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1. An Evolving Brief


In the essay, currently as an ‘evolving brief’, titled: 12B. Legal Treatment versus Existential Retreatment!? A Relatively Systematic Approach to Legal Theory I noted the following perspective on what is meant by my expression ‘relatively systematic’:

By ‘relatively systematic’ is meant to ‘integrate’, ‘progressively unite disparate features into a more unified form of an overall presentation’, and so on. It is not meant to portend a closed, final product whose codification should be sealed for all eternity, but, rather, as a vehicle that could take us forwards in and through the midst of these times characterized with such rapid social change, etc. It should also offer a sort of philosophical scaffolding that would allow, or should allow, a legal scholar or philosopher of legal theory, or even a practitioner of the law, to somewhat fill in the details whilst also recognizing to what extent historical genres of legalistic behaviour are both being adopted and adapted. That in regard to those adaptations, that they would need to take their responsibility for articulating such alterations, but, hopefully, in an existential manner where such ideas find a more sociable home as the successful result of a process of resolution that would occur through the necessary contestments of such innovations. That in this regard, an existential test should be applied to oversee to what extent the ramifications of such minor transmutations or major transformations of legal intent actually contribute to our resolution of a concern and care which each and every one of us should have for others (first, from those who have a significance for us, and, then, to those whose names would never be known; from the communities in whose presence we move through to those institutions that need to be there after our inevitable demise and left in such a manner with a conservation of integrity in form better than how we were to have first found them). [ii]

In this spirit, I am here merely running with a variety of ideas whose form currently remains unsettled… [iii] (i)

In another evolving brief titled: 9A. Arts and Crafts, and Values in a World of Re(-)E/Valuation: Is there an Existential Difference in Valuational Formation? I am dealing with the same theme, a namely, how to run a comprehensively integrated, i.e., relatively systematic philosophical account of a certain field of enquiry:
Now, it is possible to write a systematic treatise on any topic? Is there also a lesson to be learnt here too? We can write comprehensively, we can attempt to write it in a relatively integrated manner. But, no text can be closed and should not pretend to act as if it were! Everything is approached through a sense of perspective, the attempted resolution of a certain problem or problematization. Even from one perspective such a work cannot be totally entabulated and represented given its potential to be misrepresented although, as argued elsewhere, misrepresentation can be reduced through process of dis-conformal minimization, etc.
 But, given no indubitable access to indubitable knowledge implies that we can never know if misrepresentation is completely de-misrepresented or whether other perspectives of representation might not also be implicated. On the other hand, what works, works for us, and, what works for us must be seen as working well enough unless we need to re-define those terms of reference. Just as, e.g., a scientist might work one day with a magnifying glass but the next need a microscope. So, even one perspective cannot be exhausted let along our operating from an infinitude of perspectives. Therefore, being systematically systematic is impossible. On the other hand, we can be relatively systematic as long as we understand what is being comprehensively represented and the limitations of its employment. Asking ‘just what is the purpose of such relative systematization? Namely, the de-anomalization of the primary problematic in question. One approaches this task by setting out to be comprehensive in scope, avoiding inconsistencies, incoherencies, non-contradictions, what is less relevant, ensuring we are factually accurate, that we start from well-supported premises, do not indulge in fallacious argument, and find a provisional end in acts of conclusion that are well-deserved but not misrepresented as to the limitations of such a production, and so on. Thus, in this limited respect the ‘relatively systematic’ could also be read as ‘relatively comprehensive’, or, as ‘relatively integrated’, and so forth. [iii] (ii)

The thinking behind these ideas is that we have to take a middle path in this controversial territory, namely, become more integrated and less inconsistent in our thinking, be mindful of its natural limitations, be open to critical and potentially radically forms of revision and re-vision. We also need to be respectful of the fact that our approaches are always perspectival in orientation and that we can never exhaust any one perspective, the merit of a perspective can be and should be appreciated in relatively pragmatic terms of reference. That such ‘research’ can be enriched by invoking additional, pragmatically useful perspectives and, on assuming a commonality of a phenomenological basis, should it be found to be present, seek for forms of commensuration between such fruitful ‘lines of research’ in the hope of critically, and potentially radically, re-enriching the pragmatic successful of such research. Recognizing, of course, that even this multi-dimensional approach cannot exhaust the existential richness of the live-reality of lived-experience and their interpretative appreciation is ‘forever a work in progress’, and ‘one more introduction after another’, and so on…  (iii)

In this same evolving brief, I also stated: 

The life of the seriously engaged philosopher should have something to say beyond the merely philosophical! [clxxviii] (iv)
I would hope that this ‘optimistic point of view’ would apply to all disciplines. But, let it be a central aspiration for doing our philosophical research is that the findings of that disciplinary pursuit is beneficial for others… beyond the mere fraternity of critical and radical philosophers… (v)

In a recent putting to ‘paper’ the directions of my ‘philosophical intent’ to a philosophical friend I noted:

A position worked out should have positive consequences (for others)… otherwise what is the point of being philosophical?
Then it is our task to illuminate those positive consequences and minimize negative one.
 (v)


I would like the opportunity to record those (edited) points in that email and then proffer some brief comments on this overall statement of intent through some footntes… given that our end, or primary objective. is not the re-formulating of philosophy itself, but, in our being of service to others (which, hopefully, from the perspective of social consensus, is the primary objective, ostensively, of all authentically motivated disciplines and not just the diverse worlds of philosophy). (vi)
A Sequence of Comments on my Understanding of Philosophical Intent
1. We never need to say “I believe” because knowledge is arrived at through consensus.

2. We can then say “I agree with A re x,” or, “I disagree with A re x.”

3. But never “I completely agree nor do I completely disagree with A,” etc.

4. Because both indubitable and non-indubitable forms of knowledge are impossible.
5. Because both non-skeptical absolutism and skeptical relativism are untenable.

6. In suspensions, we have a way of focusing more closely on structural-functions.

7. And a way of undercutting distorting forms of over-commitment.

8. Through both criticism and possible radical insightfulness we can emend prejudice.

9. Hence critical treatment, radical retreatment, rectification of pre-critical pretreatment.
10. Extreme positioning is impossible to contemplate, i.e., recognize, encounter, engage.

11. So, sensibly, we only deal with a middle ground.

12. The philosophical economy, like all economies, is tripartite.

13. Namely, one part hermeneutics, one part phenomenology and one part existentialism.

14. As hermeneutical recognition, phenomenological encounter, existential engagement.

15. I.e., finding harmony though the relatively consonant, dissonant, and resolution.
16. Relationships come into historical existence through resolution.

17. However too much or too little consonance, etc. and relationships are stillborn or die.

18. Positioning should be through ongoing resolution and be both provisional and fruitful. 

19. Otherwise what point is there in doing philosophy, in being philosophical?
20. So, the task of the philosopher is to illuminate the positive and minimize the negative.
21. Therefore the philosopher ever is an optimist, even in failure.

22. Retracing some of their steps they find that need unwinding, and then trying again.

23. Hoping to make an existential change through their intervention of being-there…

24. Making a difference for others.
25. Leaving behind more than just our footprints.
26. We are framed by death, but, live by standing on the shoulders of the dead.

27. The short-sighted think they are free.

28. Freedom is not so much ‘through-others’ as ‘through relationships with-others’.

29. Preferencing only that which should be preferenced, and preferencing naught else. 
30. Being open to our relationships, through small sacrifices finding real freedom…

If only I could be more succinct more often..! (vi)


But, what can philosophy do that is not philosophical? (vii)


Given that anything can be treated in a philosophical sense what is there that cannot be approached in this manner? (viii)


Having argued that philosophy seeks ‘to ascertain the meta-conditions of the meta-conditions, etc., of the positive validation of the relevant truth determination in question..?’
 it is easy to get completely sidetracked by rabbit holes, bottomless aporias, questions that have no definitive answers, questions that are just not properly formulated in the first place. Unfortunately, too many philosophers only ‘think they are doing philosophy’.
 How do we draw a line between a first division and those who have relegated themselves to a second division, or worse? By asking “can they do what they say they can do?” Even, if others can answer, on their behalf, with a “yes,” and, “even in part, to some degree…” that is fine. When one is on the ‘edge’, between either ‘the critical and the non-critical’, or, ‘the critical and the potentially radical’ such progress is not necessarily mapped out by others let alone by themselves. (viii)

Or, you shall know them by their fruitfulness… (ix)


An authentic discipline has the potential to do real work in the world, and those disciplinarians need to be commended. (x)

Only when well-organized, with the requisite degree of intentional resolution, i.e., relatively systematic, is progress made on the shoulders of those who went before… (xi)


And, so be it..!!


       Noël Tointon, Wentworth falls, 28.2.22.
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� 	An ‘evolving brief’ in the sense that I hope to achieve certain objectives, but, in order to get there, my ideas will need to be re(-)thematized and evolve accordingly.


� 	Refer to Pursuit III.7A.


� 	These propositions are edited in the following ‘Sequences’.


� 	A could be a philosopher, a friend, a school of thought, anonymous ideas committed to a text, etc. of course supplying reasons and arguments for either supporting such agreements or disagreements.


� 	Either responsible for or a reflection of a pseudo-psychosis (or psychosis). We can also simulate our relationships in their key aspects and then let this representation re-present itself as if acting on the behalf of the simulated representation of that relationship. A neutral mechanism for translating metaphors suggesting our relationships ‘call us’, ‘dictate to us what should be done’, etc. A pseudo-psychosis is explored in Pursuit, III.6D.


� 	As mirrored respectively through critical treatment, etc. (proposition 9.)


� 	I perceive two senses for this expression of ‘existential’ which should cast some further light on this idea of the relatively systematic albeit subject to all relevant limitations as here noted (as in regard to perspectives not being able to be exhausted, lived-reality not be exhausted by a myriad of perspectives, that commensuration between perspectives is ever open between the same, limits on intentional representation and simulation, etc.). As noted elsewhere, I make a distinction between the ‘relatively non-systematic sense of the existential’ treated as the so-called ‘third economic moment’ of the archetypal economy (or any economy aligned with the same) and the ‘relatively systematic existential’ when and where the entire economy can take on an overall existential complexion (and where we have moved on from just focusing on a third economic moment of the existential to discerning an existential complexion in that relationship in question. A quest that, in part, could be seen as an existential form of recovery/re(-)covery, etc.


� 	The tripartite harmonic economy being an overall dynamic suspension of the relatively consonance of fields, the dissonance of foregrounded focus and the resolution of the former in the formation of a co-associated sense of intentional/transcendental subjectivity. Hence these three aspects mirror the intentional economy, etc. That opens the door to a plethora of economic concepts not even touched upon here.


� 	In Pursuit, III.6D, I seriously conduct an exploration of this much traduced concept of freedom, but, in Pursuit, 9A, I re-continue this disquisition from an existential perspective. Hence this contrast between ‘freedom through others’ to an existential freedom ‘through our relationships with-other’.


� 	Pursuit, III.2V.


� 	Pursuit, III.9A.clxxv-clxxxvii.





