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1L. The Automatic ‘Foundational’ Defaults 

For a Critical-Existential Philosophy?*
0. Preamble: A Critical Philosophy

I will argue that most of what passes for the discipline of philosophy, whether as exercised by professionals or amateurs, should be relegated to a second division and duly deconstructed. On the other hand, we can salvage from such deconstruction the necessary materials for the formation of an open philosophical enterprise in a first divisional format whose endeavour will demonstrate an edge that is critical, existential in orientation and is capable of producing forms of apparent insightfulness to better facilitate our passages through this world at large. [III.1D.0]

Upon what philosophical basis should deconstruction, in its broadest sense, be given a mission to either deconstruct the philosophical pretensions of the second division and/or consolidate the re(-)constructed basis for the exposition of a first division? (0)

In effect, let me ask just what automatic foundational defaults
 can be appealed to by a philosopher in a first division without engendering, either directly or indirectly, their hypostatization or reification as an iteration of the nonsensical belonging to a second division, be that through patterns of argumentation that are either impossible to comprehend or just unwarranted and irrelevant to the pursuit of our philosophical objectives? (1)

To commence, let us say that such defaults, as basic arguments, as dialectical orientations, coincide with epistemological, ontological, and, epistemological-ontological domains of consideration. I.e., just what can be known, just what could be thought to exist, and, what perceptual representations can be formed of the latter and what conceptual representations can be formed of the former, and, where our appreciations of all of the above are formed in tentative, provisional, ongoing terms of trans-intentional judgment (i.e., in trans-perceptual and trans-conceptual terms of reference)? With such orientations and their limitations in mind let us proceed. (2)

I will do this in the form of three expositions and a provisional set of conclusions. In a first exposition, I look at the ‘natural’ limitations of research conducted in both epistemological and ontological orientations. That noted, these limitations will then be explored from trans-perceptual and trans-conceptual orientations. Third, a set of provisional conclusions will note that neither identification can be absolutistically envisaged nor definitive truth determinations of existence; neither a full determination of content nor the full determination of functionality, neither a full evaluation of valuational formation nor the complete absence of the same. Indeed, that we be left straddling an in-between-land, a ‘no-man’s land’ where, in truth, we could be nowhere else, where we cannot be otherwise given this ongoing realization of our simulation through re(-)simulation. (3)
1. First Exposition: Accepting Indefinability versus Non-Indubitableness


Let me state as clearly as possible what is at stake here: Epistemologically, we cannot focus with absolutistical clarity upon a full definition of identity, and, ontologically, we cannot embrace with abolutistical certainty a full definition of the factual as causally arrived at (in all historical terms of reference). Moreover, in an epistemological-ontological economy we must also confront the evolving conjunction of the third moment of such ‘epistemological-ontological limits’ through the limitations already economically presented in these two orientations of the epistemological and ontological respectively, etc. But, thankfully, our non-divine status is preserved by the very economic fact that non-absolutistical truth determinations are also equally denied to us in absolutistical terms of reference. Leaving us straddling a ‘no-mans’ land where all people cannot be otherwise and where relative forms of truth determination can be progressively re-appropriated to some reasonable degree or other. (4) 

Moreover, the measure of all problematic situations is such that their simulations entail their own possible resolutions already predefined through their genres of invocation. I.e., defining either what counts as a relative resolution or whether full resolution in those terms of reference is even or ever possible. So, e.g., non-virtually, you cannot be in two distant places at the same time, but, virtually, you can relate to each other in ‘real time’ thanks to this digital era. Or, e.g., that person over there may look like ‘John’ but that does not mean that person who looks like ‘John’ cannot be ruled out of existence since ‘their existence’ was at least entertained virtually even if the non-virtual existence of this lived-experience were ruled inadmissible in this instance (being enacted, say, in the recognized context of a dream experience). Because absolutistical certainty also rules our absolutistical uncertainty! But, the intentional nature of intentional experiences and their trans-intentional appreciation, etc., cannot be so definitively ruled out! In a relative sphere of entertainment, negation must also entail what is not being negated, etc. Just as that whilst ‘that person over there is not John’ cannot rule out that over there there is a person being wrongly identified, etc., even if that context were just virtual in its entertainment. (5)

In each and every gestalt field, neither foregrounded identification nor ongoing, processes of background field integration can be absolutistically entertained entirely apart from each other (just as this relationship between foreground-and-background and the co-associated sense of intentional subjectivity equally can be absolutistically entertained purely from their own impossible points of view). Because absolutistical focus or absolutistical non-focus are both equally unobtainable, regardless of its directedness, be that either directed towards the subjective or non-subjective in orientation, etc. (6)

The implication being that we cannot entertain purely in and of themselves whatever is put forward as such an impossible candidate for our attention. That such non-obtainment likewise cannot be disseminated as such nor then re-envisaged as such! (7)

Neither pure percepts nor pure concepts can be entertained, and, all claims to that effect must equally be dismissed! Likewise, all forms of self-reification or other-reification (including both intersubjectiveness and non-intersubjectiveness)! (8)


But, in experience we are left with the viable nature of this residue, i.e., that identity, functionality, valuation, etc., can all be determined in relative terms of reference, just not in any absolutistical sense. In such a viable domain the usual canons can be permitted to prevail albeit in provisional terms of reference even though a critical appreciation of probability might strongly suggest otherwise (and would invite natural concurrence). (9)


In the relative terms of a process of interaction, representatively simulated and disseminated textually, no pure identities can be focused upon nor not purely focused upon. Hence the relativity of logical subjectivity in all its forms. (9)

Similarly, in its own way, causal determination of the factual can be neither identified absolutistically nor absolutistically non-identified. Hence the relativity of all logical functionality, be those functions either envisaged in causal, intentional or an interfacing of causal-intentional terms of reference. (10)


Analogically, just as identification (of the function of focus) or functionality (through the focus on function) can be neither representatively identified, disseminated nor re(-)identified (through re(-)simulation). (11)

Just as pure points (in a gestalt field) cannot be focus upon, equally, that semblance of focus also cannot be purely focused upon. Similarly, no semblance of a pure background can be focused upon, nor, indeed the pure relationship between the former (as envisaged in the co-associated entertainment of transcendental subjectivity). (12)

Implying, in no ‘uncertain’ terms, that all claims to such impossibilities should be dismissed as such (lest you wish to invite automatic relegation). (13)


Equally, all irrelevant materials in our current explorations should be earmarked as either unwarranted or unnecessary to the successful progress of such explorations. (14)


So, perceive all such impossible or unnecessary claims as the province of the second division which only deserve deconstruction. Whereas, in contrast, all other claims should be allowed to progress in a manner proportional to their apparent merit, etc. (15)

In effect, quite simply, we must deny all absolutistical claims of both definitive identification and definitive causal instantiation! Given that there is no such definiteness nor such indubitability to speak about! What cannot be said, cannot be spoken… (16)


In silence the unspoken is chosen because we either do not wish to speak about what is possible or cannot speak about that which is either impossible or irrelevant. (17)
2. Second Exposition: Trans-Perceptual versus Trans-Conceptual Limitations

The absolutistically indubitable nature of the ontological is a given, and, the absolutistically non-definitiveness of the epistemological is also a given. Therefore, between such extremes, in lived-experience, the epistemological-ontological interaction engendered therein must also be subjected to those same limitations. (18)

But, just as a stick has the limitations of two ends imposed upon its identity as a stick does not mean it cannot be identified as a stick. Indeed, quite the opposite. Through such limitations we identify the stick as a stick qua stick. The particularity of a stick, in its stick-likeness, is such that specific instantiations conform to such limitations. Similarly, the limitations imposed upon the particular nature of the epistemological-ontological continuum, as reflected in perceptions and conceptions, must equally conform to such limited particularity. (19)

The cognitive is intentionally structured between these limits of the so-called ‘conceptual per se’ and the so-called ‘perceptual per se’, i.e., between the limits of conceptual functions and perceptual content, in effect mirroring the interplay between intentional processes and intentional objectivity. In seeking a third economic polarity we can invoke the trans-intentional forms of judgmental appreciation along with their semblance of transcendental subjectivity. Only through imaginative projection or injection, along with forms of reification or hypostatization, can we imagine we can imagine such misguided, absolutistical forms of identity such as non-conventional ‘minds, objects and sense/s of self’, etc. In provisional, limited, open, non-absolutistical terms of reference such conventional ‘entities’ can have a conventional existence recognizing both their indefinite and indubitable status. On the other hand, given such conventional entities have conventional terms of reference then conventionally valid co-associated truth determinations must equally have a similar status. Hence conventional forms of real-time confirmation and retrospective or historical verification, and, where their mutual alignments must also be productive of conventional forms of conformation. (20)

In an appreciation of the intentional nature of lived-experience, within the limitations of conventionally limited experience, we could say that the natural extrapolation of intentional objectivity gives us the apparent reality of a material-like world, whereas, in contrast, we could say that the natural extrapolation of intentional functionality gives us the apparent ideality of the mind and its co-associated sense of subjectivity-intersubjectivity. Now, we could say, that the lived-ideality of this apparent sense of a material-like world gives us its virtual treatment, and, in contrast, the lived-reality of this apparent sense of mind gives us its non-virtual treatment. In turn, the pragmatic appreciation of the former gives us both the virtual and non-virtual treatment of lived-experience along with its ability to enact patterns of behavior that are either relatively more virtual in their complexion or relatively more non-virtual in their manner of enaction. An existential aspect being expressed through the dynamic balance of both the virtual and the non-virtual. Hence the relative passivity of perception, the relative activity of conceptual enaction, and, the relativity of existential engagement when the former orientations and the orientation of this third party enter into a more dynamic sense of ongoing balance in its pro-relational stance as enacted in and through the relevantly treated and non-impossibly mis-treated representative processes of relational simulation. (21)

Reversing the natural attitude allows us to realize the apparent reality of the idealistically oriented and the apparent ideality of the realistically oriented. Thence our ability to perform phenomenal-phenomenological forms of relatively scoped reductive analysis. Conversely, the synthesis of reconstitution assists our ability to perform hermeneutically oriented functions. Furthermore, a dynamic balance of the former induces a non-systematic sense of the existential which is then more systematically oriented in a balance of all three moments. Thence the presence of the extensive suspension… (22)

Thence the passivity of the virtual, the activity of the non-virtual, and, the existential sense of engagement that arises through the dynamic balance of both the former and its more fuller expression through the dynamic interaction of all three moments. (23)


Hence the explanation of our ability to passively perceive, actively conceive and enact patterns of behavior, and existentially engage in this same world at large. (24)


By what metaphorical mechanism, as an analogy, can we understand this ability to actively conceive and enact such conceived patterns of enaction? (25)


Through perception we perceive acts of activity. Through their simulated ideality we can virtually reiterate the same. Adopting and adopting such genres of behavior. Through the suspension we can actively enact such reiterated through the suspension of such conceived relationships where chaotic phenomena can charge such emotionally stronger desired. Thence the aspirational economy. But the most important precondition for the enaction of an aspirational economy is our engagement, to some degree, with an economy of communicative agreement with others. Thence an ensuing dialectic of freedom-non-freedom since we have to give up a considerable degree of personal freedom in order to advance the freedom of both others and ourselves. (26)

Basically, through an appreciation of such simulated interactions subjected to their own suspensions… (27)

That such a complex arrangement is best expedited existentially. (28)


But, by what metaphorical mechanism, as an analogy, can we understand this ability to engage with others in an existential manner? (29)


Through an ongoing, evolving suspension of the givenness of our overall life-world. Through balancing the envisaged ideality of apparent realities versus the envisaged reality of apparent idealities whilst discarding both the envisioned reality of apparent realities and the envisioned ideality of apparent idealities… (30)
Basically, through an appreciation of such simulated interactions subjected to their own suspensions… (31)

3. Third exposition: Limitations versus Non-Limitations

In a set of provisional conclusions will cannot but note that neither identification can be absolutistically envisaged nor definitive truth determinations of existence; neither a full determination of content be realized nor the full determination of functionality, neither a full evaluation of valuational formation nor the complete absence of the same. (32)

Indeed, that we be left straddling an in-between-land, a ‘no-man’s land’ where, in truth, we could be nowhere else, where we cannot be otherwise given this ongoing realization of our simulation through re(-)simulation. (33)


Identity, as idealized, cannot be absolutistically identified given its economic origination. Historical existence, as realized and interpreted in lived-experience cannot be found absolutistically to have been encountered, recognized and engaged in forms of definitive conformance. ‘Pure identities’ and ‘pure facts’ have no lived-reality for(-)us in any form whatsoever! Such non-relational imputations, non-arrived through extrapolation, can have no relation to(-)us. Similarly, there can be no pure forms o e/valuation likewise! (34)

But, the impossibility of pure identity and pure facts also rules out all forms of pure e/valuation. Moreover, such impossibilities do not rule out what is viable in conventional terms of reference. Indeed, absolutistical indubitability also rules out absolutistically treated non-indubitability. Likewise, absolutistical indefiniteness also rules our absolutistically treated non-indefiniteness. Thence the conventional is contained within the limits of both relative certainty and relative definiteness of identity. (35)

Thence the natural limits of conventional truth determinations. (36)


Thence the epistemologically qualified treatment of the relatively ontological and the ontologically qualified treatment of the relatively epistemological! (37)

Hence the unqualified epistemological treatment of the relatively epistemological and the unqualified ontological treatment of the relatively ontological are impossible to entertain despite language seemingly talking about such impossible considerations. (38)

Such philosophical mistakes invite their co-associated philosophical forms of ensuing confusion along with the inevitable adversity of non-philosophical consequences in the wake of such nonsense. (39)


Thence the boundaries of a working existential consequentialism! (40)
4. A Provisional Set of Conclusions


The epistemological is limited by the ultimate indeterminacy of identity, and, the ontological is limited by our ultimate inability to arrive at the fully indubitable. (41) 

But, within such limits, we find acceptable forms of conventional definition of identity and the conventional certainty of historical claims to an array of facts. (42)

But, such limits will also mean that we may well have to change our minds from time to time, and, the mustering of relatively valid arguments, arising through such considerations, indicates a progressive attitude and philosophy in that same regard. (43)

The limits upon the epistemological and the limits upon the ontological imply we are only dealing with epistemological and ontological orientations. (44)

That this same set of limitations similarly limits all forms of encounter, recognition and engagement. (45)


Hence the relatively limited but viable nature of truth determinations within the conventional sphere. (46)

That the idealization of the relatively real gives us the semblance of the relatively virtual, and, the realization of the relatively ideal gives us the semblance of the relatively non-virtual. (47)

A suspension of the virtual gives us the non-virtual through chaotically instantiated engagement, and, the suspension of this engagement with the non-virtual gives us relative truth determinations through a similar mechanism. (48)


Through the suspension the passive, active and engaged all find forms of instantiation, and, through the same suspension they find their truth determinations and their existential status… (49)

Understanding such defaults automatically invokes an existentialization of lived-experience within the viable confines of a critical philosophical along with the suspension of our relegation to a second division..!! 950)


  



        
      Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 21.4.21.
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� 	Such a ‘foundational basis’ being treated metaphorically, rhetorically and pragmatically as a heuristic method for ruling in or out the philosophical arguments put forward by both first and second division philosophers. Obviously re(-)constructing the former and deconstructing the latter.





