1
8

1G. Engineering the Pursuit of a Progressive Philosophy: Part IV
Reconstruction Through Existential Transformation
The Pursuit of Philosophy as a Discipline
Volume III

The Prescience of Philosophy as a Discipline:

Beyond Criticism:
How Should Philosophy 

Progressively Perfect an Ongoing Critique of its Discipline,

And,

Through Such Constructive Insight,

Perceptively Appreciate the Nature of the Human Condition??

A Critique of Theory versus A Theory of Critique:

N. K. Tointon

2020 – 2022
1G. Engineering the Pursuit of a Progressive Philosophy: Part IV
Reconstruction through Existential Transformation*
0. Preamble

In Part I, I argued, through the form of an announcement, whether this be acknowledged or not, that there exists a first division and a second division in the philosophical life-world.
 By extension, it was suggested that philosophers and their philosophies relegated to a second division were best avoided, but, if they needed to be confronted, that such misshapen ‘philosophies’ only deserved to be thoroughly deconstructed, put out of their misery, recognized as non-functioning, treated as defunct and not to be thought of as just ‘resting’ but quite dead; even if noisily refusing ‘to just die and go away…’ But all philosophically oriented efforts are a ‘work in progress’ and are also required to be continually deconstructed, albeit in a more constructive sense. What does not kill you may well make you stronger. Therefore, in the context of a first division, deconstruction is no longer just a destructive technique but, more importantly, a constructive method for re(-)building. In this essay, let me explore this more positive aspect of deconstruction. ‘Deconstruction’ being here defined as ‘that critical approach that attempts to remove all forms of defective philosophical argumentation and ameliorate all ensuing co-associated philosophical and non-philosophical forms of abuse in accordance with either the perception and/or apperception of an existential-consequentialism’.
 That the surviving residue of such critical treatment is a revised form of re(-)positioning that is treated as provisional, open, and, hopefully, productively fit for purpose. (0)

That in constructive-deconstruction we can often salvage much from the wreckage of a second division as well as renovating less secure sections of a first division. As noted, the many tasks of a philosopher are ever ongoing; an introduction to an introduction; additional arguments to further augment and enhance our progress to date; ever working towards a sense of relative conclusiveness left rendered as ‘provisional’, but, for all that, to be regarded as an interim building that can be entered for purposes of edification, temporary refuge, as a place to look out upon a world at large and, therein and thereafter, with(-)others, be worked within in order to expedite the beneficial reconstruction of our world at large through existential transformation.
 (1)

The plan for this essay is to travel through four headings each with three subheadings as depicted below.

1. Preparation
1a. Non-Closure

1b. Provisional Treatment
1c. Suspensions
2. Negative Deconstructive Considerations
2a. Deconstructing Negative Pre-Conditions
2b. Deconstructing Negative Conditions
2c. Deconstructing Negative Post-Conditions
3. Positive Reconstructive Considerations

3a. Relatively Prioritizing Positive Pre-Conditions
3b. Relatively Privileging Positive Conditions
3c. Relatively Promoting Positive Post-Conditions 
4. Existential-Consequentialism
4a. Re(-)Assessing Positive Pre-Conditions
4b. Re(-)Assessing Positive Conditions
4c. Re(-)Assessing Positive Post-Conditions     (2)


This essay will conclude with a section titled ‘Provisional Conclusions’. (3)


As a point of clarification, ‘deconstruction’, as broadly envisaged by myself, has both negative and positive aspects (and goes beyond a mere de-privileging of historically instituted forms of bias, etc.). I.e., through defusing defective arguments, etc., and salvaging those arguments that can be beneficially reconstructed. The positive transformations of the latter can be both relatively non-existential and existential in scope, but, the latter is to be preferenced; but, then it could also be argued that without the presence of intersecting forms of obstruction such ensuing transformations could be chaotically re(-)self-organized through forms of existential spontaneity, synchronicity, simultaneity, etc. (4)
1. Preparation

1a. Non-Closure


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] (5)

Under this heading the first divisional philosopher recognizes the need to avoid all forms of philosophical closure. (6)

How do we avoid overt and covert forms of closure? (7)

By disavowing indubitability whilst also recognizing that either degrees of positive (current real-time) confirmation and/or (retrospective) verification, and their net effect as a form of positive conformation (in definitive truth determinations), also all need to be accepted. How could we run, e.g., a scientific narrative (involved in a certain research project or program) without accepting factually-based information generally credited as credible? Or, how do we navigate the twin rocks of relativism and absolutism (where the latter is understood as arising though the non-use of suspensions, etc.)? (8)

As argued elsewhere, relativism (in a relative equality of position[ing]s) can only be found in the midst of the suspension (in what ever form it is exercised) but cannot be found in the non-suspended sense of world because the world is not ‘flat’ and cannot be ‘flat’ (being subject to change and hence imposing the need for the continual alteration of our positions with respect to each other, etc.). (9)


An absolute position is just not credible because such isolation of significance can be neither encountered nor recognized nor engaged. Significance is economic (say, as found in the archetypal interaction between phenomenological texts, hermeneutic meta-texts and non-systematic existential non-texts) and cannot be understood either unimodally or bimodally without having been already positioned economically in a trimodally context of representing either its origination and/or reception and/or simulation [through a dynamic suspension of the former]). (10)

So, (absolutistical) indubitability is disavowed! Positions are treated as provisional and through the use of and return to (extensive) suspensions closure is avoided. (11)

How is our reception of a textual situation to be rendered provisional? (12)
1b. Provisional Treatment


Provisional treatment is realized through having recourse to either a covert and/or overt suspensions (in some form or other whilst being imposed to a suitable degree). (13)


The (periodic) presence of the suspension ensures that both the epistemological and ontological commitments of our representation of a certain situation are effectively put out of action. So, e.g., ‘this beautiful work of art’, as previously appreciated as such, under an effective suspension, is now understood as “‘having been treated as a beautiful work of art’ without committing ourselves to any one claim as entailed in its prior treatment.” Can this dialectic be entertained given the need to hold two apparently opposed ideas, namely, that in entertaining the idea that ‘this work of art is beautiful’ without committing ourselves to whether ‘it is beautiful or is not beautiful, etc.’ Without too much difficulty, since the very basis of a question, e.g., automatically necessitates our holding all possible answers in a dialectical union. Then, with the collapse of the central suspension by ‘being subjected, in turn, to a suspension’ it is to be hoped that we might, therein and thereafter, find a resolution of the question being set (and whose possibilities of response have to some extent already been pre-defined). (14)

That, under the thought of a suspension, closure cannot be entertained. (15)

As a consequence, we also remove ourselves from both relativism and absolutism. Le me demonstrate this fact. (16)


It is true that the suspension produces a form of relativism when certain relevant parties and processes are all suitably addressed through forms of counter-writing. I.e., where intentional content is mirrored by the opposing of counter-content, and intentional processes are mirrored likewise by contra-processes. Then, in the de-suspension of the suspension we are returned to the previous state of representativeness albeit with the possibility of either minor non-chaotically oriented and/or chaotically oriented adjustments where our representations attempt to become more aligned with current inputs, etc. I.e., in such a balance, supplied by the suspension, we would expect chaotic corrections to more supply such processes of representative transformation. (17)

This complexity involved in the process of the suspension has been explored elsewhere under the concept of an extensive suspension. (18)

However, an easier concept is to hand in the idea of an induced suspension. That by enacting some suitable and adequate form of a suspension, through economic correlativity, the entirety of the extensive suspension can be induced. (19)


That the utilization of a suspension renders representative material as provisional, and, where the imminent return to a suspension maintains that same status. Thence this maintenance of non-closure. (20)
1c. Suspensions


The complex economic philosophy of the suspension has been explored elsewhere. By such means systematically accounting for a complexified overlapping of economies. Including e.g., metaphorical suspensions, rhetorical suspensions, simulated suspensions (when that simulated is merely treated as ‘merely simulated’), local suspensions (of a textualized situation), global suspensions as a technique for inducing a more thorough sense of suspension), dialectically running intentional content/processes against other co-involved intentional content/processes, accounting for the suspension of the (overall) suspension, accounting for pre-conditional, conditional inputs and post-conditional outputs, etc. (21)


Thankfully, thorough economic correlativity, it has been argued that the adequate instantiation of just a certain aspect of the suspension, say, through running either a rhetorical and/or metaphorical suspension/s, that the extensive suspension in its entirety can then be therein simulated. (22)

Extensive suspensions, in effect, operating in every moment of intentional consciousness, etc. Indeed, creating the very sense of momentariness to be found associated with that under such reflection. (23)

Such instinctive awareness being converted into learnt forms of behavior through suitable forms of reflection upon such ‘reflections’, etc. But, as noted, this orientation towards the suspension can be induced through merely asking an appropriate question, properly running a certain metaphor, appositely observing the existential dimension in action, etc. (24)


That, therefore, through invoking the suspension, representations of our topic can then be treated as provisional, open through the absence of closure, etc. (25) 


What is to be met through the ongoing imposition of the suspension? A clarification of the apparent form as semantically mapped textually… (26)

Because only through the prejudices of pre-judgments can we come to the suspension with material to be suspended, but, in the suspension the bias of that pre-judged sense of positioning is exposed through being counter-mirrored in the suspension that also centers our sense of world through such counter-balancing. This counter-balancing also mirrors the dynamic balance entertained at the center of the rhetorical economy, and all other economies, and, also at very center of the rhetorical (dis-conjunctive) suspension, the metaphorical (conjunctive) suspension, and the ensuing dynamic balance entertained between the former in the form of a simulated suspension that supplies an intimation of the (non-systematic) existential that is then experientially manifested in the dynamic balance of all three archetypal moments… as a systematic semblance of the existential… or, more simply, through this (extensive) suspension the chances are that a less distorted vision of the world is put on displayed and, therein and thereafter, exhibited through the de-suspension…? (27)

2. Negative Deconstructive Considerations

2a. Deconstructing Negative Pre-Conditions


For convenience, in this context, let us define ‘pre-conditions’ as ‘philosophically defective arguments’; treating ‘conditions’ as ‘those relevant forms of philosophical abuse  and confusion that can be identified’, and, perceiving ‘post-conditions’ as those forms of either non-philosophical abuse and/or confusion that follow on in the wake of these former defective forms of positioning’. (28)

Just as house built without solid foundations eventually becomes a danger to live within. (29)

By ‘defective arguments’ we would include defective logic/s, dialectics, transformations and retreatments as applied to premises, arguments and conclusions; narrational facts, narratives and critiques; theoretical, practical and critical perspectives; and, any simple or complex account conducted within the pre-cognitive, cognitive, trans-cognitive and post-cognitive understanding of an ordered analysis. Or, again, when involving mistaken and confused forms of correlation, accommodation, transformation, distinction, meta-distinction, and transition. In essence, any form of an argument that is neither anchored in factual assessments, is incoherent or non-integrated, is riven with competing, unresolved issues, etc. so, e.g., if ‘Plato’ was ‘a man’, and, ‘men’ are  (mistakenly) defined as ‘two-legged birds with no feathers’, then, it would follow that the great philosopher ‘Plato is a two-legged bird with no feathers’ which could also be extrapolated to imply that at least one birds has been a ‘philosopher’… Obviously, defective arguments generally (more often than not but not always
) produce defective conclusions with potentially bizarre consequences! (30)

Textbooks dealing with logic are full of fallacious arguments, etc. To this can be added any form of economic input-treatment-output that is incorrectly handled. (31)

Then, to insist on running a defect form of treatment is to provoke it co-associated form of abuse along with its ensuing confusion that would be a mix of both philosophical confusion and non-philosophical confusion. (32)

E.g., if I were to insist that that ‘the Moon is actually a big blue cheese’ you would think me to be mad or severely retarded. On the other hand, if I were to insist that ‘we must start with the external world before then dealing with a psychology of the internal world’ you might think I was revealing myself to be a ‘serious philosopher’… (33)

2b. Deconstructing Negative Conditions


A philosophically oriented argument is a set of semantic equations, hopefully integrated to that extent that a resolution or set of resolutions follows from of set of equations conducted with a genre or set of genres that can be construed as philosophical in orientation. I suspect most people of being capable of differentiating that which passes for being ‘philosophical’ from that ‘which does not pass as philosophical’ to the same extent most people can differentiate ‘dogs’ from ‘cats’. However, I also more suspect that ‘being philosophical’ is ‘a specific kind of meta-transformation that attempts to discern the form of that in question in the light of the genres invoked for such inspections’ (and subject to the rules of retreatment as discussed elsewhere). (34)

But, putting such questions to the side, let us note that insisting on an acceptance of defective processes of treatment will have consequences that, in all probability, will also be defective. I.e., that defective forms of philosophical insistence will induce co-associated forms of mistakes experienced as states of confusion consistent with the nature of such mistaken interpretations being insisted upon, and, that consequently and subsequently, forms of non-philosophical abuse and confusion will also follow on in the wake of the former. Let me illustrate this point. (35)

Let us say, for the sake of the argument, that I hold this idea that there is this so-called ‘external world’ and that ‘I also preference intentional objectivity by prioritizing it over intentional ideation’. My default position is as a ‘realist’, and most probably as an ‘empiricist’ as well (mis-defined, say, along the lines that ‘the things seen have to be seen in the external world in order to form concepts of such objects, etc., that inventories of such relatively invariant objects, etc., will allow me to then communicate with others via the use and usefulness of such relatively invariant perceptual objects, etc., etc.’). But such mishappen, defective thinking through insistence is a form of abuse. In this instance we have ‘metaphorical abuse’ instigated by an insistence this nonsensical concept of the external world (given that the world is the world regardless of whether we misdescribe it as either ‘external’ and/or ‘internal’). Insisting upon a defective philosophical attitude has its subsequent philosophical confusion, and, subsequent upon such philosophical confusion we will also have co-associated forms of non-philosophical confusion. As an extreme ‘realist’ who could also be an extreme ‘materialist’ such a person, upon philosophical forms of reflection might come to the misguided notion that ‘all ethical judgments should be reduced to pragmatical statements recognizing only the rights of certain people being exercised over the being of other people, property, and, what belongs to organizations, the state, etc.’ But, such a defective philosophy has little room for the necessary understanding of the deontological, altruistic behaviour, the compactual difference, existentially oriented insightfulness and responsibility, and so on. Then, as a result of such philosophical confusion, and, more than likely, other forms of non-philosophical confusion could also be in the train with that form of philosophical abuse. In this instance, this person insisting on also prioritizing intentional objectivity would most likely also be an ‘extreme empiricist’ and where such abuse in this instance is more rhetorical, i.e., through the insistence on preferencing intentional objectivity over all other aspects of the intentional economy. A metaphor used in the previous paper is that of being hit in the face and suffering, later, a different form of pain than the painful immediacy made on first contact. Continuing to run this argument, we might surmise our materialist, through their insistent prejudiced, as distinctive pre-judgment, is incapable of philosophically thinking clearly given then entrenched commitments to the perspective of a realist or empiricist or materials, etc. That such a person might well be incapable of appreciating the deontological, understanding altruistic behavior, seeing beyond the contractual nature of social interactions through the adoption of a transactional attitude and unable to effectively encounter lived-reality through an existential lens, etc. (36)

Many forms of philosophical abuse could be enumerated. In different situations, some being more prominent or relevant than others. E.g., let me propose there is an ‘intentional abuse’ where subjects are treated as ‘acting either with total sovereignty and/or being incapable of any form of responsible self-regulation’. Then, under chaotic circumstances a certain person might make a certain wrong decision in the course of their existence and then be punished in a court of law fore ever and a day for making that error of judgment that might have been mishandled over the course of a few second. I could imagine a person with a mild form of left-right dyslexia pushing down on the wrong pedal at an intersection when suddenly confronted by a need for a decisive stop or acceleration and confusing those two pedals. As a result of such a mistake, a serious accident ensues. In a court of law that person who mistook those two pedals is judged to be guilty and punished accordingly. The intentional abuse being inflicted in this instance is that the conscious person is ever in total control of all their enactions (whilst awake and not impaired through either illness and/or medications or/or drugs of impairment, etc.), i.e., either actions, non-actions and/or deferred inactions. In comparison, we could imagine the situation where a person is totally paralyzed and when not using eye-directed forms of computing can only blink once for ‘yes’ and blink twice for ‘no’. Let us say that after months of using this computer to write a book about what it is like to be trapped in an almost completely paralyzed body that person finally decides that they need a complete, well-deserved rest for a change. They are sick of being patronized by people speaking in short sentences, etc. So, they go on strike, neither blinking once nor twice to a battery of questions. Today this person is on strike, refusing to interact with those people who insist on interrogating them. This person has the possibility of making three choices and, today, they are exercising that third option of non-cooperation. If the person is the sole sovereign of their domain why not let them assume such sovereignty? On the other hand, without their computer assess their life is reduced to these three basic options. To what extent is such a person subject to legal definitions of being totally responsible for their acts when without their computer they are reduced to just three forms of communicative response? Or, conversely, tacking in the opposite direction, the parent is often confronted by a bewildering variety in styles of child management; from letting children do as they like because they are not yet responsible and an insistence that are and should be totally responsible from a very early age. Of course, it would be better if one were to take a middle path here and realize that responsibility fluctuates in accordance with the situatedness in question and that it is wrong to assume that one has either a complete control over one’s thoughts and enactions or that one has little or no responsibility when one is sufficiently conscious. (37)
2c. Deconstructing Negative Post-Conditions


The insistence placed on basing our lives on defective philosophical arguments is a form of philosophical abuse, and, from such philosophical confusion subsequent forms of non-philosophical abuse and confusion may well follow. All too often forms of philosophical closure are instrumental in reducing the freedoms the individual has to suitably respond to the ensuing exigencies of their specific situations. This can be very prominent in the extreme profession of certain religious attitudes, etc. This insight is reiterated. From philosophical forms of confusion, non-philosophical forms of confusion can follow, indeed, will inevitably follow... (38)

To rectify such problematic issues concerning forms of abuse and confusion we always have to hand the utilization of a(n extensive) suspension. Through the clarity and close observation of that suspension, certain defective arguments should be seen for what they are, namely, as ‘defective’, etc. (39)

Hopefully, through the de-suspension, our relationships are permitted and empowered to rectify their own fields of operation through suitable forms of re(-)self-organization initially assisted through incremental, non-chaotic forms of orchestration and re-organization that eventually meet positive points of bifurcation, etc. (40)

Other ways of confronting such errors is to utilize suitable pre-constructed checklists that list relevant, more likely forms of defective occurrence. Or, to just closely monitor such structural-functions should such checklist appear to be of little assistance in that same regard. (41)

The use of the suspension should also reveal the essential nature of that under such observation and from an assessment of that essential configuration we should be able to infer whether the invoked logic, dialectics, transformational analysis and/or retreatments reveal forms of defectiveness should they be present. (42)

Moreover, such an approach should also reveal the essential nature of any abuse or confusion issuing form such a source. (43)

However, just as it better to avoid a representative of the second division it is also probably more-wise to move on rather than seek impossible forms of resolution through deconstruction, etc. (44)


Preferably, we should seek positive ways to philosophically salvage the situation, emend defective structural-functions, and, rectify and re(-)normalize our relationships in the hope that they, themselves, can better assist us as how we should respond in this world at large with the requisite form and degree of responsibility. Hence our greater need to resort to positive forms of reconstruction… (45)
3. Positive Reconstructive Considerations

3a. Relatively Prioritizing Positive Pre-Conditions


How does deconstruction oversee a reconstructive role? (46)

By weeding out what is defective, etc., reducing forms of ensuing confusion; overseeing what can be salvaged; and, leaving in place what functions in a satisfactory fashion. (47)


In the light of these considerations philosophers then have a firmer ground to build upon. (48)


As a motto we could say: ‘meet, mix and match!’ Let me explain. (49)


Imagine some patients are being admitted to your hospital ward. You are the triage nurse. A certain doctor has requested that this first patient, a Mr. A, be admitted for x reasons. In this first instance, however, there is nothing that would demand immediate attention in the form, say, of emergency crisis intervention. As a matter of routine, certain additional questions need to be asked. However, your intuition tells you that this very quiet, depressed-looking person probably has not had a decent meal for some time and might be very hungry without directly telling you that. You ask them when they last eat. A vague reply is given and you then ask them if they have any dietary concerns. They say no, they don’t have any foods they don’t eat, etc. You immediately arrange that a meal be sent to this patient. When they have eaten you then revisit them and you then continue with your interview. This patient having eaten, seems a lot brighter and much happier to answer your questions you need to ask. (50)

On your basis of your intuitive assessment you prioritized the fact that this person needed to eat. You met this person, saw what was more urgently needed and matched that prioritized need with overseeing that they got a meal as quickly as possible. Then you continued your short interview with this patient who was now in a position to quickly answer your routine enquiries. (51)

Now, a second patient, a Mrs. B, is being admitted to your ward. You notice that she is limping a little as she walks, leaning to one side and slurring her speech. You immediately suspect that they are having a stroke. You organize immediate crisis intervention, and, after that is duly executed you then oversee that this hungry patient is also given a meal. (51)

Normally, you would have a certain admission routine that you would follow. However, although both patients were clearly hungry, the latter had to have immediate crisis intervention (given the imperative that as soon as a stroke is addressed with the requisite mediations the less neurological damage will ensue along a shortening of recovery times, along with an improved prognosis, etc. (52)

In effect, this triage nurse had to deconstruct their normal routines in order to oversee a more appropriate form of admission. The first patient got an immediate meal rather than the obligatory interview. The second patient got crisis intervention rather than a meal. Conducting an admission interview with this patient, under those circumstances, was not appropriated. (53)


Transferred to a philosophical situation, the philosopher confronts a certain philosophical problem by either recognizing that a philosophical problem or set of problems needs to be addressed or through a problematization of the situation in question then comes to discern what philosophical questions now need to be asked. This meeting the problematic nature of the situatedness in question is now addressed by putting a number of responses into the mix that one would think were reasonable at face value. Then, we have to match those responses that make better philosophical sense and settle on a solution or set of solutions that resolve the issue or issues to hand. (54)

In my opinion, our existential intuition operates along similar lines. The triage nurse realized that both patients were the type of person who, most probably, were not in a position to have eaten well before their admissions. However, the second patient had more pressing issues to deal with first. But, an attunement to the situations to hand should help us to discern which trajectories would need to be followed rather than merely adhering to more institutionalized habits, mere routines that we need to remember are there primarily to serve the patient first. (55)


Obviously, this is a very broad interpretation of the role to be played by this concept of deconstruction, but let me continue to unpack some additional points that need to be made. (56)

By adhering to defective strategies, we are obstructing our resolution of the problematic issues to hand, be that for a philosopher or any other disciplinarian, indeed, for any one concerned with a resolution of a problematic situation. Those approaches that are currently defective need to be removed, deconstructed, shown why they are defective, and duly dealt with, etc. In a similar manner, various tentative strategies for resolution also need to be ‘deconstructed’ and also duly dealt with by being put to the side in order to let a more suitable approach be seen to arise to the occasion. (57)
To a certain extent, by clarifying our responses in a similar manner we are ‘empowering’ our representative appreciation of the situation, on the behalf of that situation, as a relationship, to ‘signal’ what might or might not work, for(-)us, as far as an applicable strategy of resolution could be if entered into. In effect, deconstruction of both the ‘meeting and mixing’ may well be able to supply a form of response that successfully ‘matches’ and resolves those issue currently to hand. We might argue that this model for insightfulness, for such insight-formation, is how we operate int his world with(-)others, be that either non-existentially and/or existentially. (58)
In this philosophical perspective, our relationships being greater than the sum of their parts, including our own subjective and intersubjective contributions, can be invested with a sense of agency that cannot be merely reduced to the parts of that same relationship including our own subjective contributions, etc. That deconstruction is one of the tools we have to engineer the pre-conditions and conditions for such insight-creation primarily through a removal of those obstructions that would hinder our evolving understanding of what needs to be done in order to realize a satisfactory state of resolution. In this regard, I am also suggesting that this avenue is the path that can also be taken by a philosopher as they proceed to confront philosophical issues that require their own forms of resolution, etc. (59)

In effect we ‘meet’ the problematic situation by ‘deconstructing what is apparently found to be defective, obstructs our clarity of vision, and which causes various forms of confusion, both philosophical and non-philosophical to ensue in the wake of such defective attitudes. In clarifying the essential situatedness of the situation in question we set ourselves up for a ‘mix’ of responses. By intuitively discerning which of those possible trajectories is a better ‘match’ then with that response we then proceed to enacting that specific trajectory apparently chosen, ostensively, by that relationship itself. Or, by ourselves working on the behalf of that relationship. (60)

What does this working on the behalf of the relationship mean? (61)

From an existential perspective, I perceive an imperative for the augmentation and enhancement of positive value-creation that beneficially enriches that relationship and where such enrichment is then, in reverse so to speak, ‘shared’ by the participants in that relationship. (62)


I have argued elsewhere, as a philosophical maxim, ‘that what should be preference should be preferenced and what should not be preferenced should not be preferenced! In a philosophically treated situation, conducted these lines, a relationship should be preferenced over its participating contributors. ‘Wholes are greater than the mere sum of their parts’ and ‘psychic wholes are greater than the mere sum of their psychic parts’. Let me exemplify this way of seeing things, this relational preferencing where a more material, non-relational view of lived-reality, metaphorically, ‘is turned around, turned upside down and turned back to front…’ (63)

In the wallet I have a shiny one-dollar coin. I own and possess this coin, until I buy something with it and give it to the vendor to meet the cost of that transaction. Now, I have a friend John. But, the use of this verb ‘to have’ is being used in a different sense. I do not ‘possess’ my friend as if they were that one-dollar coin. We might say, on reflection, instead, that we ‘share’ a friendship. However, from the perspective of the relational totality of the friendship it would be more accurate to say that this friendship ‘shares’ us. That the difference between something shared and something that shares us is an ‘existential difference’ whose relational richness is a direct reflection of the ‘lived-facticity’ of that relationship. I.e., that extent that that relationship is engaged, engages us, above and beyond the mere materiality of the participants in that same relationship. In the light of this ‘turning around’ of a material sense of vision how does this alter our attitudes; impel processes of intervention; shape responses, responsiveness and responsibility? (64)

3b. Relatively Privileging Positive Conditions


As discussed to date, we have, in effect, dealt with the pre-conditions involved in this existential ‘meeting, mixing and matching’. In this regard we have explored deconstruction as a pre-condition whose removal of certain defective ‘contributions’ is seen as a clearing of those obstructions that impede this process of insight-formation. In the same vein, we treat a mixing of possible responses in a similar fashion. We remove from contention, perhaps provisionally, perhaps permanently, those responses that we estimate will either diminish the relative richness of the responsiveness we might wish to enact of the behalf of that relationship or estimate that they do not augment or enhance the degree of enrichment intuitively felt that could be engineered through some form of intervention on the behalf of that relationship. How might that engagement, this process of intervention, be better organized? What are the ‘ideal’ conditions for such theoretical deployment, what are the ‘real’ conditions for such practical employment? In the lived-reality of this specific relationship in question just how do we go about making such assessments, enacting such interventions? (65)

Through visualizing requisite forms of alignment. As discussed elsewhere, alignment is realized through re(-)alignment, and, that was economically unpacked under the three iterative headings of (iteration, reiteration and re-iteration), namely, phenomenal-phenomenologically oriented presentation, hermeneutically oriented representation, and, existentially (and chaotically) oriented re-presentation. I.e., we seek a representatively enriched understanding of the essential constitution of that relationship in question by exploring these three dialectical facets of presentation, representation and re-presentation. Moreover, these facets also represent a harmonic economy where processes of resolution are entered into through a resolution of dissonance within the consonant nature of its co-associated field. When processes of iteration are repetitively iterative, we get ‘mere reiteration’ which establishes the general commonality of the intentional field in question, i.e., the met-textual genre or genres being exercised through those processes of change. With presentation we get a relatively dissonant-like textual intrusion in the generality of that field. The third dialectical moment is the simulated, non-textual resolution entered into. Moreover, as noted earlier, such resolution cannot be perfectly completed because with complete resolution the relationship is terminated. So, in the light of this qualification, we realize that for a relationship to persist in lived-experience it must remain subjected to partial, ongoing forms of resolution and not forms of full-resolution. (66)

Admittedly, this is a lot to take on board so let me simplify things in order to get across the essential feature behind ‘insight-formation’ according to this model that suggests our relationships are existentially endowed with the means to provoke a resolution of such insightfulness through the economies of those relationships themselves, albeit as entertained by(-)us and enacted for-others, with(-)others, etc. (67)


Various forms of alignment are in play. E.g., between our virtual envisualization of what responses might need to be enacted, and, the expected non-virtual consequences of such enactions. E.g., an alignment between the relatively consonant nature of hermeneutic considerations, the relatively dissonance of those materials introduced through phenomenological considerations, and, the existentially oriented resolution of such tensions playing out across the relationship per se as found simulated by that person concerned. This process of alignment, through ongoing resolution, induces a certain degree of harmonic alignment through the ongoing nature of this economic process of resolution. Put as bluntly as possible, economic engagement with the relational situatedness in question, has within its means, the very semblance of a power to enact a process of resolution as signaled by these routines of meeting, mixing and matching. When such an alignment is realized, then the relationship is charged to act accordingly. Therein and thereafter, for a few moments at least, a process of resolution is entered into that exemplified that form of an alignment put in place through such intentional deliberations that we may think we have entertained through an act of will. However, in lived-reality, it is the released powerfulness of our relationships that primarily enacts those pathways of resolution that we have merely entertained through such apparent ‘meeting, mixing and matching’... (68)

From a simulation of the relational situatedness in question, we learn to clarify the essential constitution of what is being sought. Through a deconstruction of obstacles along our path, we learn to clarify our sense of vision. Through such clarification, we find ourselves exercising a deconstruction of non-productive aspect of such experience including those trajectories not considered as suitable to take up. Finally, through meeting and mixing we hopefully discern which matches might make for a better fit. All appreciation being entered into through suspensions whose suspension, in turn, then allows us to enact such enaction in the hope that we have found an existentially productive sense of a match. Therein and thereafter, ‘for a few moments at least’, empowered to act on the behalf of that relationship. But, how do we discern whether a certain match is as productive as we might hopefully expect? (69)

From our reflections upon lived-experience we come to expect that certain expectations will act accordingly. When we boil water, we expect that water to boil around one hundred degrees centigrade. Boiling is a chaotic phenomenon, a change of state, but for all that one that usually proceed without too many complications, if at all. We heat the water, incremental degree by incremental degree. When we get to one hundred degrees, we have begun to boil that water. If we are boiling potatoes, we notice that they will start to soften and we stop boiling them when we find the potatoes falling of a prodded fork. If we are boiling water for the making of a cup of tea, we find the tea infusing in that heated water. When the tea is at the strength we like, we stop this process of infusion. That, by following pre-defined genres of behaviour we enact various sequences in order to arrive at the objective of such procedures. (70)


As a precondition, we deconstruct those obstructions that appear to impede our making progress. Then, through a further deconstruction of various possible forms of responsiveness, we hopefully will ‘meet’ a ‘match’ which will enrich this lived-relationship in question. By such enrichment either creating a new relationship or preserving the value all ready present or amplifying such valuational-formation through processes of conservation. These three responses being the creation, preservation or conservation(al amplification) of value. But, in contemplating such relational responsiveness, how do we then evaluate questions of responsibility (if such is enacted by our relationships?)? (71)
3c. Relatively Promoting Positive Post-Conditions 

In an act of responsiveness, certain responses are elicited. Obviously, such phenomena are not mere action-reaction style processes.
 In a sense we could say our responsiveness is on a level of appreciation higher, as epistemological organized, than that present in those mere responses per se. Similarly, considerations of responsibility is another dimension higher in this scheme of appreciative considerations. Indeed, in acting in ‘good faith’ responsibly, or even in ‘bad faith’ irresponsibly, we are still operating on some level of epistemologically organized ‘intentional’ functioning well beyond that which would be involved in a process of mere perceptual observation and/or mere conceptual interpretation. Because merely looking at the situation in question or merely thinking about it (in those virtual terms of reference) does not have us actually (non-virtually) engaging in that situatedness per se. More correctly, judgmental appreciation along with sequenced patterns of enacted engagement, through some form of intervention, must be trans-intentional, trans-cognitive in their epistemological complexity of psychic organization. But, of course we must also note that such elevated trans-intentional judgments are also ‘acted out’ in a form that is embodied, physically instrumentalized, and, retreated in such relatively less elevated aspects of the psyche. I.e., in a less epistemologically organized format or form (which might explain why we can walk and chew gum at the same time but should not drive and simultaneously message or talk on our mobiles or cellphones!
). (72)

Given these differences between ‘responses’ and ‘an appreciative awareness of the ensuing form of our responsiveness’ and ‘the sense of responsibility that is relatively present or absent in such responsiveness’ brings us to a point where we recognize that the latter is operating on a level of judgment, an appreciation of the value or valuational formation (since as I have argued elsewhere
 in ‘valuational formation’ we are also concerned with issues of identification/self-identification and function/functionality which is not merely synonymous with values as entailed in either an appreciation of the aesthetical, the deontological and/or the pragmatical
). Putting such background complexities aside, the main point I would like to make here is that ‘responsibility’ is ‘a certain relatively elevated sense of e/valuation that overlaps with values along with considerations of certain topics like, e.g., judgment, appreciation, the existential, authenticity, the trans-intentional, and so on. Bearing in mind this agenda, let me steer this the unravelling of this exposition in a direction that, by necessity, must touch on such issues. (72)

In dealing with these existential ideas of responsibility, authenticity, etc., we now need to understand just how both deconstruction and ensuing processes of reconstruction can be engaged in such a manner so as to deliver the instantiation of such positively valued and preferentially treated aspirations? Just how can this existential-consequentialism operate and also assist us in maintaining our philosophical membership in a so-called first division? (73)

Basically, or so it seems, we need to address just how are relationships to be represented and experienced in intentional consciousness? And that understood, just how do we clarify and enrich such lived-experience? (74)

As already argued, deconstruction removes obstructions in the form of defective forms of philosophizing by demonstrating their impossible natures, i.e., those identities, functions, values; premises, arguments, conclusions; narrational facts, narratives, critiques; etc., that just cannot be arrive at as claimed. Such a process will point out those aspects of those arguments, etc., that need some form of salvaging, some form of repair given that all argumentation is ever a work in progress and our ongoing attempts to represent the world at large cannot be dismissed completely illusory or delusional. Just as, conversely, we should also not claim that our representative attempts are to be treated as indubitable (even if we would happily bet on such arrived at forms of assurance). In effect, a middle path should, on the whole, safely steer us between such relativism and absolutism as long as we do not subscribe to any form of ideological extremism. As long as we are ever prepared to apply an extensive suspension, treat our research as a work in progress, as provisional but also as possessing a form of experiential value that can be shared with others given that such research must also be conducted with others. That, in essence, private research is just as impossible as claiming we are privy to a private language, all other similar misnomers, and so on. (75)

This degree of philosophical optimism accepted, that all research projects and programs can be conducted in the mutual space of their co-associated prospects, then let us proceed from such an intersubjective understanding. I have argued (in a philosophy of retreatment) that there can only be three distinctive forms of exploration, namely, nominations, analyses and syntheses. That correctly, the sense and semblance of the relational is discerned under the heading of ‘nominations’ by virtue of the fact that existential patterns of resolution are necessary in order to experience this distinctive aspect of specific experience. In contrast, predicational attributions are analytical and phenomenologically oriented in particular terms of type, and, relations are hermeneutically experienced in general terms of reference.
 The balanced suspension of the former, subjected to a process of ongoing resolution, then gives us access, or, rather, a form of entry, admittance or intimation of the existential, i.e., more a ‘taste’ or ‘touch’ or ‘aroma’ of the relationally oriented nature of the existential dimension of the relational per se (without insisting on its absolutisitical separation from the non-existential, etc.).
 So, ‘relations’ are not experienced as ‘relational in an existential sense’. That ‘nominations’ act as ‘an intimation of the relational through resolution’, but, that correctly, the fully-invested idea of the ‘relational’ is when we have a ‘systematic sense of the existential’. That, correctly speaking, ‘relationships’ are properly understood from experiencing a systematic sense of the existential in our trans-intentional, judgmental appreciation of the intentional ‘materiality’ of lived-experience. Seen in this light we are no longer dealing with representations organized in a hermeneutical mode but as fully fledge existential experiences with a sense of integrity and power commensurate with their existential status, i.e., with an intensity of potential expressiveness equal to the existential excess or surplus of e/valuation to hand. Proffering an explanation why some relationships are more important, more influential, more powerful in our lives given their ability to reconstruct our world around us through their autonomous sense of a powerfulness that for all that is still exercised through the membership in that relationship in question. By default, proffering a distinction between our relatively non-existential ‘engagement’ in a relationship and our existentially engaged forms of intervention enacted on the behalf of that relationship. That although a ‘non-existential engagement’ is almost a contradiction in terms, given that I reserve this term ‘engagement’ for the existential orientation, we are, nevertheless, saved by the fact that the ‘pure, non-existential experience’ is just as impossible as the ‘pure, existential experience.’ That, as noted on numerous occasions, the existential arises through the existentialization of the relatively non-existential and not the existentialization of the relatively existential, etc. (76)

Arising from the subtilties of the previous complex argument, I would argue that relationships, being experienced as greater than the psychic sum of their parts can act as if psychic actors in their own right, albeit as exercised through us. Hence our ability, when aligned with the essential trajectories of our relationships, to enact what needs to be done on the behalf of those relationship themselves. This should not be a too difficult idea to understand. Such a state of affairs is self-evidently present in the love a mother has for her child, or, a teacher for their charges, or, between friends, or between lovers, or in a marriage of minds between those people who, over time, have had to endure much together, and so on. That the ‘presence’ or ‘essential nature’, of this existential dimension is all too often overlooked by philosophers, especially those relegated to a second tier.
 That, in lived-reality, the existential dimension cannot be overlooked when attempting to better understand the parameters of a critical philosophy that proudly deserves to be afforded a first divisional status. (77)

By such means, relationships can be experienced, through existential alignment, in and through such a confluence of active, passive and causal modes of interaction.
 In the light of such an understanding, we are now in a position to better understand the constructive role that can also be played by deconstruction as being broadly envisaged in this essay. I.e., as destructive of obstruction, able to point out that which can be salvaged, can also deconstruct relatively less effective trajectories tentatively proposed as possible responses, express through us an existential sense of an empowerment that allows us to intervene in the coursing of our relationships as we stand before(-)others and they find themselves standing before(-)us, and so on. Because only through others can both of us, ourselves and others, work together to realize our own ambitions and the aspirations of others. The complex patterns of negotiation being both existential and no-existential in orientation as they enter into the creation and maintenance of such ongoing agreements (through communicative enaction) that would need to be in place as we work in this world at large with(-)others, and so on… (78)

We could, as a way into an understanding of this positive sense of reconstruction, perceive the exercise of both non-existentially oriented inputs and existentially oriented approaches to this clarification deemed as insight-forming. If, in a moment of bad faith we were to propose to ourselves a certain pattern of response that we intuitively know as not the right direction to proceed we would, from an existential perspective, realize the downside of such a course of action. I.e., the disempowerment of that relationship and, ultimately, a disempowerment of ourselves as participants. Assuming that we had adequate powers of existential discrimination we just would not proceed in that direction. But, alternatively, such discrimination is less available to a person who lacks such existential discrimination. That, sadly, such insight-formation would be lacking in a person whose horizons were merely shaped by a transactional philosophy or who were, themselves, ‘psychopaths’ or ‘sociopaths’ (and where the choice of such nomenclature is more dependent upon the psychiatric traditions of the country you were currently resident in). Hence the nature of our world as one in which existential imperatives, or the relative lack thereof, are continually shaping this current re-arrangement of our world, or, rather de-arrangement. Witness inequality, environmental vandalism, incessant wars, terrorism, poverty and hunger, imprisonment of certain peoples in their own countries, that afflict a great mass of people on this great planet that could be rendered infinitely more inhabitable if it were to be more respectfully treated as our one and only ‘home’. Given this more positive understanding of deconstruction as an avenue to promote processes of existential rectification and re(-)normalization of our relationships, is it possible that these forms of inequity could be better addressed by such means? (79)
4. Existential-Consequentialism

4a. Re(-)Assessing Positive Existential Pre-Conditions


The central idea behind this important philosophical position of an existential-consequentialism is that ‘all enactions matter!’ I.e., all enactions, be they either actions, non-actions and/or the deferral of inactions; that they all have consequences and that that needs to be fully appreciated. That such appreciation is arrived through an insightful appreciation of pre-conditions, conditions and post-conditions. In this regard, we can view pre-conditions as when we possess the right (philosophical) motivations; that right conditions involves the right pursuit of existential courses of enaction, and, right post-conditions involves the realization of those consequences that beneficially engineer an enrichment of our relation-‘ships’ (and all their participants who sail therein). (80)

So, what is ‘right existential motivation’, and, ‘right philosophical motivation’ and should we distinguish a difference between the same??? (81)

I would like to argue that from an existential point of view that there is no difference, but, that from the perspective of disciplines, or the secular nature of this same world we share, that differences are manifested in a non-existentially oriented sense. However, let me first explore the cultivation of a preference for the existential basis for motivation. Let me explain.
 (82)


The apparent richness of our existence in this world is realized through a cultivation of our relationships. This ‘richness’, therefore, cannot be reduced to a material state of affairs by being essentially relational. Indeed, it must escape all sense of a reduction by virtue of being directly related to the existential surpluses of valuational formation realized through this cultivation of those relationships. That, any exploration through a process of reduction will see the disappearance of both this sense of an existential surplus and the relationship in which it is being experienced. (83)

Given an acceptance of this understanding, it is natural to see why we should wish to encounter, recognize and engage with our relationships from the instantiation of an existential perspective. Hence motivation should have an existential complexion. That granted, we must ask how such motivation could be cultivated? (84)

Basically, through cultivating an open suspension in some suitable format. But to do that, in lived-reality the options are endless. From formal suspensions to the overseeing processes of relational resolution by ethical or other means, from mindful reflection to processes of engaged interaction with others, and so on. In essence, we live each moment of our intentional lives though automatic enacting suspensions at the center of lived-experience itself as we refine various forms of alignment that promote such encounters, recognitions and engagements. In effect, setting up the pre-conditions for the condition of the suspension through various processes of refinement that in their own way might be deemed to be deconstructive and reconstructive, etc. Let me elaborate… (85)
4b. Re(-)Assessing Positive Existential Conditions

In our representative appreciation of a certain situatedness we also become aware of its perceived problematicity to that same extent we are hermeneutically capable of perceiving such anomalization. Indeed, I have argued elsewhere that the very manufacture and dissemination of a specifically constituted narrative is as a direct result of the ‘perception’ of some form of anomalization; be that overtly self-recognized or overtly self-presented in a form that may not be so directly appreciated. (86)

Such ‘awareness’, whether overtly self-presented or covertly other-presented, to some degree or other, presents this represented sense of problematicity. The very act of questioning something, indeed, anything, implies that there are reasons for that type of concern, be they overt and/or covert to the questioner given that they have not yet been suitably addressed and resolved. If all were well, we might as well just go to the beach for a whole day, or have a cup of tea and read our latest emails, and so on. The implication being that in representatively confronting a certain situation we would also be aware, to some degree or other of its problematicity, be that either recognized or discerned through some closer form of problematization. Should our concerns be resolved, then that situation would be no longer of concern. In our intentional world we would then move on to other matters. However, if in our reflection upon this problematic aspect of our appreciation is not resolved then our concerns remain whether continued now or later in real time, or periodically re-approached, or merely put to the side for when the time might be right to revisit such concerns that in a hierarchy of priorities may well be of less concern to us. (87)

Now, this overall appreciation of a certain situation that has problematic considerations also hermeneutically exposes us to a range of problematic processes of resolution. That situation has been defined in terms of certain relatively appropriate genres and through that lens problematic features will also be somewhat automatically addressed by patterns of resolution associated with those genres. E.g., I am at home, see the time is 3 pm and form the desire for afternoon tea, often had at that time. So, the problematic features of this train of thoughts would be something somewhat predictably occurring along the following lines: Do I want afternoon tea now or a little later? If ‘yes’, do I want to drink tea or coffee? Do I want to eat something with my choice of beverage? Where am I going to sit down for my afternoon tea? One self-directed question leads to a flurry of other questions, but, all of which are relatively non-problematic because the manner of their resolution is already pre-configured by the understood parameters associated with this genre of taking afternoon tea, as pre-understood by myself. (88)


I am arguing, by extension, that that is how we experience all forms of problematization. The difference being that a process of resolution may have to be explored rather than finding ‘something ready to wear’, so to speak. Or, tentative solutions themselves may perhaps have to be problematized. Then, when a solution has been either adopted or might soon be adopted such a response, in turn, becomes problematized through recontinued forms of questioning. Or, if no suitable solutions are currently found to be acceptable then the whole process may well be just deferred, or even relegated to a place in our memory to be gradually forgotten about through being not visited, never to be visited ever again, and so on. (89)

But the basic point, here, to note, is this: our representative appreciation of a situation is in all probability being visited because it is found to be currently problematic. Or, if the vestiges of problematicity in such a visit are resolved then we would automatically move on in our intentional world to some other intentional situation with its semblance of co-associated problematic issues, etc. That in addressing situations along with their co-associated problematicity we are already in a position to recognize such problematic features because the situatedness-in-question is already framed that way for us. Indeed, as both problematic and, in all probability, able to be resolved by following certain possible modes of co-associated resolution. (90)

That embedded in such problematicity we will find both philosophical forms of probematicity and existential forms of problematicity should such considerations be more directly confronted. Here, however, such problematic feature may never be fully represented with the necessary degree of clarity and with subsequent solutions that will be found to be suitably apposite, etc. (91)

One reason such problematic issues may not have been suitably clarified is either through a lack of reflection into the nature of the positionality being taken up in addressing such issues, and/or through a relative lack of urgency given a hierarchy of other more pressing concerns, and/or the adoption and adaptation of certain approaches that are either philosophically and/or existentially defective as strategies in organizing such ensuing responsiveness and responsibility-bearing. (92)

Obviously, at least for my readers or audience, we have here candidates for applicable forms of deconstruction. In this regard, we could say that positionality, responses and envisaged consequences are all candidates for deconstruction. I.e., deconstructing defective patterns of argumentation by pointing out their errors and by such means obviating their ensuing forms of philosophical and non-philosophical confusion. By philosophical confusion we can include all forms of ensuing existentially oriented perplexity and anxiety. (93)


Now, it is not necessary to fully subscribe to a strong version of deconstruction that is also viewed as automatically reconstructive but I am of the opinion that these two aspects, indeed, are so co-self-configured. Let me revisit this proposition. (94)


As noted, problematicity is co-figured in all forms of intentional concern and that our hermeneutic appreciation of such problematicity also comes ready with a range of possible solutions courtesy of such genres given the way they both write such problematic considerations and proffer both a range of traditional and not so traditional responses. Under the latter category we might find those solutions that are more reflective of the relatively conventional or unconventional natures of our own senses of self in so as we are prepared to adopt and adapt such patterns of responsiveness as we stand before(-)other more with(-)others or less with(-)others in that same regard. (95)

Distorted ways of seeing things inevitably means distorted ways of addressing such situations. Suitable forms of de-distortion, as claimed, will assist in such processes of interaction. But that already assumes we must already have some clarity of understanding embedded in the midst of such distorted forms of interactive-assessment. And that is the case! As a matter of fact, both existentially and philosophically, we neither have indubitable visions of the world at large nor do we have a complete misunderstanding of what is to hand. We live in an in-between-world, for the most part rendered relatively non-problematic because our understanding is such that most forms of problematic anomalizations are already existentially part-resolved through our hermeneutic appreciation of the phenomenological constitution of such situations. So, I want a cup of tea, no problem… unless I am in the middle of a desert without one or all of the following, namely, water, tea, tea utensils for boiling the water and drinking tea, and, I might add, some form of shelter from the intensity of the sun or the weather should the nights be cold, etc. (96)

Now can a strong case be made for this stronger thesis ‘that deconstruction is automatic reconstructive’? (97)


Given that some form of clarity is already present in our being in this world, in and through our relations with(-)others, it follows that such implicit, correctly understand-understandings are rendered more prominent through the deconstructive removal of what deserves to be deconstructed. We could then argue, that when all such obstructive materials are removed that what we would be left with must be a reasonable form of clarity given that our understanding of a situation is already to some degree necessarily present. Further, we can argue, quite cogently, that this process of deconstruction can also apply to the further enquestioned clarifications of our situatedness along with the conditionality of our responses, in how we find ourselves responding to that situatedness in question, and, the consequential import of such responses once enacted, if acted upon, whilst awaiting the more immediate anticipation of those longer-term expectations about to be realized. That, all in all, deconstruction by its very nature must also be constructive be that either by default or in response to such ensuing clarifications organized as suitable responses to our perceptions of the situation to hand. (98)

Now, we could overlook ‘reconstructive clarifications by default’ by maintaining a need to constructively intervene in this process of re(-)clarification whose ensuing patterns of representative alignment are realized through re(-)alignment arrived at through additional processes of phenomenological clarification, plus conformal hermeneutic confirmational or verificational reclarification that the genres being exercised to hand are both appropriate and adequate to the tasks to hand, and, that existentially orientated patterns of chaotically re-self-organized clarifications are also to be possibly arrived at. But, any form of re-self-organization, at any stage in this process, be that pre-conditional and/or conditional and/or post-conditional in orientation, is immediately indicative of a response that is provoked by our representative appreciation of that relationship as entertained per se! I.e., that deconstruction as a process can also engineer patterns of reconstruction that, in all probability, are suitably apposite for that relationship in question given their realization in and through that relationship per se, albeit as enacted by us on the behalf of that relationship as currently being represented by(-)us, for(-)us. (99)


Still, as human agents existentially acting on the behalf of our relationships we can get it wrong and will get it wrong, albeit to some degree or other, but, still, as works in progress, even in error, we have the ever-present possibility until death of resuming suitable patterns of responsive and responsible enaction… if only to make forms of emendation that are either personally and/or socially acceptable for the previous enactions enacted through either acts of commission and/or omission, etc. (100)

But, if this strong view on deconstruction as a mechanism for reconstruction through ensuing re(-)organization or re(-)self-organization is granted, what are the ramifications of such an approach to problem solving, to the resolution of existential anxieties and our defusing of the philosophical perception of philosophical anomalies? (101)

For a start, that the resolution of all forms of problematicity is ever to hand even if a process of resolution recognizes either the current or future impossibility of a solution ever occurring or that time and well-directed efforts are needed to non-virtually enact such possibly productive pathway in resolution. Accepting that there is no solution to that specific problems is a form of progress. Then, obviously, we have nowhere to go in that regard and should just move on. Or, as is more usually the case, a resolution of such problematicity can then be worked through. Of course we must also admit that the simplicity of this recognition is somewhat undermined by the fact that we must forever work with(-)others as we make our passages through this world at large and that means that forms of agreement have to be continually entered into, etc., that may mean delaying or deferring the enaction of such patterns of resolution that would oversee a more final resolution of those specific problems in question that do not demand more urgent forms of resolution. (102)

That a prime tool for this task of resolution, and proven to be fit for purpose, is deconstruction as here currently understood. I.e., as a process that demonstrates defective positioning, defective argumentation and possibly defective consequences all within an existential context of a defective appreciation of our responsibilities to be enacted within a certain relationship. (103)


That deconstruction renders a philosopher as either resident in a first division or as second division. In a first division, this approach refines the philosophical process for that philosopher ever open to the existential richness of a world that does not conform to misapplied forms of closure. In a second division, this approach renders that philosopher as redundant. However, although it might be impolite to refer to such a person as redundant, still, for the purposes of edification, despite the collapse of their closed and defectively constructed philosophical systematizations, the very devices that were misused in their specific projects and programs can all be salvaged if subjected to the maintenance of an ongoing suspension… returning such a prospect to the openness of this world as lived, this life-world to be experienced through the openness of lived-experience… (104)

4c. Re(-)Assessing Positive Existential Post-Conditions 


Not only are our representatively simulated relationships sources of an existential excess in valuational formation but their refined formulations will additionally supplement or complement the existential enrichment of such engagements. Therefore, it behooves us to refine our working-relationships with(-)others, through(-)others in order to engineer such beneficial re-enrichment for both others and ourselves. (105)

Therefore, there is also an ongoing need to deconstruct the expected and anticipated consequential nature of our responses as we make tentative forms of progress in an ongoing rectification and re(-)normalization of our being in this world with(-)others, before(-)others. What might this entail? (106)

Just as our experience of our relationships, as simulated through representative forms of engagement, are entailed in concert with their inherent problematicity, so, too, are the responses elicited by our receptivity to our relationships also infused with an expected sense of resolution. That, as suggested, the comparative integrity and existential competence of such solutions is also something that can be pre-tested through a suitable process of deconstruction. Let me illustrate this concept. (107)


Imagine an elderly patient, a Mr C, has just been admitted to this hospital ward a short time before you started your shift there as a nurse. You are the person responsible for this person’s care for the next eight hours. You discern, perhaps by being told, that this patient is hungry. But, they are also showing signs of a possible stroke as evidenced in a slurring of speech, a mouth drooping to one side, the concerns expressed by the patient over this change in their physical state. A number of possibilities present themselves. Obviously, the kitchen is closed at that hour so this patient will either need to wait till breakfast or you will make a sandwich for them in the staff cafeteria. But, as they are showing signs of a stroke it would be more responsible to see to how to address that condition first. At the changeover, you were already informed that this person has been getting the urgent treatment reserved for the advent of a stroke. So, this allows you as a nurse to return to the question of whether this person should be given some food. In your opinion, this person could and should be given something to eat. You already know what food there is available for this type of ‘emergency’ and you ask the patient what they might prefer. But as this person is having a stroke, and not a candidate for surgery, you offer them this sandwich and sit with them while they eat it to ensure that they can actually do that. You make both them and yourself a cup of tea to have with them in order to observe and reassure them that everything that can be done is being done. Thankfully your other patients are asleep and not in need of immediate care in some form or other. All in all, a not too complicated situation. But, as intimated, a series of enactions being continually exposed to suitable forms of deconstruction if and when those occasions should arise. Yes, they are hungry, they tell me that, but would it not be better that this stroke be first addressed. But, that issue is being suitable addressed, so I get them something to eat. But, if they have too much difficulty in eating that sandwich then I may well need to intervene. Perhaps help them eat it by feeding them, or prevent them choking if necessary, or, perhaps settling for some form of dietary formulation in the form of a drink instead. Or, just giving them a drink of water. And so on… (108)

Quite simply, our lives are lived in a similar manner. A continual stream of possible conjectures all continually subjected to sets of conditionals, etc., whilst being ever-mindful of the expected consequences of such enactions enacted. I.e., those responses that are committed, omitted or just currently left deferred… (109)

As noted, not only do our genres read our situatedness but also provide a range of possible responses. Deconstruction clarifies not only the situatedness of our situations but also the existential situatedness of our situatedness. Moreover, through deconstruction we clarify such an understanding and if we were to travel a little further possibly clarify for us the philosophical nature of that stance being contemplated. Then, as suggested we can also deconstruct that range of possible responses as well as deconstructing the expectations that we hold for the enaction of such responses. All in all, some subtle manoeuvring is being called for, but, a process that normally is expedited without actually experiencing too much complexity or perplexity. A state we might add, that usually is the preserve of the committed philosopher… (110)

To sum up, just how is deconstruction to be exercised? From an essentially sketched representative simulation of the phenomenal situation in question we question those points that we either observe to be problematic or have some form of problematicity when more closely discerned. As trained observers or as trained philosopher we learn to note such defect, such defective forms of positioning, argumentation, concluding, discerning a sense of responsibility, etc. (111)

These possibly defective structural-functions that might be present can be formally approached systematically either using a suitable checklist,
 or, less formally we might inspect such formulations less systematically in terms of their causality, intentionality, rhetorical interrogations and other tropes, residential metaphorical utilization, forms of apparitional or simulated treatment, valuational formations found to be present in the light of our responsibilities to be enacted in the context of such situatedness. More probability we will hone in those concerns that already seem to be more prominent for us? On a more informal basis as suggested let proffer the outlines of some examples. E.g., if I were to do x or not do x what are the most like causal consequences of such enaction? E.g., just where do I stand, intentionally, on this specific or particular type of situation as currently understood? Just how well is such positionality be addressed philosophically? E.g., to what extent, in the light of available knowledge being disseminated, should I question the personal uptake of a vaccine for Covid-19, or, which vaccine might be considered to be more preferable in the light of my demographics should choice be available in that regard (given an acceptance that vaccines are relatively safe and that complete hesitancy is not seen as a responsible option?)? E.g., science appears to normally operate in a world based on a pre-considered metaphorically externality, but, in the world of quantum physics even that defective philosophical attitude is coming under scrutiny? In the light of the scientific critique of this attitude how might we conduct all forms of science under a deconstruction of this unnecessary internal-external dichotomy? E.g., that even in respect to all things not considered to be currently problematic we should treat them as if they were not completely comprehended just as in those examples when historically it was shown that even as an innocent crossword could have been constructed with a hidden acrostic or code. Implying, retrospectively, that those easily identifiable texts were not just an innocent crossword, etc. Hence this approach that accepts that even simulations in an apparitional suspension might reveal move than first thought even if such reassessments were recognized to be a rare phenomenon? Hence this acceptance that even such sorted simulations should potentially be ready to be subjected to an apparitional suspension. E.g., we must also consider that our already arrived forms of valuational e/valuation likewise might need to be re(-)e/valuated in the light of suitable forms of suspension given, e.g., that we might not be fully conversant with all the relevant essential information pertaining to the situation in question. (112)

The moral of the story being, ‘that we must ever remain open to a richness of reality that does not nor can fully reveal itself…’ (113)


Unlike so-called ‘philosophers’ who have relegated themselves to a second division, whether aware of that fact or not, members of a first division should ever welcome this technique of deconstruction. (114)

Seizing upon those points of weakness found within their formulations or the formulations of others, and, therein and thereafter, deconstructing such points that invite either this ‘turning around’ of what can be salvage or the destruction of that which cannot be salvaged is not being suitably salvaged, etc. (115)


In lived-reality all techniques are two-edged swords. So, as an optimist we must think a pro
cess of salvage is ever a credible phenomenon. On the other hand, wedded to nonsense that refuses to be deconstructed presents a philosophical phenomenon that deserves to be either silently ignored or definitive deconstruction. (116)


Let me quickly demonstrate this critical philosophical approach that exhibits either silent oversight or the full application suitable forms of relevant deconstructive treatment. (117)

In my library of Buddhist texts and expositions on this subject I have a book with both Yogacara and Idealism in the same title without single quotation marks, a question mark or even the merest hint of irony. In my own research, I have found this non-critically accepted tradition approach to this historical type of Buddhist philosophy to be totally misguided. To my mind, amongst other things, the approach adopted by this Buddhist tradition could be described as a type of ‘transcendental phenomenology’. With respect to that book just alluded to, I have found it to be so annoying to read that I have just put it aside to be, now, ever ignored. On the other hand, I have also written up my interpretation of this tradition in a series of essays. (118)
5. Provisional Conclusions

Let me quickly recapitulate the key-points of this essay:
1.
The thesis is proposed that deconstruction has reconstructive potentials through its reconfigurement of positional attitudes and premises, arguments to address perceived forms of anomalization, the application of responsive patterns of enaction, and our assessment of valuational formations and co-associated forms of perceived responsibility… all in the light of an existential-consequentialism.
2.
Such an approached, already, is being exercised in both non-philosophical and philosophical approaches to our ongoing appreciation of lived-experience.
3.
That an existential dimension cannot nor should be ignored given that a relationally oriented reading of the situatedness in question is relatively unavoidable.
4.
That an existential reading of our appreciation of our represented relationships, as simulated in such terms, correctly, cannot escape a philosophical approach that perceives the ability of our relationships, effectively issuing from themselves, through our acting on their behalf, in an exhibiting of patterns of responsive re(-)self-organization that orchestrate and enhance our own individual and collective senses of responsibility.
5.
But this strong(er) view that deconstruction is equally reconstructive, obviously, this contention is something that demands closer philosophical scrutiny. That, in its stronger format, deconstruction can also be seen to further reveal the subtle, pro-relational workings of an existential dimension wherein a critical-philosophy, worthy of that name, must find its true home..! 

6. 
Hence the broad outlines of an existential-consequentialism, its basis for critical philosophical motivation, and, the philosophical and non-philosophical role to played, therein, by deconstruction in the light of its potential for positive, beneficial forms of existential reconstruction within our relationships…
7.
That deconstruction as a tool is one that maintains the membership of a philosopher in a first division, but, deconstructs the standing of a philosopher in a second division. Hopefully, that form of a critique is enacted with due propriety, appropriateness and appositeness, and, in such a manner so as to deliver the efficient and effective successfulness demanded in our addressing the defective specificity of that situatedness in question and, by such means, dissipating the philosophical and non-philosophical forms of confusion following on in the train of such faulty and flawed positioning… although correctly such a task is to applied to all forms of positioning
8.
Thence reconstruction through existential transformation arranged either through re(-)organized and/or re(-)self-organized forms of deconstruction!! (119)





        
        Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 8.4.21.
*	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. 


� 	The positive aspect of this tentative definition is entailed in an ‘existential-consequentialism’. Basically, all forms of enaction have consequences. A first divisional philosopher aspires to overseeing the realization of positive consequences when exploring the specificity of the situatedness of a certain situation or set of situations. The expressions ‘philosophical’, ‘critical’ and ‘existential’ being treated as synonymous. That ‘existential transformation’ is arrived at through ‘non-chaotically oriented re(-)organization and chaotically oriented re(-)self-organization (as instigated, on balance, by the relationship through its ‘agents’)’. As the existential dimension can be indirectly recognized through existential indicators hence the ‘perception’ of this dimension. In contrast, the existential dimension is directly experienced through its existential hallmarks and hence its trans-intentional ‘apperception’ through judgmental-discernment.


� 	I.e., letting our relationships themselves re(-)construct themselves where, in effect, we act on the ‘behalf of such relationships’ as ‘agents for such relationships’. Because there is an equivalence between ‘critical’ and ‘existential’, etc., it would follow that such ‘transformations’ would then be ‘existentially oriented’. So, ‘transformation through reconstruction (via deconstruction)’, therefore, must be ‘reconstruction through existential transformation’. Of course, we can do reconstructive philosophy without direct recourse to the existential dimension, but, ‘being critical’ means an ‘unavoidable confluence with the existential’ and thence its explicit reference in the subtitle.


� 	Quoting III.IF.2. The formula ‘making a mistake leads to its co-associated confusion’ is an allusion to Kant. 


� 	We could imagine a faulty argument that makes two mistakes that cancel each other out, or, a mistake that is made that has no impact upon the final outcome. Or, imagine how we might deal with the following: In the equation  (a + a + a + a = 4a) we might assume 4a has only one value, but, if a were to be defined as, say, either ‘1 or -1’ then ‘4a’ would have a range of 5 values (namely, -4. -2, 0, 2, 4). Then ‘4a’ only makes sense with one of those possible values. On the other four occasions ‘4’ can make no sense numerically. In other words, mistakes or mistaken interpretations can be made in the stages of identification (premises, facts), the equation supplied (as the argument) and/or the resulting value of that argument (treated as its conclusion).


� 	If you were to give me a block of 100% chocolate, I am sure I would very quickly ‘smile’. But the nature of this reaction, I believe, is quite different from acknowledging the mere gifting of that block of chocolate per se. If we are to perceive smiling, say, as a conditioned response, we would still need to recognize that that association is not on the same level of semantic mapping. If, instead, you were to give me ‘a sink full of dishes that had not been washed for a couple of weeks (as once witnessed in a student flat around the time of our exams)’ then I am sure I would not be smiling. So, the mere act of gifting in any shape or form, in itself, is not responsible for the ensuing shape of the conditioned response that arises and which will need to be ‘co-associated’ in order to then co-occur in conjunction with the stimulus that is to be co-associated for the shaping of that response. And, of course what response is learnt can equally be undone. So, we may react but such reaction is as a learnt response and not as the mere reaction automatically associated with a certain action.


� 	Given the degree of ‘intentional’ energy that needs to be expended in ‘higher’ and more organized epistemological functions it follows, in the light of the fact that the use of our mental resources is quite limited, that we must divide such intentional activities rather than find them running concurrently.


� 	In an ordered philosophy.


� 	That identification involves 1st, 2nd and 6th orders; function involves 4th, 5th and 6th orders, and value involves the trans-cognitive orders of the 2nd [aesthetical], 3rd [deontological], and 4th [pragmatical].


� 	“Correctly’, because I had for some time mis-identified ‘relations’ with the ‘existential orientation’ (when the latter is relational in orientation), and, ‘nominations’ with the hermeneutical nature of genres. Taking a harmonic perspective, however, we can see the generality of relations as forming a background field, the analytical nature of predicates as relatively dissonant, and the ensuing resolution of this tension forming the specificity of nominative identity. 


� 	I.e., the third dialectical moment in the archetypal economy gives us only an ‘intimation’ of the existential through the semblance of the non-systematic sense of the existential. In this scheme, I then argue that when all three archetypal moments are co-entertained in the form of an ongoing dynamic balance of a suspension that, then, a systematic sense of the existential can effectively arises. That, when these three dialectical aspects, in turn, are effectively weighted, albeit in a dynamic sense, a more systematic sense of the ‘existential’ will distinctly arises! Hence this distinction between the ‘non-systematic existential (as the so-called ‘third archetypal moment’)’ and the ‘systematic sense of the existential’ or existential proper as might be alluded to by Martin Buber, etc.


� 	The ‘presence’ of this presence permits us to speak in such terms given that the degree this semblance of presence is present is a direct reflection of the extent that that relationship, through ongoing processes of resolution, has and presents to the world an existential excess or surplus of e/valuation. Hence the actively exhibited sense of ‘evaluation’ of that passive sense of ‘valuation’ being expressed through that distinctive phenomenon of such ‘existential exhibition’.


� 	All this alignment through re(-)alignment, ongoing processes of resolution, etc., is enacted whilst we are also embodied in the world at large, and, through our embodiment, we can causally intervene in this world at large and, also, of course, be subjected to such interventions, etc.


� 	Exploring the existential basis for philosophical motivation in the next essay in this series (III.1H)


� 	As provided, e.g., in III.1F.28.


� 	A Brief Overview of the Yogacara and some of the Ramifications of its Interpretations in Far Eastern Cultures (15.5.12/8.1.18), etc.





