which I will need to invoke in order to better understand the possible candidacy, or existence and relevance, of the ‘synthetic a priori’ (as well as the existence and relevance of the ‘analytical a posteriori’). (1928)

Kant felt very strongly that this category of the ‘synthetic a priori’ exists, has a candidacy among types of propositions that can be distinctively differentiated. I believe that this intuition has good grounds to recommend itself without necessarily subscribing exactly to a Kantian way of describing this potential candidate. (1929)

The ‘synthetic a priori’ can be defined as ‘a synthetic judgment or proposition that is known to be true on a priori grounds. Specifically: one that is factual but universally and necessarily true.
 For Kant the basic propositions of geometry and physics are synthetic a priori. Such a position is important for Kant as it acts as a bridge between rationalist and empiricist (styles of) epistemology and, in doing so, gives the best account for the plausibility of metaphysical knowledge that sceptics like Hume had repudiated.
 Others might opine and wonder if we really need metaphysical knowledge? But, without doubt, that is another topic, and, one, in this context, that I seek to avoid. (1930)

Now for some initial definitions (and which, later, may need to be redefined):
Analytical: Analytic propositions are propositions that are true in virtue of the meaning of the proposition (e.g., bachelors are unmarried men).

Synthetical: Any proposition whose truth is dependent upon the relationship between the content of the proposition and the world is labeled ‘synthetic’ (e.g., ‘the Moon is a rocky satellite circling the Earth’; e.g., my first black cat was called Millie Puss N Boots One-eye).

A priori: As an adjective or as an adverb… relating to or denoting reasoning or knowledge which proceeds from theoretical deduction rather than observation or experience. From the late 16th century: Latin, ‘a priori’ meaning ‘from what is before’.

A posteriori: As an adjective or as an adverb… relating to or denoting reasoning or knowledge which proceeds from observation or experience to the deduction of probable causes. A way of reasoning from known facts or past events rather than making assumptions or predictions. From early 17th century: Latin, ‘a posteriori’ meaning ‘from what comes after’.

Contingent: That subject to chance. True by virtue of the way things are and not by logical necessity. Dependent upon the nature of the situation. From Latin but acquiring this type of sense in the early 18th century.

Non(-)contingent: Not subject to chance or fact and, therefore, necessary. Not dependent on, associated with, or conditioned by something else.
 (1931)

As examples of the synthetic a priori Kant included various propositions from mathematics and physics. E.g., ‘7 + 5 = 12’. But, this type of simple mathematical equation, to my mind, is merely analytical.
 With respect to physics, Kant argues that select propositions, expressing synthetic a priori knowledge, are not only possible but necessary because all experience is only of appearances which must conform to (a priori) modes of experience. E.g., a cube is a six-sided figure with volume and where all six sides are equal in area and all internal angles of a surface are at (right) angles of exactly ninety degrees (and where all surfaces are at ninety degrees to each other as well), but, our perception of such an object is dependent upon our perceiving such an object in our pre-configuration of an understanding of ‘space’. Without this experience of such ‘space’, no cube could be perceived nor anything else for that matter. Similarly, without an experience of time we could not either open a doorway nor shut a doorway (in either virtual or non-virtual terms of reference). By extension, we could also argue that neither a process of analysis nor a process of synthesis could be enacted, etc. To add to this list, it would be tempting to include certain types of deontological and pragmatical judgments although Kant, himself ruled against this possibility. If we said ‘murder is wrong because murder is wrong’ we would be merely uttering an analytical-like proposition. Or, if we were to insist that murder is found to be culturally ‘wrong’ because most people were of the opinion that it were to be ‘wrong’ then it would follow that it was little more that a ‘fact’ that ‘people’s cultural opinions were such that in this culture, as questioned, that people generally held the thought that, indeed,  ‘murder was wrong’. On the other hand, to take a pro-relational stance we should be able to get around this veritable meat-cleaver that likes to clearly divide the analytical from the synthetical, and v.v., by defining ‘murder’ as ‘the radical reduction of relational richness in a relationship by the taking of a life of a member in that relationship without some suitable form of comparable justification’. That, in the same vein, an entire (existential-like
) ethics could be created around ‘both the engineered benefits to be gained through positive valuational enrichment and those engineered efforts to either conserve or prevent the loss of such positive valuational formation and/or guard against the admission of negative forms of engineered or non-engineered negative valuational losses, and so on…’ But, be that as it may or may not stand up in a critical court of philosophical debate and well-reasoned argument, we can circumvent this problematic issue by invoking a more ‘process-orientated selection of propositions’ in order to extricate ourselves from this type of controversial conundrum. Instead of just supporting this contention that there are synthetic a priori propositions, let us accept that there are propositions that are relatively analytical, by virtue of their logical form, and, that there are other propositions that are relatively synthetical by nature, being contingent on natural experience, but, to this double listing we can add propositions that are ‘migrating’ one way or the other, i.e., moving either towards a process of analytical reduction or towards a process of synthetic reconstitution;
 and, that either direction can be informative in its own way in accordance with either the contours of the generality, particularity and/or specificity being invoked. (1932)

Kant thought propositions that were deemed to be analytic a posteriori to be self-contradictory. But some philosophers think otherwise, e.g., Stephen Palmquist and Saul Kripke.
 Analytic a posteriori claims are generally considered to be paradoxical. An analytic proposition is ‘inherent’ given that its truth is entirely a function of its meaning, in a way that is not the case for a synthetic proposition. That, in essence, its truth should be apparently obvious on analysis. That, the a priori/a posteriori distinction is about whether we know something from experience. This may seem similar but it is distinct from the analytic-synthetic question (which, again, is about whether the subject contains the predicate or not). However, some modern critics like Stephen Palmquist have argued that in fact philosophy requires these aposterior analytic claims to function in its characteristic ‘hypothetical’ mode. That there is a class of propositions that should be interpreted along those lines. E.g., Kripke argues that even though ‘the Morning Star (Phosphorus) is the Evening Star (Hesperus) and is nothing other than Venus’ might now be treated as ‘analytical’, still, our knowledgeable understanding of this proposition was acquired historically from the realization that this equivalence could be truthfully entertained from experience. Similarly, that ‘water is h2o’ is not self-evident even though it could be treated retrospectively as analytic a priori. Thus, to the extent this proposition could be thought, it originally would have been analytic a posteriori. Hence a transition, and a transformation in understanding, is implied that suggests that this process from the analytic a posteriori to the analytic a priori is a distinct possibility, and, that similar reasons could be educed for supposing the opposite direction is possible as well, namely, from the synthetic a posteriori to the synthetic a priori is a direction that should also be contemplated. E.g., taking the position that the very experience of experience itself is contingent on a priori modes or categories of thought and, therefore, cannot be purely contingent on the synthetic a posteriori as merely determined through the facts of our existence as catalogued through the mere singularity of lived experience per se without access to such a priori forms that allow us to entertain nominatives and denominatives, etc. Of course, whether that is or is not the case is another matter as that type of positioning is not under debate in this essay. (1933)
However, the main point of this digression is that I would like to merely present, economically, in both senses, the fact that we need propositions to ‘migrate’ towards the analytical and synthetical ends of this analytical-synthetical spectrum in order to eventually find and treat all propositions as either analytically oriented, synthetically oriented, or, in transition between such polarities, indeed, as forming this third polarity in order for us to philosophically explore and scrutinize in closer detail the processes-and-contents of such intentional acts treated as ‘propositional representations’ (where the ‘representational economy’, itself, must be read as an ‘emergent field of phenomenal-phenomenological presentation, non-chaotically oriented hermeneutical representation and [non-systematic
] existential aspects of chaotically oriented re-presentation). That, for the sake of an analogy, this trimodal translation is like the translation and conversion of the binary distinction of the ‘doorway is either open or the doorway is shut’ into the conditional perspective of ‘the doorway as either opened or shut, or, being either opened and/or being shut’.
 (1934)

That by similar means we can economically enlarge Hume’s ontology and epistemology when dealing with causal expectations, etc., and deconstruct all binary oppositions in order to demonstrate that we do not just possess impressions and expectations, observations and inferences, only analytical and synthetical propositions, etc., etc. (1935)

Hume’s argument on this topic of causally based inferences, etc., have invited various strands and strains of interpretation. The general consensus, however, is that these arguments collectively present both Hume, and ourselves, with the ostensive outline of a serious philosophical problem. Many of the solutions that have been proposed, each in their own way may well present one more piece of the puzzle that, at the end of the day, can either be resolved or is such that there is no resolution or that there is no need for such a resolution. I would contend, however, that we can work towards a sense of resolution by foregoing so-called metaphysical ‘contributions’, by translating bimodal concepts through the lens(es) of trimodal economies, etc., and realize that in causal experience we have a happy confluence of all three modalities of necessity, possibility (as the virtually envisualized) and apparent actuality (as the non-virtually envisualized) whilst treating all contributing elements as provisional polarities that cannot be completely treated as fully determined in any absolutistical sense of identity through (the impossibility of) some form of a definitive determination and resolution.
 (1936)

First, we should note by ‘inference’ I mean either a ‘deductive process of reasoning’ or an ‘inductive process of reasoning’ in which we are ‘attempting to reach a conclusion based on evidence and reasoning’. In summarizing their overall difference, we should note that deductive reasoning starts with a statement or hypothesis and then tests to see if it is true through observation, where inductive reasoning starts with an observation and moves backwards towards generalizations and theories. The stages of deduction could be summarized as theory, hypothesis, observation, and confirmation. Whereas, in contrast, the stages of induction could be summarized as theory, hypothesis, pattern, and observation.
 (1937)


Hume runs a complex argument to dispose of causal induction, or, at least, render it as a philosophical problem (that, generally, has remained problematic).
 (1938)


Hume uses the example of the apparent fact ‘that bread is nourishing’. That such an observation or opinion means that the next piece of bread will also be viewed as ‘nourishing’. Hence this causal induction, namely, in eating this piece of bread one expects it to be nourishing (and support the continued existence of that person eating that piece of bread, etc.). Hume asks on what grounds we come to our beliefs about the unobserved on the basis of inductive inferences. He presents an argument in the form of a dilemma which appears to rule out the possibility of any reasoning from the premises to the conclusion of an inductive inference. There are, he says, two possible types of arguments, “demonstrative” and “probable”, but neither will serve. A demonstratable argument produces the wrong kind of conclusion, and a probable argument would be circular. Therefore, for Hume, the problem remains of how to explain why we form any conclusions that go beyond past instances of which we have had experience. Hume stresses he is not disputing that we draw such inferences. The challenge, as he sees it, is to understand the “foundations” of the inference—the “logic” or “process of argument” that it is based upon. The problem of meeting this challenge, while evading Hume’s arguments against the possibility of doing so, has become known as “the problem of induction”.
 (1939)

Hume argues that we cannot make a causal inference purely by a priori means.
 Causation is experienced in experiential terms of reference and, specifically, in an experience of constant conjunction. E.g., we infer that the gunpowder will explode on the basis of past experience, either observed and/or recounted, of an association between gunpowder and explosions. That being the case, by what chain of reasoning is involved in this process of induction?
 (1940)

As Hume notes:

If Reason determin’d us, it would proceed upon that principle that instances, of which we have had no experience, must resemble those, of which we have had experience, and that the course of nature continues always uniformly the same. (Treatise.1.3.6.4) (1941)


This principle, as a claim of similarity or resemblance between observed and unobserved regularities, is sometimes referred to as the ‘Uniformity Principle’. Sometimes it is called the ‘Resemblance Principle’, or the ‘Principle of Uniformity of Nature’.
 I would rather treat this so-called principle as a ‘necessary alignment’ to be observed both within causal processes and between similar process of causation, without directly implicating some metaphysical-like principle. (1942) 

Hume notes:

All reasoning may be divided into two kinds, namely, demonstrative reasoning, or that concerning relations of ideas, and moral reasoning, or that concerning matter of fact and existence. (Enquiry. 4.2.18) (1943)


First, Hume argues that the reasoning cannot be demonstrative, because demonstrative reasoning only establishes conclusions which cannot be conceived to be false.
 Indeed, how can we argue against an analytical definition which say this is true or false, or, good or bad, and, that this must be true or false, or, good or bad because it must be true or false, or, good or bad, and so on and so forth?! (1944)

Second, the other variety of reasoning deals only with ‘probabilities’. Therefore, if the chain of reasoning is based on an argument of this kind it will again be relying on this supposition ‘and taking that for granted, which is the very point of the question.
 I.e., that this form of dependence is circular. (1945)
Now, the horns of the dilemma are this. Demonstrative arguments establish an argument whose negation is a contradiction. The negation of this Principle of Uniformity is not a contradiction. Therefore, there is no demonstrative argument for such Uniformity. Whereas, a probable argument for this Principle of Uniformity must have already presupposed this same Principle. An argument for such a Principle should not invoke that same Principle. So, there can be no probable argument for this Principle. I.e., there can be no sound (probable) argument for this Principle. (1946)
Indeed, both demonstrative and probable arguments will fail to establish this Principle of Uniformity. (1947)


But, Hume does proffer a sort of solution, namely, that the force that impels us to accept the most probable outcomes of causal processes, through induction, must be the power of our imaginations to make such strongly bonded connections. (1948)


However, in considering the very bones of this argument against the necessity of causal induction we should ask ourselves do we need a Principle of Uniformity, and, are there only two types of propositionally constructed argument, and, is imagination the only form of association that we can avail ourselves of in coming to such a ‘non-substantiated’ form of conclusion? Or, is it the case that all circular and all economic arguments are necessarily ‘vicious’, could not some be emergently informative?
  (1949)

In tackling Humean concerns re causal induction, etc., as noted, we could do away with principles of uniformity, or similar, as just unnecessary metaphysical baggage. A Principle of Uniformity of Nature need be nothing more than a recognition that an alignment must be already be in place between all relevant and essential aspects of the conditional for the causal process to proceed in the manner it does, and, that this same overall condition must apply is a similar type of situation observed or expected to conform to such anticipations. It is natural to find expectations being formed upon such alignments, either observed and/or inferred. Such expectations, indeed, have led us to naturally associated certain ‘outcomes’ (which we need to re-read as relatively accepted post-conditions treated as either actual or possible occurrences that have occurred or might occur; that, therefore, are to be economically treated as ‘post-conditionals’ either realized and/or to be expected) to be then treated as either facts and/or expectations as arising with certain ‘causes’ (which, in turn, we need to re-read as relatively accepted pre-conditions and conditions; i.e,, as ‘conditionals’), and, that collectively these terms are co-defined as such, to that extent, through the necessity of alignment of all conditional aspects. So, a pre-conditional factor is only a pre-conditional factor when all necessary pre-conditional factors along with all necessary conditional factors are able to collective produce (or re(-)produce) a post-conditional outcome through such conditional alignment. E.g., a defective match may look like a ‘match’ but if it cannot function as such ‘it is not fully a match’ by definition, etc., only taking on the ‘resemblance of a match’. Now, metaphorically, we could refer to this conditional process of causal transformation as on a horizontal level (in meta-terms of reference) (through the object-like level of the nature of its treatment whose overall treatment would involve theoretical deployment, practical employment and critical re-deployment). However, its truth determination should be viewed as if conducted on a vertical series of meta-levels
 (whose overall treatment would involve theoretical deployment, practical employment and critical re-deployment) as demonstrated by a semantic theory as presented by Tarski, e.g.
 All relevant and necessary conditionals need to be in an alignment for the causal process to proceed, and, expectations are part of an economy where on an analytical basis analytically oriented materials must already be in place in a complex of propositions in order for them to collectively migrate towards a synthetic-like status to be, then, finally subjected to a process of truth determination through the ensuing discernment enacted through an interactive mix of such necessity, possibility and actuality to be found already in situ. I.e., analytically oriented necessity, expectational possibility, and, a tentative confirmation of actual synthetic representations discerned as factual representations (as discerned in a sixth cognitively/trans-cognitively ordered classification). That this economic circularity must also operate in the opposite direction where synthetically oriented truth determinations then progressively re-inform the analytical nature of semantic identity on atomic and molecular levels as well as re-informing such narrated positionings that realized such information in the first place (and then on to recharging and re-shaping a set of critical attitudes co-associated with such representative machinations and their ensuing judgments
). The implication that then follows is that there are two kinds of propositional argument, namely those that co-opt non-migratory propositions, being of two varieties, namely, those whose flavour is analytical in orientation or synthetical in orientation, and, those that are migratory, also in two flavours, namely, those that are informing an analytical orientation and those that are informing a synthetical orientation. That a propositional economy, therefore, cannot be reduced merely to two types of proposition that are either analytical or synthetical (in orientation). (1950)
That throughout processes of truth determination we also need to be mindful that occasionally we do get it wrong, but, that we neither get it completely wrong nor completely right.
 E.g., we may inductively infer ‘that the next swan we see is a white swan’ but if we moved to Australia and observed a black swan, well, let us take comfort in the fact that it is still a ‘swan’, or, at the very least another ‘water bird of a similar shape to a white swan as might be seen in Europe’, etc. I.e., inference cannot be completely wrong and need not be completely in conformity even with the most reasonable of expectations.
 Moreover, we can also infer that the very significance of the contents and force of our propositions is not only laid down through experience and reinforced through such experience, but, must also enter the very fabric of that being textually conceptualized. Just as a match is ‘match’ until we find, for whatever reason, that match does not function as a ‘match’, and, in this instance, must be treated as either ‘defective’ or ‘spent’. That in such representation we should note that such significance can also have or already has ‘a life of its own’ which demonstrates its ‘own’ essential character, and semblance of an ‘autonomy’ without us having to impart such a ‘character’ or ‘personality’. (1951)

That, it needs to be pointed out that this element of alignment already supplies a certain form of necessity which with possibility and ensuing causal actualization of the apparently actual (or non-virtual) suggests that in causation we have an economic fusion of these three modalities of necessity (through aligned conditional co-occurrence), possibility (of that which is virtually envisualized) and actuality (of that which is non-virtually envisualized)! Moreover, we can also argue that bimodal terms of reference are very limited for philosophical explorations, and, that in our close scrutiny of problematic philosophical situations we are well-advised to co-opt philosophically trimodally constructed phenomenological, hermeneutical and existential ‘tools’, as subdisciplines, along with all other relevant philosophical and non-philosophical techniques in order to better expedite the objectives of such research. (1952)


But, before I rest my case, let me sum up some of the key points involved in my way of reframing this dilemma
 ‘that causal expectations are not to be treated as possessing any fully connected form of necessity’, or, more or less, to that same effect as per Hume (where various strands and strains of interpretation have been advanced).
 ‘One swallow does not a Summer make’,
 and, given global warming, ‘the arrival of ten thousand swallows does not necessarily make a Summer either!’ (1953)

We do not need to appeal to Principles of Uniformity given that critical philosophical expectations could already establish that psychological frame of reference. That such experience is reflected and well-ensconced in our very cultural-intercultural use of language. Indeed, our manipulations of texts could not even start without meta-textual expectations driving relevant genres of textual behaviour. Then, our propositions cannot be merely divided like goats and sheep into analytical and synthetical propositions since we have to also accept those that are migrating one way or the other for either to have a distinctive sense of form (and format, and, to be informative, re-informed, etc.). That at the basis of any proposition we already have an analytical-like structure in place in order to integrate a proposition as a proposition qua proposition. Furthermore, all conditional factors have to be in the necessary state of alignment for the causal transformation to be observed. That through necessary forms of economic correlativity such factors must also ‘reflect’ each other, albeit from their hypothetical point of view; i.e., the causal, expectational, semantic, modal economies, etc., that are already in place in order to review a situation as inviting our causal inspection, etc. Furthermore, all truth determinations cannot be conducted purely on a semantic level of either theoretical deployment, practical employment and/or critical re-deployment given this spectrum of modalities involved, i.e., necessity, possibility and actuality. That, ultimately, there are no neat binaries between analytical propositions and synthetical propositions; that in an expectational economy there can be no pure binary oppositions between practically ‘safe’ expectations and ‘not so safe’ expectations; and, in an economy of truth determination there can be no pure binaries between true truth determinations and non-true truth determinations, but, what we can fall back on are probabilities that are either overlooked or not overlooked as such, and, yet, where we often make very realistic decisions whilst conveniently overlooking such ‘provisional grounds of determination’ (that, in lived reality, all too often deserve to be non-philosophically overlooked). That our passage through this world is very much a work in progress, but, still, for all that, very much a progressive process hopefully refined through the ongoing exigencies of life itself. A sense of life, indeed, that is both foundered and grounded upon a certain well-established degree of insurance and assurance that conditional forms of alignment will most likely ensure the realization of our aspirations when we ensure the necessary alignment between all relevant and necessary conditional elements, etc.
 (1954)

Now, in reflecting upon the flux of our intentional thoughts we find that our ideas have a virtual life of their own. Then, reflecting upon the relatively non-virtual nature of the apparent majority of our overall sense perceptions we find our thoughts reflecting the transformations and/or durations of that as ‘seen’ to be either transformed or persisting in the world as ‘visualized’ about us.
 But such a binary vision of the world is dissolved when we realize that we have a certain freedom to intervene in this world as well and that this world also has the ability to representatively ‘intervene’ in the formation of our perceptions and intentions. At the doorway of this darkened room I will switch this light on, expecting it to work and suitably reveal the specific configuration of that space inside this room. Or, I might strike a match and hopefully achieve the same intention, namely, to see what is inside this room that is currently dark. So, beside the intentional having two flavours of the ‘virtual’ and the ‘non-virtual’, we must also invoke a third, namely, this ‘ability to shift from either the virtual to the non-virtual’ and/or from the non-virtual to the virtual. Moreover, we should also recognize that because of this shifting backwards and forwards from the virtual to the non-virtual, and v.v., it follows that the ‘virtual’ and the ‘non-virtual’ must be orientations and not destinations already arrived at or to be fully arrived at, and, even this shifting between these orientations qua orientations can only be as an ‘orientation’; namely, in the form of either a ‘general or particular or specifically defined moving that is towards the virtual’ and/or a ‘general or particular or specifically defined moving that is towards the non-virtual’). (1955)

So, we cannot enter and leave an analogical philosophy nor attempt to make some progress in a mundane philosophy without some suitable recourse to an economic philosophy lest we automatically stray into a transgressive philosophy through the commission of such mistakes, commit a list of fallacies, overlook the philosophical depths of that in question along with the creation of such ensuing confusions, etc. (1956)

Some might say that the mind deals with perceptions and conceptions, with things or events, or, processes or frames of reference, and so on. But, be that as it may we would be better off to recognize that we engage economically, i.e., trimodally, with whatever is to be the intentional object or intentional objective in question. Or, more to the point, we deal with economies (and economies with other economies, and economies within economies, and so on). In a temporal economy we might talk about ‘past, present and future’, or, ‘duration, spontaneity and succession’. As a philosopher we might talk about ‘necessity, actuality and possibility’. So, as an economic philosopher, we might prefer to reflect upon causation through the collective lens(es) of ‘pre-conditional, conditional and the post-conditional’ elements or aspects. Or, in reflecting upon and discussing the analytical and the synthetical we would ask ourselves just what third party might profitably flesh out that particular type of economy? Given that we can contrast the analytical with the synthetical means that we must be able to invoke a relatively overt or covert third party that allow us to think in such bimodal-like terms in the first place! That the logical nature of this third party has already been suggested by myself as propositions that are relatively migrating between analytical or synthetical polarities that cannot be ever fully attained, obtained or appropriated, etc. That to think that we can fully appropriate any form of truth determination is to make a mockery of your philosophical upbringing or, more likely, realize that your philosophical upbringing needs to be mocked in the first place. That, as well, ‘the full seeking of the necessity of causal expectations’ and ‘the full seeking of the expectations of causal necessity’ are both something that the non-philosophical person is quite happy to live without, and, from whom, I am sure, it would profit us to ‘take a similar leaf from their book (of life)’. (1957)

An economic philosophy also argues that economies can be aligned with each other, either with a reference to the philosophical mediation of an archetypal economy or without such a direct link or mediation. That, intuitively or formally, parallels can be argued for between an archetypal economy and the identification of some other economy or set of economies where one archetypal dialectical moment is found to coincide with a similar dialectical moment in some other economy being compared with that archetypal economy or some other economy. An archetypal economy being seen as possessing these three dialectical moments, namely, a foregrounded ‘focus’ (Object), background ‘field’ (World) and its co-associated subjectivity in the form of ‘frame’ or ‘framing’ (Ego) whose apparent ‘subjectivity’ is in keeping with the particular, phenomenological nature of the intentional relationship between the former focus and field. So, e.g., a field of visual perception, with visual object or object-states, is also constituted with a co-associated moment of visual subjectivity, etc. Now, on a deeper level of epistemological organization all three moments, as correlatives, could be treated as inter-translatable and fully commensurable (given that they all must necessarily contribute to that economy). However, fortunately for us, on a less organized and less commensurable level of comparison, we still find relatively commensurable dialectical moments that should allow us to align one economy with another with or without reference to an alignment with the archetypal economy. So, in an overall temporal economy I envisage parallels between past and duration (Object); present and spontaneity (Ego); and, future and succession (World). Which, in invoking a trimodal causal economy, would parallel, respectively, past and pre-conditional; present and conditional; and, future and post-conditional. Or, to invoke a modal economy we might parallel ‘past’ with the ‘analytical’ and ‘necessity’ (given its retrospective nature of its reflections and practices along with the definitive formation of past events); ‘present’ with this tentative imputation of an ‘actuality’ [echoing the imputed inter-mediation of the synthetic a priori or its equivalent as a transitory state of affairs migrating between the analytical and synthetical polarities]; and, ‘future’ with ‘possibility’ (and expectations). Provisionally determining this imputation of the ‘present’, the ‘conditional, as a ‘product of neither past necessity nor future possibility’ as well as being a product of past necessity and future possibility’. Implying this dialectical mirroring and counter-mirroring of this third orientation where the ‘present’ as a correlative anti-thesis and thesis is dialectically constituted in and through this conjunction of temporal and modal economies. But, let us put to the side this problematic concept of the synthetic a priori in order to see how we might better define such a dialectical-like term in the relevancy of a causal economy as we procced to re-define it in more suitable economic terms of reference
]?)? In effect, as a process already to some extent begun in the earlier recognizing of a ‘migration between the analytic and synthetic poles’.
 (1958)

How might we give detail to this conjecture, namely, that the entertainment of binary relations can only be enacted as a field phenomenon implying either the covert or overt inclusion of a relevant third party as a third orientation reflecting the constitutional presence of a third pole or dialectical moment? (1959)

On one hand, we have two parties in an informational or knowledge economy, namely the synthetical and the analytical. Then, on the other hand, we have in a modal economy the three parties of possibility, actuality and necessity. How might we align such factors and, by such means, begin to progressively define an indication of this third moment in this economy of information or knowledge (through what in effect is a ‘complexification’ of economies
)? (1960)

For a start, the ‘analytical’ is seen as ‘necessary’, and, the ‘synthetical’ as ‘possible’ (because although treated as a ‘true statement of fact’ it might transpire with more evidence that we were wrong to subscribe to that overall truth determination hence its treatment as pertaining only to the possible if and only if it can be shown to be sensible,
 i.e., therein and thereafter as possible). This leaves x as coincident or aligned or isomorphic with the (non-virtual) modality of ‘actuality’. The obvious candidate must be some form of unique specificity given that the actuality of that specification is currently beyond question (although, of course, its full determination is another matter, but, then, again, not a matter that should detain us too much
). However, if what we assume to be uniquely specified is shown not to be ‘actual’ then obviously we have not uniquely specified what was regarded as ‘actual’; albeit as that which is to be treated in such definitive terms as long as such treatment can be maintained and also shown to be neither a question of analytical necessity or synthetical possibility. On the other hand, it could also be shown that specificity on a deeper level of epistemological appreciation must also imply a conjunction of the possible with the necessary in their mutual co-creation of that which is to be uniquely ‘specified’ as relatively ‘actual’. To some considerable extent this is in an alignment with our natural intuitions (albeit philosophically filtered) given that actual fact(ual)s must be both possible and necessary
 (given their sixth cognitively/trans-cognitively ordered factual status; although not without possible revision in this status should evidence revoke or modify such an e/valuation). Let me restate this overall argument in closely observed detail! (1961)

Either through the mediation of an archetypal economy or without such meditation we can parallel and align two or more economies, suitably constituted in trimodal terms of reference, in such a way that they can mutually analogue, inform, characterize, detail, etc., the nature of each other’s parallel polarities or dialectical moments. This I have already outlined
 and in a tabulated form the following has been articulated: 
Archetypal Economy:     Object

  World

Ego
Gestalt Economy:            Foreground focus   Background field 
Subjective framing
Sub-disciplinary Econ:    Phenomenology
  Hermeneutics
(N-S.) Existentialism 
Temporal Economy:
       Past

  Future

Present
Causal Economy:
       Pre-conditional       Post-conditional
Conditional
Modal Economy:
       Necessity

   Possibility

Actuality (‘x’) (1962) 

Where x, in modal terms, is treated as ‘actuality’ but through parallel alignment can also be seen as coincident with the Ego moment, framing, the non-systematic existential ‘third’ moment, present, conditional and actuality (given that this last descriptor is the only modal alternative available in the set of necessity, possibility and actuality). (1963)

That in resurrecting a ‘(putative or de facto) synthetic a priori’ or its ‘migratory equivalent’ we can speculate, albeit through economic parallelism (and economic complexification), that this same type of proposition also represents ‘subjective framing’, etc., and on to the designation of ‘actuality’ (as per the above list).
 (1964)

I would like to think that both certain Humean concerns (over the apparent necessity of causal connections) and certain Kantian concerns (over the possibility of a synthetic a priori or its equivalent, as proposed by myself) could be sufficiently defused economically in such a manner that metaphysical principles or entities need not be invoked; that all determinations be explicated in economic terms; that all economic determinations be treated as polarities and not states that could be completely realized, and, as such, that provisional terms of reference are perfectly acceptable in their designation be that either as nominatives or as denominatives; that propositions already demonstrate a qualified level of semantic necessity; that there could not be a functioning propositional economy without migratory propositions moving towards synthetic or analytic poles, and that such momentum acts as a third economic pole; that this third pole as a third moment is characterized as the subjective framing or positioning of the Ego moment (in the archetypal economy), parallels the non-systematic existential third moment and its non-textual dealings with simulated-simulations, the present moment, the conditional and the idea of actuality (albeit as viewed in flux between the forces of a past of being and a future of becoming). (1965)

In a concluding of this exploratory essay, let me tie up a few loose threads. For a start, the dialectical progression of World (as a consonant background) to Object (and its dissonant foreground) to Ego (and its harmonized resolution of the former) is to be read along harmonic lines and, through ongoing processes of resolution, ensures the qualified persistence of the primary relationship subjected to such re-iterated considerations. Although we can treat dialectical moments or economic polarities, etc., as relatively incommensurable and distinctive, at the same time, through processes of ongoing harmonic resolution there is a profound expression of integration and integrity that cannot be even half pulled apart. That, in essence, these distinctive expressions of World, Object, and Ego; future, past, and present; post-conditional, pre-conditional, and conditional; possibility, etc., must also be treated as mutual correlativities that economically co-define each other. That the very facticity of a relationship, its existential differential, that emergent existential excess or surplus that cannot be reduced to the mere material instantiation of a relationship implies that such economies, all economies cannot be pulled a part given that such aspectival or perspectival ‘realities’ express an overall semblance, imputation or anticipation
 of lived reality that cannot be reduced to any mere material footprint of that relationship in question.
 That such considerations must lead me to both ask and answer why should we take an economic tack in our philosophical researches? Basically, that the taking of such an economic outlook promotes a pro-relational stance that is both existential and insightful. Without such a perspective, all ensuing philosophical discourse is relatively superficial; prone to fall into endless controversies; will automatically lack a deep sense of the ethical if given our non-acceptance of a relational sphere; a relational sphere that has a life of its own, a sense of autonomy that needs to be recognized and before which we should seek to promote viable forms of alignment that beneficially engineer the progressive enrichment of our lives as we stand both before others and before-others.
 That such an economic outlook is the key to an insightful appreciation of ‘the world as it is (to-be-lived)’ to that extent we can be privy to such ‘direct engagement’. A work ever in progress, where inevitable acts of speculation need to be discerned as either viable or not so viable, etc.
 A process that economically invokes an extensive suspension
 that continually deconstructs all tendencies for forms of ideological extremism to arise let alone persist. That such a surplus can also re-direct our passage through this world in an existential interventionalism delivered in such a manner that we become existential agents continually refining ‘our’ freedom through the mutual freedom of others as they will find their mutual freedom continually being re-defined through us…! (1966)





       
        Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 6.9.20.
Some ‘Final’ Provisional Conclusions and Comments

Hume, and everyone else, need not be too concerned over the causal course of inductive reasoning. We live quite happily on a very broad landscape where the indefinite edges of completely determined truth determinations, in the form of absolutistical truth and non-truth, play no direct and meaningful role for us. Moreover, it is the nature of causal experience that it be aligned between pre-conditions, conditions and post-conditions, through necessity, both causally and intentionally, for ourselves to be able to even aspire to intervene in this world at large; be that either ‘for us’ or ‘for-us’, although more correctly, oriented somewhere between these poles of the ‘material’ and the ‘relational’. Then, as far as the synthetic a priori has a role to play, it should be acknowledged that it has an economic purpose in establishing how we come to understand the epistemological nature of our current truth determinations as they are being made, integrating analytical orientations with synthetical orientations, and v.v. Permitting us to remain in our residence on this broad landscape constituting this overall World-of-Life. (1967)
An Additional Postscript


Hume has been very prescient and quite insightful. Necessary connections are inferred and inductions operating by themselves would be problematic. However, we will find no satisfactory solutions, and successful resolutions, if we were to ever remain in the sphere of bimodal terms of reference! Hence my expansion of a relatively metaphorical ‘cause and effect’ with a conditional reading, and, an expanding of the analytical-synthetical distinction to also include the ‘migrations’ of the synthetic a priori and analytical a posteriori. As was noted, perhaps we should also translate the bimodal inferential economy of deductions versus inductions
 with inclusion of abduction?
 (1968)

I am sure Hume is right that there can be no ‘impression’ that could ever match a ‘the necessity of a causal connection’. That, in this light, we should argue that neither some form of a telescope nor microscope, indeed, any instrument whatsoever, is going to find the representation of such an imputation. Of course we could talk about causal forces, or, the powers of causation to produce a product y from a transformation of product x, but, that such talk should be dismissed, on one hand, as metaphorical, and, on the other, regarded as more ‘transcendental’ in a Kantian-like sense without carelessly bounding off into the controversial quick-sands of an unchecked and fully-fledged form of metaphysical thinking.
 That spatial, substantial, temporal, subjective and causal features are elementary facets built into the very nature of the constitution of intentional experience, etc., that cannot be had without some or all of those ‘transcendental’ features.
 (1969)

I have also argued in Volume III that intentions per se are incapable of being enacted in non-virtual terms of reference. The virtually envisualized intention ‘to eat an apple’ is just that, merely the intention ‘to eat an apple’. In order to eat that apple, I have to enact that intention through a judgment conducted in trans-intentional terms of reference to the effect that ‘I am going to eat that apple now (or in some other period of time)’. In the same vein I make a difference between a cognitive/intentional calculation and a trans-cognitive/trans-intentional judgment. Let me illustrate this difference. Say, I go to a local auction and I am successful in bidding for a collection of thirty-seven pocket watches. I have decided my horological interests need to be exercised in such a manner that by getting these watches working, cleaned and in presentable form I might be able to make some pocket money at the local markets. At the end of the auction, I pay the due amount and collect these watches. By merely looking at this pile of watches in a box I cannot say whether I have the full thirty-seven as stated in the catalogue. However, I do know that one watch by itself is worth all the others put together and in looking for this special watch I find it to be absent. But, how many watches are present I can only determine by counting each one which takes a few minutes to complete. Finding only thirty-six, I ask the management to find the missing watch which, fortunately, they find on the shelf where this box had resided. Of course, I have my suspicions, but, in being reunited with this special watch and the other thirty-six I do not voice such an issue. The point of this anecdote being this. A judgment is practically timeless in its formation, but, a calculation is a process that involves a series of judgments conducted over a period of time. To see that this special watch was not present in this box of thirty-six pocket watches took time to find out. Then, counting the watches took even more time. But the final judgment that only thirty-six pocket watches were present and not thirty-seven was realized in an instant, as if a momentary affair. This type of difference is also present between virtual intentions and their non-virtual enaction. I could stare at an apple for ‘ever and a day’ because the mere intention is not going to get me to eat that apple. On the other hand, the decision, as a trans-intentional judgment, would let me do just that.
 How is this transition put into effect? As argued elsewhere, I would like to think that the pre-cognitive intensity of that ‘desire to eat that apple’ is unleashed through the suspension of the suspension that entertains the question ‘do I want to eat that apple or do I not want to eat that apple (now)?’ This conjunctive suspension feeds into an economy of suspension. But, suspensions also have to be de-suspended lest be we trapped (psychotically?) within their confines (or neurotically trapped outside their confines?) with the application of a de-suspension of that more central suspension. Such details I have looked more closely at earlier in the extended-essay.
  (1970)     

Thanking those people who have contributed to these ensuing reconsiderations as noted above. (1971)

      Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 18.9.20.
The Pursuit of Philosophy as a Discipline  - Volume II
The Practicality of Philosophy as a Discipline:
Postscript… and Pre-Introduction to ‘Prescience’ (Volume III)*


What constitutes a critical philosophy worthy of that appellation? Would these six philosophies as outlined in my Six Lectures be such a candidate? Or, should the existential philosophy alone award itself this crown of laurel leaves? (1972)


Ideally, I believe, or rather conjecture, that a well-pre-informed and well-suspended suitably reflected upon relational representation, subject to the requisite instantiation of a pro-relational review, could well stand alone in seeing out its own existential aspirations to oversee the self-performance of its own critically re-informed observations. Or, in other words, an existential attitude alone, dutifully executed, would have no need for these five other philosophies. Its ‘observations’ being treated in both senses of our being ‘observant’, namely, both in the form of a passive, insightful appreciation of that being found to hand and the response of an active process of engaged intervention delivered in a responsible form exerted to that extent it might appear to have been ‘called for’. But, both unfortunately and fortunately, we do not live in an ideal world and so the other five philosophies should well-temper either the over exuberance or under exuberance of any ensuing ‘existential reply’ and further refine and re-define its existential re-directedness. Thence this hope that these six philosophies can collectively constitute the practical formation of a critical philosophy capable of addressing a wide range of existential crises already facing us in the advent of this Contemporary era and world. (1973)


Under normal circumstance, I would suggest a philosopher should spend their time divided equally between theoretical, practical and critical forms of philosophical research. Almost as a suspension, through the equal weighting of these three divisions, in our apportioning the re-direction of our resources and objectives. This, indeed, might be a good rule to follow. However, if you were inside a burning house, I am sure you would reallocate your resources accordingly in the light of the exigencies currently found to hand! Theoretical concerns would immediately dissipate. To be practical, you might be able to put out this fire; if it were small and was located in one room. On the other hand, if it were more extensive, your priorities would be to see that no one is in danger, safely remove yourselves from those premises, and call for the fire brigade. When that fire had subsided you might then critically want to know why that fire had occurred and whether your responses and those of others were appropriate, proper and apposite given the specific configuration of those situated circumstances? That specific fire circumscribes and centers the unique history of those circumstances and, thereby, defines it situatedness both for us and for-us. (1974)


However, if our metaphorical Home, this planet itself, is metaphorically on ‘fire’, in all senses of that expression, then this metaphorical treatment is going to fail us. The fallacy of the over-extended metaphor is going to exert its full force. As our ‘home’, yes, but one we are unable to leave (and for the foreseeable future contrary to the advice of countless science fiction scenarios that would have us wander through the vast extent of galactic space looking for some other refuge). Moreover, this ‘fire’ is not one that can be ‘metaphorically’ put out by water or merely our attending to the so-called fire economy or fire-triangle by either the removal of the fuel or oxygen or heat. Rather, we have to hope that collective action, effectively re-directed, will directly ameliorate the root causes instrumental in such unsustainable imbalances. (1975)

With a concerted effort, suitably addressed, we need to rectify the underlying imbalances rampant in a wide variety of defective economies from neo-liberally, inspired over-competitive individualism to socially, impersonally inattentive, non-competitive and corruptly overseen forms of laissez-faire, and so on. All too often, crony capitalism, in all its forms, cuts across the entire economic spectrum to the detriment of its consumers through the over-promotion of its vested concerns and other distortions, and, we must hope that such inertia can be overcome and turned around. In this the philosopher, along with all other concerned citizens, has a crucial role to play. (1976)

Although many people are familiar with the concept of ‘tipping points’ not so many people are aware of the idea of ‘path dependence’; i.e., the understanding that notes that after the crossing of a tipping point often it is not the case that a reversal of the pre-conditions of that bifurcation can actually return us to those conditions that were prevalent before that chaotic process of re-direction. Therefore, it behooves us to avoid, in the first place, having to cross those points of what could be literally ‘no return’ and seek to preserve and conserve what we are fortunate to already possess… before their loss, because, there is the probable likelihood that once lost such states as are enjoyed today may never be regained by future generations through our collective shortsightedness! (1977)

Not only are the inhabitants of our Home under the threat of a metaphorical eviction, knowing we have nowhere else to go, but, even within this House the ‘markets’ have not been too kind to most of its customers and consumers. To confront and resolve these existential crises, the critical philosopher, along with all people who truly care for this planet and all of its many inhabitants, have their work cut out for them. Just how prescient this community of the philosophical and like-minded souls can be, remains to be seen, but, I am ever hopeful all of us will eventually arise to the occasion as we shall; and, as we must..!! (1978)

Why should such a burden fall upon the shoulders of a philosopher, be they either a professional or an amateur? Because philosophical foresight is required. To make sense of a certain situation, an appropriate narrative has to be suitably formed. In the course of the requisite narrative the requisite facts have to be accommodated and the assembly can then be subjected to a process of a requisite critique, and if also required, subjected to a critically formed and informed requisite meta-critique; where that critique itself is then, too, duly appreciated. So, that understanding granted, what drives a requisite narrative, and, more specifically, what drives a philosophical narrative? (1979)

My recent understanding of such an issue is this, namely, that a perceived anomalization drives a narrative in the light of the nature of such apperception, and, that a perceived philosophical anomalization drives an ensuing philosophically oriented narrative. Let me briefly explore this difference in how different types of anomalies find themselves being reviewed. (1980)

E.g., what might this difference be, say, for an historian and, in contrast, say, for a philosopher? The historian might be concerned about the historical accuracy of a set of received historical facts, or, they may find that in the interpretation of those received facts a certain narrative conflicts with some other account and that they feel, as a requisite disciplinarian, that it behooves them to resolve such apparent anomalies. Or, as it might be the case, a philosopher reviews those same historical facts and narratives but feels a need to question the same, albeit this time from a philosophical perspective. How, then, might a philosophical perspective be articulated and demonstrated as different from an historical approach? Or, in the same vein, just how does a philosopher experience some form of philosophical anomalization? (1981)

I would like to think that a philosopher either finds a philosophical problem or, by ‘leaning on’ the textual situation in question, finds what can be philosophically problematized. Such problematicity accepted, what then divides the philosophical treatment of such anomalization from a non-philosophically constituted approach, say, as advanced by that historian, e.g. Obviously, if both of these disciplinarians are using the same factual material what would then allow them to treat that set of facts in either an historical light or in a philosophical light? (1982)

Just what might a philosopher find disconcerting about a certain set of ‘facts’? For a start, they are formed, as for all disciplinarians and non-disciplinarians alike, as texts. Either as an individual text, series and/or set/s of text in either an open or closed format. I.e., either as circumscribed in the presentation already found to hand, or, as circumscribed but also open to the ongoing advent of additional information also being brought to bear in accordance with the relevancy and availability of such information. Obviously, such textual material will be read and written, re(-)read and re(-)written in the light of those narratives being utilized for such interpretations. Just how, in what manner would a philosopher, e.g., find their viewing of that textual situation to be philosophically problematic? In my opinion, they would do so under four headings. First, from a virtual orientation, the logical format and form of that set of ‘facts’ would be under philosophical consideration; i.e., in terms of the individual and overall cogency of premises, arguments and conclusions. Second, from a non-virtual orientation, the consequential format and form of that set of ‘facts’ would be under philosophical consideration; i.e., in terms of the individual and overall cogency of its apparent pre-conditions, conditions and post-conditions. Third, in a movement from the virtual to the non-virtual, an aspirational economy would be under consideration from a primary philosophical perspective. Then, fourth, in a movement from the non-virtual to the virtual, a representational economy would be under consideration from a primary philosophical perspective. Given these four areas of philosophical concern and care, just what might constitute such ‘philosophical consideration’ and/or a ‘primary philosophical perspective’? Then, just what would be held in common, if at all, for the exercise of such ‘philosophical directedness’? In this regard, I perceive the essential characteristics of a philosophical attitude as residing in the distinctiveness of the philosophical discipline albeit; as reflected through the current mix of sub-philosophical disciplines in play; as found to be actually exercised in the currency of those same reflections. Such a ‘complexion’, as to be discerned, being an expression of what constitutes the essential-like characteristics of the philosophical discipline in question; albeit as refracted through those sub-philosophical disciplines that we find being exercised in and through the distinctive manner as found conducted therein and thereafter. Such characteristics, in turn, reflecting the distinctive nature of that discipline and its sub-disciplines as found to have been invoked in the course of that ‘philosophical research’ or ‘philosophical treatment’. In essence, expressing the disciplinary differential, etc., at the very heart of that discipline in question. As noted, in this second volume, e.g., in the final section of my Six Lectures, the philosophical disciplinary differential is found in valuational formation in general, truth determination in particular, and, the specificity of the interaction of the former in the specificity of its delineation of its combined situated valuational formation and truth determination, or, for convenience, ‘the quality of its lived realization’ or, more simply, its ‘philosophical tender’ or just ‘currency’. (1983)

Obviously, a lot of work needs to be done, philosophically speaking, in order to confront the full explication of such considerations and differentiations, both within and between disciplines, etc. Hence one of the tasks to be explicated, as a work in progress, over the course of this third volume, namely, is an exploration of the interaction between philosophical facts, philosophical narratives and philosophical critiques and meta-critiques. However, a more pressing area of critical concern will be a philosophical review of those areas of contemporary experience that in and of themselves are found to be experientially anomalous… and, obviously, not just for the philosopher and the philosophically concerned. To help clarify an understanding of the methods and objectives of this next volume consider the following as analogous… (1984)

Let us say, for the setting up of a context, that we have been working all day, whether at home or at our usual place of work, and, our thoughts start to wander on to the topic of ‘the evening meal’. The thought of eating something reminds us that we are starting to feel quite hungry. Hence in the light of this anomalous experience of hunger we ask ourselves or tell ourselves just what are we going to do? Do we have a meal already prepared, are we going to cook something or buy something already cooked for us or have we a dinner date, in same form or other, already planned? This topic of tonight’s ‘evening meal’ invites the formation of a self-narrative in which we settle on a style of narration that suits a resolution of the contours of our current expectations. Then, if a certain number of options remain to be selected, we might need to critically review their individual trajectories and evaluate the comparative merit of those possibilities yet to be definitively chosen and enacted. Hence in the confines of this simple analogy we see how the resolution of anomalous experience is a driver in the formation of co-associated narratives along with their requisite narration of facts and evaluations through suitable forms of critical evaluation, etc. Hence, by analogy, the central critical preoccupations of this third volume On the Pursuit of Philosophy as a Discipline titled: The Prescience of Philosophy as a Discipline. (1985)





       
      Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 16.9.20.

*    
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� 	


‘A block of melting ice-cream’ is a somewhat problematic image as the cause (a higher differential room temperature) and effect (melting) are co-mingled over a period of time whereas cause and effect are usually treated (problematically) as successive, etc.


� 	‘Turning on of a light-switch’ and ‘the rolling of a boulder’ are both explored in the main essay.


� 	Somewhat like the melting of a block of ice-cream?


� 	I.e., perform a trans-cognitive act of judgment (enactment) and deliver that judgment in cognitive-intentional terms of reference (entracement/textual depositions).


� 	A basis that I have cashed out as the mechanics and dynamic surrounding (first cognitively ordered) non-integrated, non-integrating and (second cognitively ordered) integrated subsistent (or subsistant) thought content of (third cognitively ordered) ideas (as ideational processes). In other words, for a proposition to be integrated it has to be able to be semantically integrated which is primarily an analytical-like process. So, e.g., you can  think ‘square-table-tops’ and ‘round-table tops’ but not simultaneously ‘square and round table tops’, and, so, the latter, e.g., could never be red, etc., being unable to enter into an integrated propositional format and be formed therein, and further informed over time as new information comes to hand, etc. Indeed, such semantically forbidden propositions cannot be formed let alone further informed.


� 	Where generality is treated as primarily hermeneutical, meta-textual, and as dealing with genres of behaviours and their co-associated ‘recognition’ of con-texts; where particularity is treated as primarily phenomenal-phenomenological, textual, and ‘encountered’; and, where specificity is treated as primarily (non-systematic) existential, non-textual and ‘engaging’ simulated-simulations.


� 	As per the Merriam-Webster Online Dictionary.


� 	http://www.bluelabyrinths.com/2015/01/12/the-importance-of-the-synthetic-a-priori-in-kant-first-critique/


� 	http://www.mesacc.edu/~barsp59601/text/lex/defs/s/syntheticproposition.html


� 	Ibid.


� 	Google definitions provided by Oxford Languages.


� 	Ibid.


� 	Ibid.


� 	As per the Merriam-Webster Online Dictionary.


� 	We could argue this by noting that ‘1’ could be defined as ‘1 = 1’  where ‘1 – 1 = 0’ defining zero,  and, ‘x / x = 1’ defines ‘1’ as long as x does not equal 0; but basically accepting that either ‘1’ or ‘0’ has to be pre-defined as being either ‘1’ or ‘0’ in order to run any form of additional and/or multiplicational mathematics. But, that given and granted, then let us define any whole number, thereafter, as 0 + 1 added x times so that x = 1Ax; e.g., 2 = 1A2 (i.e., the number 1 added to 0 twice, i.e., as ‘0 +1 + 1’, and 5 = 1A5, and where  7 = 1A7, and, where 12 = 1A12… and where it can be shown the ‘5 + 7 = 12’ because ‘12 = 1A5 + 1A7 = 1A12’).


� 	To be fully ‘existential’ it would have to recognize the autonomy of this emergent existential differential to have ‘an apparent life of its own’, so to speak, and, where the relational totality cannot be just reduced to the mere summation of its material-like basis. Refer, e.g., to the Existential Philosophy as outline in my Six Lectures, etc. The history of this expression is explored in section xxiv. of the extended-essay.


� 	Through acquisition of information where there is a process that either is informing and/or is being informed.


� 	Wikipedia, under the entry for ‘A priori and a posteriori’.


� 	I use the expression ‘existential’ in two sense which should be obvious from context but where I almost religiously delineate them as either ‘non-systematic’ as the ‘third dialectical moment in an archetypal economy’ and as ‘systematic’ in the sense of what ‘emerges from the totality of the economy subjected to a suitable extensive suspension that expresses a pro-relational orientation in keeping with the existential nature of that primary relationship in question’. An existential philosophy overseeing this transition from a non-systematic to a systematic ‘overall expression of the existential’.


� 	An analogy, or economic symmetry, that can also be extended to our treatment of the ‘existential dimension’, as an ‘existential process’ as that ‘being arrived at through the existentialization of the relatively non-existential (and not the relatively existential)’ versus ‘de-existentialization’ as the de-existentializa-tion of the relatively existential (and not the relatively non-existential). 


� 	Indeed, I have argued that complete resolution is the metaphorical ‘death’ of the primary relationship in question (or, similarly, a defective process of resolution is also liable to lead to the metaphorical ‘death’ of the primary relationship in question).


� 	http://danielmiessler.com/blog/the-difference-between-deductive-and-inductive-reasoning/


� 	Hume’s arguments on this topic can be found in A Treatise of Human Nature; Book 1, part III, section 6, published in 1739; and, a shorter version can be found in An enquiry concerning human understanding; Section iv, published in 1748. Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy; The Problem of Induction.


� 	Ibid.


� 	I.e., when treated demonstratively, i.e., analytically.


� 	Ibid.


� 	Ibid.


� 	Ibid.


� 	Ibid. (Enquiry. 4.2.19, and see also Treatise. 1.3.6.7/90).


� 	Which I must answer in the affirmative; being one of the reasons why an economic approach is so invaluable.


� 	Correctly, all economic forms of pre-treatment, treatment and retreatment involve at least two meta-levels of deployment, etc., but, the point I am trying to analogue is that we need to differentiate (and also integrate) causal treatment from treatment involving truth determination and that these horizontal and vertical axes is one way of viewing and not confusing these two different forms of treatment (that are also not non-commensurable).


� 	I.e., e.g., P’ is T iff P.


� 	As I have argued elsewhere, that all forms of judgment are better appreciated through an ordered form of analysis. Invoking here a three-tiered form of philosophical exploration with philosophical facts, philosophical narratives and philosophical critiques as proposed in the main essay under a ‘Mundane Philosophy’. Such a philosophy, indeed, philosophy in general, could well start with an inferential economy noting philosophical facts as tentative input, movements between deductions to inferences, and v.v., and provisional philosophical factual output all within a delineation and re(-)delineation of narratives in suitable forms of critical re(-)framing, etc. In this same regard, noting a further parallel with the archetypal economy to the extent ‘philosophical facts’ parallel ‘the Object moment’, ‘philosophically treated narratives’ parallel ‘the World moment’, and, ‘philosophical critiques’ parallel ‘the framing of the Ego moment’.


� 	Hence my twin concepts of ‘insurance and assurance’. I.e., we have the insurance of backtracking in our processes of truth determination and then finding the assurance to begin again, and, again, if need be.


� 	In applying the twin concepts of ‘insurance and assurance’.


� 	The dilemma being that we have an impossible choice to make as to whether we either accept analytical necessity over probable necessity, or v.v. (or, some form of a merely imagined necessity for that matter).


� 	Contrary to intuition, expectations and the tenor of this paper where ‘necessity’ as ‘forms of alignments’ are already present both within and between our interpretations of both similar and different types of causal situatedness.


� 	A comment made by Aristotle.


� 	As explored elsewhere in an ‘aspiration economy’.


� 	I have argued that the pre-cognitive has a temporal-like sense of construction, whereas, in contrast, the cognitive give intentions a sort of spatial framing regardless of whether we are either perceiving or conceiving in either visual terms or not in visual terms. So, smell, e.g., can be given a sense of direction just as with hearing or touch, and where taste can be located as occurring ‘in’ the mouth, etc. So, a visual model is proposed even though it can also be regarded as something rather more along analogical lines.


� 	Given the economic nature of our enquiry, any serious philosophical, non-analogical explorations of the overall causal economy must invoke a third dialectical party in order to suitably entertain considerations of the relationship between the representation of the non-virtual constitution of synthetical nature of actual facts and the representation of the possible nature of those ‘facts’ treated as only virtual in orientation given that this binary relationship can be superficially entertained implies the necessity for its philosophical treatment to be conducted as a field phenomenon. Where fields are tripolar, and, must possess a trimodal complexion in either their imputation, projection and/or anticipation of binary, bimodal-like representations. When this third party is not obvious, it can be deemed to be relatively ‘covert’. Otherwise its overt presence must be considered as already understood (just as a conditional modelling of causation obviously involves the overt trimodal articulation of the pre-conditional, conditional and post-conditional).


� 	Refer to paragraphs 1950, 1964, 1965.


� 	One of the complex insights of an economic philosophy, namely, that not only is there a form of mutual correlativity operating between the three moments of any economy but the same mutual correlativity is present in all other economies (by being well-formed and ‘worth their salt’, so to speak, by being relevant, etc.), and, importantly, between economies when suitably aligned. Hence this concept of ‘complexification’ when relevant economies are entertained in parallel in order to let them ‘comment’ on each other, etc. In this situation, this manoeuvre is being invoked in order to determine the characteristics of this third party that is also being identified as the ‘present moment’, i.e., the ‘conditional’ (as well as a possible or de facto synthetic a priori)


� 	I.e., able to form a coherent molecular proposition (through obtaining the minimum possession of a second order of cognitive/trans-cognitive status).


� 	A ‘nominative’ could be treated as a ‘uniquely located existential descriptor’ but one in which its full denomination could never be completely specified. But, then, we have no need for such a full description since a designation of its uniqueness as a logical subject is given through the imputed singular access of its semantic location (in our cultural-intercultural mapping of ‘our’ overall life-world). Even then if we were to be wrong, we cannot be completely mistaken! I thought ‘that person who looked like John’ was ‘John’ but I was wrong. Still, there is ‘this person who is not John (but looks like John)’ and there is ‘another person who is John’ and ‘who is referred to/self-referred to as John’.”


� 	By ‘necessary’ is meant that it must be able to pass from a first order to a second in either cognitively or trans-cognitively ordered terms of reference. By ‘possible’ is meant that it must be able to enter a fifth order in either cognitively or trans-cognitively ordered terms of reference. Passing into a sixth order as an actual-factual, i.e., as a proposition now read as a statement of actual fact, with either confirmation and/or later verification (be that in evidential terms of reference that could include sense perception, testimony, inference, etc.).


� 	Paragraph 1957-1961.


� 	‘Actuality’ is also treated as synonymous with the ‘relatively non-virtual’.


� 	This formula notes that the specific sense of nominatives is ‘anticipated’, that the generalizations of meta-textual hermeneutical concerns are ‘projected’ are perhaps expected, and, phenomenological concerns are ‘imputed’ through ‘signs’ as ‘textual traces’, through their recall, etc. Where ‘expectations’, in contrast with the immediacy of anticipations, are treated as ‘semblances envisaged in the projection of meta-textual, hermeneutical terms of reference’.


� 	Metaphorically, we can re-perceive our relationships as virtual economies erupting into the non-virtual, and v.v., as harmonic forces that resist both a polar compression where all poles are merged and at the same time any form of an attempt in de-compression where one or more poles are simply extracted (and seemingly emitted) beyond the experiential bounds of that relational-economy… although such emissions are possible under certain circumstances in the apparent historical fission of a relationship. Where the facticity of the existential surplus, through ongoing fusion, also has the power to re-direct behaviour as well as directly simulate a simulation of the relatively ‘real’ intimately coincident with both its ‘ideality’ and ‘pragmaticality’ without having to be re-read through some form of a full-blown metaphysical translation?


� 	I.e., in both a material, non-existentially oriented sense, and, a non-material, relational, existentially oriented sense. That both orientations need to be in place for a process of existentialization to proceed from the former to the latter.


� 	Enacted with a consistency explicated in a critically conducted speculative Trans-Mundane Philosophy as articulated in my Six Lectures, e.g. I.e., as rooted in lived reality, as coherent, as existentially oriented, as having acceptable consequences, should be treated as ‘provisional’, and re-normalized (removed from the realm of speculation) as soon as the occasion allows that to happen.


� 	That the ‘extensive suspension’ is a complex hierarchy of suspensions and de-suspensions into which we fall dialectically into and out of at the same time when being suitably observed.


� 	In the light of the presentation and its ensuing discussion of this paper, and ideas being worked on in Volume III, I have added the following Postscript. I am very grateful for such input and am here attempting to re-address a few of the questions and concerns raised by such closer scrutiny (a task that is also re-continuing in the first sections of Volume III).


� 	Inductions could also be conducted on general, particular and specific levels of operation without incurring a merely circular form of reasoning; i.e., a level of induction could be exercised within the principle of induction without directly appealing merely to the so-called principle itself. It is also a tenet of an economic philosophy “that no economy is ever ‘vicious’ or ‘unproductive’” (hence my ‘charitable interpretation of systems’, and, where a matter of comparative e/valuation of the ensuing value of a system is better appreciated comparatively rather than merely accepted at face value. Hence presence of a metaphorical surplus [and how such a presentation is attractive to short-sighted people of an ideological persuasion where they inevitably over-extend its practical usefulness and do not observe the limits of such a circumscribed type of positioning]).


� 	Defining ‘abduction’ as ‘a logical-experimental process of starting with a set of observations and our then seeking to find the simplest and most likely conclusion from our relational appreciation of those same observations (along with the discounting of some of those observations and additional seeking of new observations that, hopefully, support this [s]train of research?)’. I suspect this is a closer fit to the way science is actually conducted, and that deductions and inferences are utilized more for supporting the dissemination of those findings that ensue from this overall inferential economy of deduction, abduction and induction? 


� 	Preferring a ‘negative metaphysics’ where certain aspects are denied rather than postulated. So, e.g., we have causal expression as a necessity for experience to be experienced but without the substantial, non-relational imputation of causation qua causation per se. That such a process of transformation is necessary for the very experience to be experienced without causation needing to be imputed purely in its own terms of reference. E.g., without transformation of the intentional process p there could be no experience of p. Therefore, the set/proposition (or true statement) of transformation of p’ is true/established because there is p (to put this in Tarskian-like terms). And just as we do not look for truth per se, so we should not look for causation per se. Refer to paragraph 1970 where I make a distinction between intentional ‘calculation’ and trans-intentional judgment, noting the distinctive difference between the virtual nature of intentions and their trans-intentional enaction in non-virtual terms of reference. In such a ‘negative metaphysics’, metaphysics by default, I would also like to include what I perceive as a ‘positive (form of) nihilism’ (with a denial of the purely substantial, foundational foundations, pure universal, pure particulars, soul, self, etc., where, without the substantial, etc., but, with the input of all relevant or necessary transcendental pre-conditions, identity, etc., can then be formed and experienced in a representational economy (as the simulation of simulations arrived at through retention, etc.) along non-ultimate, conventional, relational lines of engagement.


� 	Seeking an impression to match x is a metaphorical way to see perception, but, there are some judgments that cannot be conducted in perceptual terms, or, more correctly, trans-perceptual terms. This is noted in an ordered philosophy on a cognitive level, where third ordered ideas of abstract concepts like, e.g., love, peace, cause, truth, etc., cannot be directly represented but merely indicated as not absent or which can only be indirectly ‘shown’. E.g., we could say that ‘this apple is delicious to taste’. But by saying it is true that this apple is delicious we have added or subtracted noting from that apple per se. Yes, the truth of this true statement can be confirmed and later verified, but, it cannot add or subtract anything from that apple per se (other than to assist us in finding a suitable form of alignment with the same, namely, that ‘this is a delicious apple’, and, that that observation is ‘true’). However, as orientations, I have noted that the pre-cognitive is more temporal in its constitution, that the cognitive and its intentionality is more spatial in its orientation, and, the trans-intentional nature of judgment is both trans-spatial and trans-temporal in orientation.


� 	Paraphrasing Kant that ‘a judgment is through, between or within a concept, and, therefore, must be trans-conceptual’ in its epistemological orientation (and cannot be conceptual per se!).


� 	Hence my complex series of distinctions between individual types of suspension, the overall transcendental suspension as an economy, the extended suspension (incorporating the de-suspension) and the extensive suspension (and its incorporation in a conditional economy, etc.).





