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1A(C). An Extended-Essay Exploring the Critical Dimension: Part III


In looking over the treatment of various themes in recent essays I sent myself an email highlighting such apparent innovations whose discussions needed to be taken up in this extended essay in order to continue its functions as either a de facto parallel commentary and/or as a source for the spinning off of further essays that would develop such novel directions. Here is this list where such topics are abbreviated and will be taken up in due course… (1499)




1. That the overall idea of the critical should be divided between the phenomenologically critical and the potentially radical import of an existential perspective (along with its hermeneutic transformation of pre-critical positioning [as well as the economic relations between all three perspectives]).
2. That there is a need to note and further explore the distinction between the disciplinary economy and the economy of the hyper-disciplinary.

3. That there is a need to meld transformational retreatment/posttreatment with a more comprehensive vision of the (systematic) existential.
4. That there is a need to better detail a (continual series of working) definition(s) of the philosophical disciplinary difference in terms of truth e/valuational formation from a more positively detailed understanding of the anti-representational perspective.

5. That there is a need to economically re(-)e/valuate a working metaphysics along with its critical-radical ramifications.
6. That there is a need to further work through a linking of a radical theology with a radical secularism through the lens of a radical existentialism/existential theology.

7. Explore further the positive detail that can be supplied to establishing a working anti-representationalism through being coupled with a pragmatic perspective, a positive nihilism, and a comprehensive existentialism.
8. Further explore the economy of interpretation, as economic re(-)interpretation, along with allied topics like conversation (as utilized by Rorty, et al), etc. (1500)

Let me take point 8 first. By understanding ‘interpretation’ as an economic process, signified by the expression ‘re(-)interpretation’, we can then understand that this process needs to be seen operating, ideally, through the collective lens of three dialectical polarities, namely, the ideality of a strict interpretation (which is correctly impossible in those terms alone), as a critically conducted process of reinterpretation, and/or as a relatively radical process of re-interpretation (that, in the latter instance, has its origins in that process of interpretation but travels far beyond those intentional terms of reference). We must understanding, moreover, that there can be neither pure acts of interpretation, reinterpretation nor re-interpretation! Hence we might redefine such strategies as approximating a preference that is either interpretative-reinterpretative, reinterpretative-re-interpretative, and/or, re-interpretative-interpretative. Let me explain. (1501)

From this economic perspective of re(-)interpretation, we cannot ideally argue even for a strict interpretation that completely follows their co-associated text or texts of interpretation (as the ‘textual situation’ being subjected to the scrutiny of this economy of such re(-)interpretation) because we are already introducing elements of bias, on the part of the interpreter, namely, why present this text versus that text, or this section of text versus that section of a text, and so on. That even if the entire corpus of an author were to be disseminated at ‘the press of a button’ the fact that that corpus was developed over time by that author is enough to disqualify this idea that by merely presenting the texts, themselves, we are still not able to escape this charge that ‘the pure act of interpretation is impossible!’ Of course, this does not rule out the possibility of conducting a close and skilful reading, only, that such a reading is already being reinterpreted by virtue of the emphasis on the succession of what is being presented and what is not being presented, etc. I.e., we must recognize that there can be no pure interpretation, be that disseminated either by the author themselves or the commentator, etc. Hence this acceptance of an element of reinterpretation on the part of even the author, themselves, or a commentator or critic or the reader. That such acceptance also applies to the impossibility of either a pure act of critical reinterpretation or potentially radical form of re-interpretation. (1502)

Recognizing such limitations gives us three interpretative flavours, namely, the possibility of an interpretative-reinterpretative axis with a preference on either interpretation or reinterpretation; a reinterpretative-re-interpretative axis with a preference on either reinterpretation or re-interpretation; or, a re-interpretative-interpretative axis with a preference on either re-interpretation or interpretation. Not, forgetting of course, that to some extent all three orientations will also be collectively present. From a scholarly perspective it is advisable that the interpreter or commentator, or the critic or reader, recognize just which axis is being promoted and what preference, thereupon, is being generally exercised. (1503)

E.g., I have noted on numerous occasions that my ‘interpretation’ of Husserl is primarily a radical process of ‘re-interpretation’ whilst also recognizing that it has its roots firmly centered, initially, in the work of this philosopher, albeit as a radical re-interpretation that travels far beyond the scope of his apparent intentions or objectives. Everyone must start somewhere, and, in this regard, I recognize my Husserlian origins in this regard. So, e.g., over the course of my philosophical research I have also demonstrated the isomorphic symmetry between my ‘extensive suspension’ and the ‘hermeneutic circle of comprehension’ as re-interpretated by myself but also refracted through observations make by Heidegger. However, to demonstrate those ‘origins’ I would need to adopt an axis that notes this relationship between those polarities of the reinterpreted and the merely interpreted (to that extent these orientations can and should be indicated). (1504)

Taking these themes further let me integrated these ideas on both interpretation and imputation (through economic parallelization from complexification, etc.). (1505)


As is to be noted, economically, there can be no ‘pure process of interpretation’ or a finished product of that ‘perfectly interpreted’. Do not misinterpret this insight, interpretations can be provisionally right or wrong, suitably conducted and enacted (consequentially), i.e., (phenomenologically) proper or improper, (hermeneutically) adequate or inadequate, (existentially) apposite or inapposite, etc. Now, in an interpretative economy that is trimodally constituted from the dialectical moments or polarities, as orientations, say, of (relatively pre-critical) interpretation/s, (relatively critical) reinterpretation/s and (relatively radical) re-interpretation/s, it follows besides the impossibility of attaining, obtaining and appropriating a pure interpretation we must also understand the equal economic impossibility of arriving at either a perfect (critical) reinterpretation or a perfect (radical) reinterpretation. In due course, let me proffer three sets of arguments why these economic orientations cannot be perfectly realized. (1506)

Why can we now perceive these interpretative aspects of ‘reinterpretation’ as ‘relatively critical’ and ‘re-interpretation’ as ‘relatively radical’ (where the latter, hitherto, has been couched as ‘potentially radical’?)? (1507)

In an overall economy of description, that also includes prescription and proscription, that is economically aligned, respectively, with phenomenal-phenomenological particularity, hermeneutical generality, and (non-systematic) existential specificity we can note through complexification the following co-associated parallels, namely, the active functionality of meta-textual genres, the passivity of textual formation, and the engaged nature of direct existential engagement. One implication that follows from this trimodal schematization is that eidetic reflection could be now understood to occur either between the general and the particular or the particular and the specific (as well as between the specific and the general). So, returning to my favourite exemplary device of apples we could note that, say, in seeing an apple we could say that this distant perception of an apple particular provisionally falls within the eidetic ‘space’ of appleness, whilst, in contrast, in tasting this particular apple I come now to more appreciate its existential specificity. I.e., the specific sweetness of that tasted mouthful along with its spectrum of other smells, tastes, textures, and so on. Such forms of appreciation are basically found in a conformal fashion as I take a further bite from that same apple, find my opinions confirmed, and so on. To some extent we could also invoke an eidetic ‘space’ between the apparent apple particular and its specificity when more directly engaged. Or, perceive these eidetic ‘spaces’ as but sub-configurations of an overall sense of eidetic ‘space’ of the general-specific, albeit as also mediated through the particular. In exploring this analogy further, we need to note that the specific cannot be definitively attained, obtained or appropriated other than in part and provisionally. The distinctive specificity of the taste of an apple cannot be equally distributed over the entire apple given the acceptance of the metaphysical-like principle that definitive equality is impossible (even in the assumed imputation involved in the continuing imputation of subjective self-identity – continuity is understood but it cannot be definitively identical given the parallel imputation of change). Then, the definitive generality of appleness cannot be exceeded except in understanding that this generality is hierarchically enveloped in a scheme that semantically understands ‘appleness’ as falling within the general concept of a ‘fruit’; then, as something that can be ‘ingested’ and is ‘edible’ (and not non-edible unless poisoned or rotten or currently in a state that is quite unripened) etc. So, in this example neither the general nor the specific can be rendered in a definitive state of attainment, etc. The, it follows that all we need to note is that the midway point between apple-generality and apple-specificity can never be pinned down except approximately and as a moving target that further complicates the provisional status of apple-particularity. Similarly, as an analogical comparison, we have a similar isometry between ‘generality-particularity-specificity’ and ‘interpretation-reinterpretation-re-interpretation’. Further reinforced by invoking a similar economic set of parallels between the hermeneutically pre-critical nature of pretreatment, the phenomenologically critical nature of treatment, and the existentially radical nature of retreatment/posttreatment, etc. Such parallels understood, I can now proffer three sets of arguments as to why there can be no arrival at any pure sense or semblance of the interpretative, etc. (1508)

The interpretative is pre-critically to hand, and, is provisionally promoted as such. The ensuing process of reinterpretation cannot escape some sense and semblance of the critical nature of treatment, whilst, in contrast, the act of re-interpretation is not only potentially radical but, relatively, is radical given the ensuing shifts in its re-direction in that economy of re(-)interpretation. (1509)

Or, in summation, the pre-critical nature of that to hand can only be provisionally represented on the basis of an iteration of past situatedness (that cannot escape being given a different sense and semblance of the perspective being invoked). Then, the relatively radical process of re-interpretation cannot be definitively radical since then it would not be a product of interpretation in any form or form of connectedness with any pre-critical act of interpretation, etc. These theoretical observations granted it then follows that a definitive process of critical reinterpretation equally cannot be definitively arrived at. Hence the economic simulations of interpretation, reinterpretation and re-interpretation as but economic moments in an overall process of re(-)interpretation that cannot be definitively attained, obtained and appropriated as individual moments, etc. (1510)

In effect, arguing that there can be no pure interpretations, no completely critical reinterpretations, nor completely radical re-interpretations only various orientations of interpretability within the economy of interpretation. That in their current appreciation might be individually determined as heading towards a process of interpretation or reinterpretation or re-interpretation from a perspective that is or was or will be either interpretative, reinterpretative or re-interpretative in their apparent intentional directedness. Therefore, in any act of interpretation, on the acceptance of this trimodal scheme for a re(-)interpretational economy we might wish to note these qualified distinctions when making any assessment of that type of research. (1511)

Now, creatively invoking a similar economic symmetry, let me recast distinctions formulated in an essay dealing with a pragmatic in(-)interpretation of an anti-representationalism by extending imputations on first and second levels to include a third level of imputation. By such means giving a trimodal economic rendition of these previous qualifications.
 (1512)

In its original formulation we have the taking of what is to hand, as the pre-critical pretreatment, and in subjecting the same to the extensive suspension we have the presentation of imputations on a first level of theoretical deployment, etc.
 In such terms of reference what is illegitimate remains illegitimate and what is legitimate remains legitimate. Then, in extrapolating those imputations beyond their legitimate terms of reference we end up with imputations that are now on a second level of theoretical deployment, etc. At this point my exposition merely refers to first and second levels. However, let me now divide this second level into that which is supported by the extensive suspension but extrapolated versus those imputations that on the introduction of a third level of deployment, etc., become, namely, imputations that both relatively unsupported and extrapolated. Hence the following scheme for dealing with a conventional economy of imputation:
First Level:

Imputations both Supported & Non-Extrapolated

Second Level:




Third Level:

Supported & Extrapolated 

        Unsupported & Extrapolated (1513)


My intentional reasoning behind this scheme is as follows: that in conventional parlance, generally, we are not observant about imputations qua imputations and that these imputations are being both suspended and extrapolated (beyond their reasonable levels of deployment, etc.). On the other hand, from both critical and radical perspectives we have to see the first level as doing quite the opposite where it might be argued that a second level of imputational operation involves the role of a viable form of mediation between the same which, in being understood, could then be reenvisaged as a provisional bridge between the same. The third level being a relatively conventional orientation that is relatively non-existential in orientation, whereas, in contrast, the first level is primarily existential in orientation. Hence this tentative, ensuing tension between first level imputations and third level imputations (even if not recognized as such). (1514)
What is the ‘beauty’ of this scheme? That it is economic, qualifies how we treat imputations, parallels both economic ways of dealing with interpretations and processes of transformational retreatment, i.e., gives us a series of pathway for their transformation, be that either to the relatively existential from the relative non-existential in orientation, or v.v., etc. (1516)
� 	Refer to 2X. A Simulation of Simulation… (Prescience2X). E.g., Pursuit, III.2X.114, etc.


� 	‘Etc.’ refers to empirical employment and critical re-deployment I conjunction with theoretical deployment.





