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0. Preamble

In Part I, I argued, through the form of an announcement, that there exists a first division and a second division in the philosophical life-world.
 In every discipline there are right ways to better achieve certain disciplinary objectives and certain other ways either less capable or incapable of achieving the same objectives. Now, it is true that we all can be wrong from time to time but would you trust your life, your aspirations and reputation, your wellbeing, your successfulness in this world… to any discipline that was forever unable to achieve those objectives it claimed it could achieve? Indeed, such failures are to be seen all around us, yet, both individually and collectively, we can see, as well, that success is also there to be seen. We do make some progress, not all the time, still, over time itself this sensible meeting of our objectives can be arrived at. In the light of this general optimistic observation, let us set out to belong to a first division rather than a second division. (0)

In broad terms, I nominated this first division as Contra-Philosophical Closure in contrast to a second division with their adherence to a stance that promoted forms of Pro-Philosophical Closure. As philosophies relegated to a second tier are deemed to be untenable, either in part or collectively, it follows that they deserve to be deconstructed, either in part or collectively. (1)

By ‘closure’ is meant, more or less, forming a definitive, final opinion on a certain topic, being over-committed to such positioning, unwisely assuming that the correctness of your perspective is indubitable and that all your arguments for and from such a closed position are perfectly harmonized, etc. However, in order to have fashioned such a philosophical ‘coffin’, along the way a plethora of philosophical mistakes will have been mistakenly appropriated perpetuating various corresponding forms of philosophical confusion that would make it even harder for such a proponent to see clearly that that they do not see clearly at all. (2)

Another metaphor springs to mind. In a clarification of our philosophical thinking we need to operate some form of a suspension where we take neither side in our arguments in order to clearly present such a tentative, clearly thought out positioning subjected to a right form of critical interrogation. If such issues are already pre-decided by-us, then this form of balance, and having a light-touch, will not be there for us. A bit like ‘travelling across a frozen pond where the ice is starting to thin’. If we were to be a bit too decisive in the placing of our feet, as if we were stomping on the thin ice, then we would fall through. On the other hand, extending this metaphor in the opposite direction, if we were to have neither ontological nor epistemological commitments at all then, like a feather the diverse winds of adversity would head us in all directions about that lake and have us heading to places that we might not wish to head towards or have us heading away from those places where we might wish to stay… (3)

Metaphorically, ‘falling through that lake’ is a symbolic form of ‘deconstruction’. Finding what appeared to be a firm surface to stand upon as being no longer there… (4)

‘Deconstruction’, as a technical term, in the way I wish to use it, is a more ‘brutal’ affair. Merely pointing out endemic bias is pointless. Yes, culturally entrenched forms of bias are everywhere, and, our endeavoring to level the social playing field is a very good thing, indeed, a necessary pre-condition for cultural progress to advance towards a greater openness to the wonderful diversity of others. Be that other cultures, other people, other ways of doing things…
 But, if in the course of such an evolution certain attitudes prove to be defective, either in part or in whole, then they should be relegated to a second division and duly deconstructed. Of course, such nonsense could be ignored. Unfortunately, such ‘nonsense’ is all too often far too ‘noisy’, drowning our more sensible forms of debate and consensus-forming. Therefore, in order to travel along a more profitable path, such ‘noisy’ diversions along the way deserve a brief confrontation in the form of a rapid relegation through the immediate and swift deconstruction of the very basis upon which they have argued that their defective claims should be heard. Sadly, the proponents of such misbegotten and misshapen thinking may not have the wits to see the fundamental errors of their waywardness, but, at least our audience, and perhaps their audience, will see how such a stance has no firm footing and seek to head towards a safe, more open ground to stand upon; recognizing, at the same time, that all positioning is and should be treated as provisional! (5)

As, as has been pointed out, we can only begin with what is to hand, and, that what is currently to hand can only be approached through the bias of our current positioning, it follows, therefore, that bias is seemingly inescapable.
 However, through forms of suspension, indeed, we can make a tentative escape. Through the interrogation of questioning, through the adroit use of metaphors, through a refusal to merely seeing things through a reductive lens, and so on, we can stand back, so to speak, in order to engage ‘the reality of such appearances’ versus ‘the appearance of such realities’. Then, suspending such suspensions, we return to the immediacy of this world as mediated through such productive and progressive strategies. In essence, metaphorically, both ‘speaking to this world’ and ‘listening to it speak to us’… and through such a ‘conversation’ continually engage with the openness of the world as it ‘opens up before(-)us’… albeit, I should add, without ‘falling through…’ (6)

In the next section of this essay, first, I will explore the general nature of these fundamental forms of philosophical waywardness. Then, in a long list, itemize many of the approaches that can be defectively taken up that would automatically relegate a philosopher to a second division. (7)

1. A Theoretical Orientation


Now certain fables, proverbs, nursey rhymes, and so on, inform us that ‘the Moon is a green cheese’.
 This ancient motif to my mind betrays its hoary origins by using the word ‘green’ rather than ‘blue’ given that some older languages do not distinguish between either colour and merely use the same expression ‘green’ for both perceptual ideas; although, I am sure, context would decide which colour-concept was actually being invoked.
 That, in this instance, ‘green’ actually meant ‘blue’ when referring to the Moon. But, although we might admire this comparison of the ‘Moon to a blue cheese’ (or ‘green cheese’ if you must adhere to its historical formulation), still, no one in their right mind would for a moment believe that the Moon actually is a cheese of any description! So, why would people insist that there is a so-called ‘external world’ and, then, by default, also insist, explicitly or implicitly, on a so-called ‘internal world’. They run this poetical metaphor into the philosophical ground of nonsense. Yes, we do ‘see as if through our eyes’, and, the world does seem to be ‘out there’, but, think through what that might entail if we were to insist on a literal interpretation of this embedded type of bimodal metaphor. That these ‘eyes’ are not ‘just like windows’ but are ‘windows (to the soul)’… with the implication that someone or something is looking through these ‘windows’. But, this second set of eyes possessed by this ‘someone or something’ would then need a third set of eyes to see through a second set of ‘windows’, and so on, ad infinitum. When you stop to think about it, how could you look clearly through two windows at the same time?! Obviously, arguing, directly or indirectly, for this type of philosophical madness is just all too ridiculous for words. But, the powerfulness of this ingrained metaphor, habitually entertained in thought for ever and a day, has embedded its presence to such a degree that we have various so-called philosophers arguing for a ‘prioritization of that seen’ or promoting that someone or something is doing all that ‘inward seeing’. Then, like an eternal tennis match these two warring parties play ball with each other through endless debates, that, correctly, don’t even have a ‘tennis pitch’ beneath them! Into this fray, and trying to be ever pragmatic, other so-called philosophers seeing such verbiage travelling backwards and forwards make the misplaced announcement, indeed, the pronouncement, that all is just language, a language game, nothing else to see here, move on, and so forth! (8)

Or, again, the so-called ‘realist’, so in tune with the reality of lived-experience might mis-argue on intentional grounds that we live in a world that ‘tells us’ what there is to be seen, all things related to that, and so on. But, as a transcendental-phenomenologist would point out, such apparent intentional objectivity being intended towards an intentional object also implies the act of intending, and, that, like the pointing of a stick there can be no mere pointing out without the act of that being pointed out. The prioritization of one end of a stick is a nonsense since each and every stick already has two ends. Imagine a one-ended stick. If you insisted on such a state of affairs, you would be correctly laughed at. Unless you have some mystical-like point to make, like some Zen master or mistress, please don’t both us with such nonsense. Prioritizing the so-called real, the apparent reality of things seen in the world, is just as daft as promoting the ideal nature of experience over its co-associated intentional objectivity. There is just not ‘one’ without the ‘other’, and v.v! Or, take such stupidity one step further, given that all intentional experience is also accompanied by an inescapable sense of transcendental-subjectivity, other so-called philosophers insist on privileging such subjectivity at the expense of both intentional objectivity and its co-associated acts of intentionality. In the privileging of such a self, of such imputed subjectivity, they have immediately ‘blinded’ the agency of such a force, ‘blunted’ the ability of such a subject to be a force in this overall world-of-life, ‘blinkered’ such a subject from either knowing others let alone even knowing themselves through ‘our’ ongoing engagement in the ever-surprising richness of this world-of-life with(-)others, before(-)others, and, in our being for(-)others and for(-)our own senses of self, all mutually forged through a continually re-enriched engagement entered into through entirely ‘being in this world at large’..! (9)

Logic alone cannot save us. We also need to think dialectically (and economically). Through language, habit, use, social pressures, and so on, we continually define the identity of that being talked-about. Through argument, we normally expect such terms being used to evolve over the course of our evolving understanding, so, obviously, no identity, in practice is ever fixed. So, if that is the case, why do we then insist on meanings as if set in concrete! (10)

In our use of language, we need to take a more measured stand. Making pronouncement in a heavy-handed way is a bit like stomping on thin ice… Or, if our touch is too light then we would be more like that wayward feather, blown hither and thither, and never knowing where we might land…. (11)

A case in point, demonstrating both heavy-handedness, or ‘feet-stomping’, along with a lack of metaphorical insight, is the manner many philosophers use, misuse, over-use the dubious conceptual duality of ‘cause’ and ‘effect’. Deeply embedded in such simplistic language is a covert variety of resident metaphors, like, e.g., ‘seed and seedling’, ‘chicken and egg’, ‘pot and potter’, ‘fire and smoke’, ‘switch and switched on’, ‘a match being lit’, ‘ruler and being ruled’, and so on and so forth. All very well for the fired-up poet, or for the normal course of commerce and daily life, but, veritable ‘thin ice’ for the careless philosopher who ventures forward without being fully aware that such time-worn territory is treacherous. A ‘cause’, quite sensibly, or so we might think, could be defined as ‘occurring before the effect’. But, in that case, had could such a cause affect the course of the effect if there were to be no temporal-and-spatial contact? Or, if they were to be contiguous, how could there then be a ‘before’ and an ‘after’. Or, again, if they were to fully overlap how could we even maintain that previous definition, etc? (12)

As I have stated, we need to maintain a measured sense of touch and balance. I would also argue that the very mechanics of our thinking is done intentionally and appreciated trans-intentionally. That, we need to dispense with univocal and bimodal expressions and move our discourses, economically, into suitable tripartite terms of reference. In those forms of language that also recognize relations and not just nominated identities and denominated predicates. So, e.g., ‘cause and effect’ would make better sense, but not absolute sense, when retranslated as ‘pre-conditions, conditions and post-conditions’. That everywhere when we look around us, language is already replete with trimodal terms of reference. Witness our division of time into past, present and future. Or, the philosophical modes of necessity, possibility and actuality. Or, again, how we translate three-dimensional space in terms of an x-axis, y-axis and a z-axis. Similarly, as philosophers we do not usually have to go too far to find, in the philosophical language before us, an apposite trimodal frame of reference in order, therein and thereafter, to fruitfully continue on our philosophical way. (13)

[Hence my economic treatment of representation in an economy of (phenomenal-phenomenological) presentation (metaphorically), (hermeneutical) representation (rhetorically), and (non-systematic existential) re-presentation (through simulation) (all of which, in turn, are based upon a sense of intentional directedness arrived at through (the relative dissonance of) sheer iteration, (the relative consonance of) mere incremental reiteration and (the relative resolution of) chaotically oriented, non-incremental re-iteration, etc., which again, is reflective of the archetypal economy realized between the three (non-obtainable) polarities of ‘focus’ (in a co-associated field), ‘field’ and the ever-occurring semblance of a co-associated sense of transcendental-subjectivity, etc., that cannot be expressed in non-relational terms of reference].
 (14)

Take the simple asking of a question. In bimodal terms, we would hope to arrive at a definitive answer. However, in my explorations of the ‘economy of interrogation; I believe that we have two stages of reply, namely a first metaphorical response, and, then a possible non-metaphorical, literal process of treatment. E.g., let me ask “is that person over there ‘John’?” “Yes, they do look like ‘John’; but is that person actually John?” And here the second answer is either a ‘yes’, or ‘no’, or perhaps a ‘maybe’ if we are not currently in a position to decide one way or the other. But, fortunately, I am in a position of being able to find out, and, so, I wave at ‘John’, catch his sight, and, he replies, by calling out my name. So, ostensively, that settles that. (15)

Scrutinizing the workings of this economy of interrogation should also further inform us about the (phenomenological, hermeneutical and existential) nature(s) of this topic. In the simple asking of this question “is that ‘John’ over there?” I am depending on getting right the determination that that person is a male person who might be called ‘John’. In this regard, questions are also ‘reinterpretations’ and never mere interpretations that simply arise from nowhere. I could be wrong, that person could be a woman or scarecrow, or, I could have been hallucinating. But, despite such possibilities, and where a validation of such exceptions does prove this same point, we do make an apparent semblance of progress through various forms of real-time confirmation and later verification. In this specific event, I have confirmed that this person was indeed John. Should I doubt this confirmation? Because I have been successfully able to relatively confirm this fact as correctly interpreted or reinterpreted then I have no absolute need for its absolute confirmation. Moreover, because of my relational being in this world at large it would be the case that this absolutistic, non-relative form of confirmation could be neither encountered nor recognized nor engaged by myself. That, as a consequence, we have no need for the so-called indubitable experience since such experiences are neither necessary for our interpretation of experience nor could even be entertained in and through lived-experience. In truth, what we have to hand is where we start and where we end? (16)

Now, I have also introduced this concept of ‘economic-interrogation’, this ‘rhetorical economy’ (that invokes the dis-conjunctive suspension of the ‘either/or’) because the first reply in such an economy, as I have pointed out, invokes (the conjunctive suspension of) the metaphorical (‘like’ which also needs to be read as ‘both like and not-like’). At all stages in an argument, at every stage in a sequence of instructions entailed in a certain genre (of either the ‘writing’ and/or the ‘reading’) of behavior, we can get acceptable forms of use along with unacceptable forms of abuse or misuse, etc. Hence, e.g., rhetorical abuse, metaphorical abuse, literal or apparitional abuse.
 That following on in the wake of all direct forms of abuse we are also left with the subsequent, indirect consequences of such abuse. If you were to punch someone hard in the face, they would also feel pain after you had stopped punching them. So, in the same vein, I am arguing, e.g., that if you were to indulge in metaphorical abuse, either as a philosopher or a non-philosopher, the ensuing abuse would be experienced as both metaphorical abuse and a subsequent, non-metaphorical, consequential abuse with its own set of ramifications. (17)

It should require little imagination to see where this is heading. As professionals, as philosophers or otherwise, we must not be perpetrators of abuse in any form whatsoever. One misstep, and we ‘fall’ through the metaphorical thinness of that ‘ice’ ever beneath us..! (18)


In metaphorical abuse we make either an unsuitable or unproductive or non-informative metaphorical comparison or, worse, we literalize that metaphor and mistreat it (in a form of apparitional abuse). So, e.g., comparing the Moon to a blue cheese is not good science but might make for an apposite poetical image. On the other hand, to be hoaxed into believing the Moon is ‘a big blue cheese’ means you are the sort of person with whom I would like to be better acquainted with because I am sure if I were to ask you for a loan you would be ‘wise’ enough to support me in that ‘beneficial’ request. So, all that granted, why are philosophers, who seem to delight in their second divisional relegation, such easy touches for mistreated metaphors. Such distortions, therein and thereafter, lending themselves to an assortment of non-metaphorical forms of abuse. As they say, “a sound house needs sound foundations…”
 (19)

In rhetorical abuse we over-interrogate or under-question the topic to hand; perhaps investing in a faulty logic; running fallacious arguments; arriving at conclusions that just do not follow from either our premises and/or arguments; or, we get our facts wrong, just use the wrong facts, or misuse those facts that are actually accurate; operate narratives that are not applicable to that topic; go through the mere pretense of running a critique, and so on. Again, advertently or inadvertently, distorting all sense of ‘vision’. (20)

In a ‘literal’ or ‘apparitional abuse’ we take things as they seem without correctly questioning the apparent limits of such identification or by excluding other forms of identification that could productively complement or supplement our enquiries. In effect, operating an extreme reductionism. E.g., this apple is just an apple, namely, just this apple, neither more nor less. But, in closing off our openness to ‘our’ world at large we effectively exclude ‘ourselves’ from fully participating with others. That apple, e.g., could have been a ‘gift’ and by merely seeing is as just an ‘apple’ we then cannot appreciate the thoughtfulness or intentions of that person who has given it to us or someone else. That, in essence, such a priori reductivism is also a form of abuse both for those who commit such oversight and for all of those persons around such ‘non-insightful’ people. (21)
The philosophical world abounds with such pitfall. Indeed, in this regard I will be soon proffering a long list of such potential missteps that the ‘professional’ philosopher should seriously consider as such ‘traps’ in the course of formulating their own arguments and positions, etc. But, first, another trap for the unwary, and, e.g., all too often set for those doing philosophy 101. It is true that I privately think my thoughts and carefully select those that I wish to share. But, in being able to share my thoughts through the public use of language means that if languages are public then what we actually communicate with(-)others, in the same manner, to that same extent, must also be ‘public’ in that same regard. ‘Solipsism’ is a concept that cannot be non-relatively thought because if we could think about it in a non-relative sense then solipsism for us cannot arise, and, if it were to arise then we could not talk about it, let alone encounter, recognize and engage it. Period! Like all forms of identification, economically speaking, along with all identities, all nomination, predications and relations are dialectical orientations thought in and through a mutual contrast with those expressions that economically contrast such expressions. In such a scheme, there can be no place for absolute or absolutistical non-relative contrasts because such contrasts must be held in a state of meaningful contrast and the contrast derived from an absolute separation would make no sense.
 Conversely, in this same dialectic, there must be some degree of separation otherwise such non-contrasted identities would then be assumed to be merely equivalent. So, in the light of such philosophical precautions, any person who philosophically claims the ‘other’ to be wholly unknowable must equally claim, whether aware of this fact or not, that they could not even know their own sense(s) of self.
 But, in having some idea of who they are, therefore, this will imply that the ‘other’ cannot be wholly ‘unknowable’. (22) 

All propositions, all provisional positions, and so on, have certain suppositions built into such premises, and, in turn, those suppositions have presuppositions, and so on. But, rather than presenting the absurdity of an argument that extends ad infinitum and ad nauseum we just need to accept that the living, collective integrity of a natural language essentially is self-referring as well as, under normal circumstances, being subjected to a continuous supply of semantically mapped entries that augment and enhance such differentiated, self-referring relations. That if we were to mapped these presuppositional relationships we would find a veritable set of hierarchies whose relatively individual mappings do not necessarily fully alignment with each other. Although it is safe to say that the complexities of our diverse worlds are finding ongoing, progressive forms of harmonic integration to some extent, still, this process of harmonically re-organized and re-self-organized processes of integrated alignment are such that these processes of alignment could neither be perfected nor completed. That understood, this does not mean we should be entertaining complex processes of ideation that are not suitably integrated. As philosophers it is our duty to maintain a reasonable degree of philosophical integrity and, therefore, ensure that these hierarchy be suitably inspected, emended and integrated when and where necessary. Thankfully, much of this has already been done for us through the very necessity of maintaining an integrity in our communications with others. However, for the philosophical disciplinarian, the nature of our communications should be harmonized to that extent that the arguments we run, the provisional positions taken up, tentative conclusions made, etc., can support such weight. In effect, asking ourselves at each point in these hierarchies of presuppositional positionings “are we abusing our powers of philosophical treatment, do we have a credible economic viewpoint or competing set of viewpoints, are the nominated identities, predications and relations along with our premises, arguments and conclusions, and so on… being suitably thought through?” (23)

So, to oversee this type of philosophical self-reflection, on the following page, let me proffer the following provisional ad hoc list that maps the intersecting miscellaneous hierarchies of potential philosophical mistake-making starting with the relatively more profound in psychic or psychological terms of reference. (24)

As noted, this scheme is both ad hoc and provisional, and is basically meant to be used as a checklist to ensure that our arguments, positions, etc., are satisfactorily and suitably formulated to the best of our abilities. In the same regard, we might consider mistaken formulations as either partially or collectively mis-formulated, as possibly open to salvage or beyond all forms of reasonable redemption, and so on. (25)


For example, if I find somewhere in the title of a philosophical tome ‘The External World’ I know already that that philosopher, unless they are being ironic, has already relegated themselves to the second division. (26)

Then we might wish to classify mistaken formulations as either mildly misfunctional versus their being radically dysfunctional. In this regard I suggest the following analogy in the form of ‘a certain person’s accounting for a certain train trip’. Say they are travelling two stations further along the line and the trip only takes ten minutes. That according to the timetables the train does this trip every hour. Say, they (re)turned up two hours late(r) than they said they would. They might have said they merely missed the train when in reality they went to the pub to drink with friends for a couple of hours but didn’t want to divulge that information. However, if they turned up the next day this excuse of missing the train would just not be considered acceptable. Let us say they got very drunk and went to sleep on a park bench for most of the night. Hence this degree of difference between ‘mis-functional’ and ‘dysfunctional’ as just exemplified. (27)
An Ad Hoc and Provisional Mapping of the Psyche

1. Division of our Overall Life-World along Epistemological-Ontological Lines
1a. Ontological Orientation(s)
1b. Epistemological Orientation(s)

1c. Ontological-Epistemological Interactions

2. Invocation of Modes of Argumentation, etc.
2a. Dialectical

2b. Economical
2c. Transformational 

2d. Causal Modes of Representative Treatment
3. Causal-Intentional Divide (with Trans-Intentional, Pre-Intentional and Post Intentional)

3a. Causal-Causal Interactions (Science, Physics, etc.)
3b. Causal-Intentional Interactions (In the informing of perception, e.g.)
3c. Intentional-Causal Interactions (Acts of will, the role of free-will, etc.)
3d. Intentional-Intentional Interactions (E.g., perception, emotion, judgment, etc.)
4. Epistemological Hierarchy
4a. Aspects (Pre-cognitive, Cognitive, Trans-Cognitive/Transcendental, etc.)
4b. Orders: Pre-Essential, etc.

4c. Transformational Retreatments

4d. Archetypal Economic Considerations (Rhetoric, Metaphors and Simulations)
5. Societal Fields of Disciplinary Endeavour.

5a. Psychological 
5b. Sociological, 
5c. Economic

5d. Political

5e. Political-Economic

5f. Disciplinary and Cultural Institutions (Including the philosophical life-world)
6. Subjectivities
6a. Subjective-Subjective (Self-Self)) Interactions

6b. Subjective-Intersubjective Interactions
6c. Inter-Subjective-Subjective Interactions
6d. Intersubjective-Intersubjective Interactions
7. Qualified Positionality

7a. Relatively Non-Existential Orientation/s
7b. Relatively Existential Orientation/s
7c. Relatively Non-Existential-Existential Interactions

7d. (Religious Orientations)
 (28)
2. Demonstrations


Let me briefly demonstrate some of the mistakes that can be made, sometimes before disciplinarians and secularists, philosopher and non-philosophers alike even start to think philosophically. (29)


If we were to find a philosopher entertaining a causal philosophy merely based on a bimodal, non-economic treatment of ‘cause and effect/s’ then we know immediately to move on, so to speak. Such a task cannot be enacted philosophically with the precision needed since the non-economic treatment of such metaphors cannot remove us from that very conventional sense of world(liness). Since those same expressions can only operate non-philosophically, for(-)us, within those same conventional terms of deployment! (30)

Proponents of realism, idealism and pragmatism, along with other allied
 (extremist) ideologies
 should also all be treated with much caution. Either engaged through deconstruction or, even better, if possible, just avoided. (31)

As already stressed, in intentional deliberations we can neither think intentional objectivity nor intentional ideation without entertaining both orientations or polarities at the same time, without (retrospectively) prioritizing one over the other, etc. Similarly, all notions of transcendental subjectivity cannot simultaneously co-occur without the pre-conditions of the other two orientations or polarities, and, therefore, it follows that preferencing, in any form, is just not possible! Neither forms of retrospective prioritization nor current privileging nor future promotion!!! (32)

Consequently, and subsequently, neither the professional philosopher nor the amateur philosopher, nor any serious disciplinarian, should have any truck whatsoever with such nonsense. Unfortunately, disciplines are ever replete with such nauseous babble disseminated as if the reiteration of such mindless mantras establishes the veritable reality of such impossible thinking. (33)

Or, if people are obsessed with an excessive reductionism or reductivism or an insistent and persistent systematization, we might very well treat such misguided souls as having already deconstructed. A banknote divided into ten, thousand pieces is no longer a banknote of any denomination. Then, to glue it all back together seems to be an equal waste of time as having divided it up in the first place. Then to do something truly impossible, fold a banknote over onto itself one thousand time even if we say we can think and do this mere act of multiple folding. When there is a world of difference between what people say they can do and what they can do… it would be better to avoid all such people lest they also waste your time by wrongly arguing that they can do the impossible… (34)


Similarly, those proponents who expound the utter separation of the existential (and compactual) modes of interaction from non-existential (and contractual) modes of interaction are, equally, to be either summarily deconstructed, or better, just ignored. (35)
4. Critical Ramifications


The pursuit of philosophy is the pursuit of the possible… and, in this mission, it is best to treat lightly… but, not too lightly. (36)

Ever under-pinning a critical philosophy, is the all-pervasive presence of a transcendental suspension. To entertain any form of appreciation, any form of judgment… we have to first engage a rhetorical economy. We have to question that which we wish to seek to further understand. ‘Is that John over there?’ Remember, our first response or reply is metaphorical in tenor. Then, if we are in a position to make a definitive-like finding we would need a literal answer to our interrogations. From ‘this is either John or is not John’ (in the form of a dis-conjunctive suspension) in a first response we then note that ‘this person either looks like John or does not look like John’ (in the form of a conjunctive suspension) followed by an act of semantic judgment that either notes that it is true that this person is called John or that this person whom we thought to have been called John is not John’ (in a conformational suspension of either true or false). Then, we can add that the re-questioning of our findings or non-findings to date will merely restart and recontinue this entire economic cycle in its evolving evolution between these polar-orientations of the rhetorical, the metaphorical and the conformational (and verificational, or simulated or apparitional), etc. (37)

That economic modeling granted, if only for the hypothetical purposes of this explanation, then within such economic constraints we should recognize that we cannot entertain any one of these polar-orientations in their own right, separately, by themselves, and, that as they occur together in their correlative definition of each other, we might also intuit that the dynamic balance of such trimodal modalities vis-à-vis each other is one more way we might wish to envisage the functioning of this overall sense of a (transcendental) suspension along with it equivalence, in lived-experience, with our transcendental/trans-intentional/trans-cognitive intuition of the [systematic] existential. (38)

But, the real utility of such a heuristic device is to realize that we are not forever trapped within its evolving confines because we also possess this ability ‘to suspend the suspension’ (and, then, every moment thereafter, ‘suspend that suspension of the suspension’, and so on, and so forth...). (39)

But, these types of consideration, in all probability, are better entertained when dealing with our attempts to salvage the work of all philosophers, even if many deserve to be relegated to a second division, and, reconstruct working philosophies that are able, first, to do what their philosophers say they can do, and, second, productively proffer all forms of insight that oversee the beneficial, existential engineering of an ongoing enrichment of our relationships..! (40)
Provisional Conclusion/s


Tread lightly, but not too lightly… Avoid all forms of over-commitment and under-commitment in your provisional and suspended thematization of a working-sense of position through engaging an ongoing process of re(-)positioning. Bringing such positioning to the party but not imbibing such an ‘intoxicant’ through maintaining an ongoing suspension. Be ever ‘open’ in your commitments and ready to adjust ‘the reality of your thinking’ lest ‘reality adjust the reality of your being’… as you will inescapably find yourself standing and needing to making a provisional stand both before(-)others and with(-)others… (41)


Remember that from all forms of work we will ‘suffer’ (and, hopefully, perhaps even enjoy) the ensuing impacts of an existential-consequentialism. (42)

Be economic and economical! (43)


Set out to seek elevation to a first division rather than a relegation to a second. And in this regard, what better philosophical advice could there possibly be..?! (44)






        Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 4.4.21.
*	For latest version of this text: � HYPERLINK "http://www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noels homepage5.html" �www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noels homepage5.html�


� 	By ‘philosophical life-world’ is broadly meant ‘those cultural ‘spaces’ where philosophical topics are disseminated, argued, reflected upon, debated, re-formulated, re-disseminated, etc.’ It would include universities, conferences, forums, publishing, philosophical communities with both professionals and amateurs along with their commentators, audiences, congregations, readers, etc. 


� 	E.g., Derrida, et al.


� 	E.g., Georg Gadamer, et al.


� 	According to Wikipedia: ‘The Moon is made of green cheese’ was one of the most popular proverbs in the 16th and 17th-centuries English literature…A common variation at this time was ‘to make one believe the Moon is made of green cheese’ (i.e., to hoax).


� 	Just as (I have noted elsewhere that) the Japanese did not verbally differentiate ‘brown’ and ‘pink’ and had both colour-concepts embedded in their expression for ‘brown’. Later borrowing from English, a word for pink in their novel expression ‘pinku’. 


� 	The reader might wish to ignore this technical paragraph.


� 	Refer to paragraph 21. Treating simulations literally and in a closed, extremely reduced form.


� 	Although, of course, this metaphor of foundations, as a metaphor, should likewise not be read and used too literally. Still, the point holds just as… vigorously skating on ‘thin ice’ is a recipe for disaster. 


� 	As I have noted elsewhere I would normally reserve this word ‘absolute’ in an ‘absolute philosophy, as defined by myself, which based on the centrality of a(n extensive) suspension cannot then be mistaken for an ‘absolutistic philosophy’ that has no recourse to a(n extensive) suspension.


� 	A point that also has theological ramifications for both theologians and their congregations.


� 	In the Trans-Cognitive Aspect, we have the six orders of the Pre-Essential, Aesthetical, Deontological, Pragmatical, Hermeneutical (dealing with potentiality), Ontical (dealing with factual determinants).


� 	For relative philosophical completeness I have added this last category. 


� 	E.g., empiricists, rationalists et al.


� 	Defining all ‘ideologies’ as ‘extremist’ given their ‘over-committed insistence on doing impossible things, etc.’, along with the damaging consequences of such philosophical and ensuing non-philosophical forms of abuse.





