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1X. Thinking Six Impossible Philosophical Thoughts 

Before Breakfast:
Discerning the Acceptable Limits of Philosophical Theory?*
A Proposed Set of Topics for Debate Between Positions that are Contra or Pro:
01. Contra- Individuated Identities 
02. Contra- Metaphorical Thinking
03. Contra-Non-Relational-Relations

04. Contra-Absolutistical-Realism

05. Contra-Absolutistical-Idealism

06. Contra-Absolutistical-Pragmatism

07. Pro-Analogical-Philosophical-Beginnings
08. Pro-Analogically-Treated-Suspensions
09. Pro-Rhetorically-Treated-Suspensions

10. Pro-Qualified-Realism

11. Pro-Qualified-Idealism

12. Pro-Qualified-Pragmatism (1)
Introduction: Keywords and Central Ideas:

The idea of the ‘economic’ as ‘the necessary tripartite confluence of factors determining the outward manifestation of that economy in question’; as a re-expression of the ‘gestalt economy’ and its formulation as an ‘archetypal economy’; as inter-mingled with pre-intentional versus intentional versus trans-intentional perspectives entertained in a hierarchically modelled sense of an epistemological organization; the narrational economy as a similarly paralleled construction invoking facts-narratives-critiques; that the dynamic balance of economic parties forms the suspension (whose more detailed exposition is entailed in the concept of the ‘extensive suspension’); and, what it means to be both ‘critical’ and ‘existential’, as a ‘philosopher’ are some of the central topics to be reviewed in this brief outline of a paper exploring both what is impossible and what is possible to contemplate upon the course of our philosophical journeys. (2)
*
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01. Contra-Individuated Identities

A bad habit is equally a bad philosophical habit if transferred to a philosophically oriented discourse. All apparent ‘entities’ are focused upon and mentally extracted from their situations of origination, their ‘situatedness’. But, arising with other so-called ‘entities’ in the same situatedness (itself not able to be philosophically and critically observed  as anything else other than a provisional arena or ‘entity’ for conventional forms of nomination, etc.) does not allow us to perform this impossible feat of the imagination except in those short-sighted, provisional terms of reference where and when we specifically exercise those circumscribed claims in those obviously limited conventional terms of reference that seeming allow us to apparently perform this mental sleight of hand, this phenomenological legerdemain.
 As a way of demonstrating this simple philosophical observation, that we discern ‘entities’ in accordance with the hermeneutic genres, embedded in our narratives, chosen to demonstrate a certain intent, we have the case of ‘an individual forest versus a set of individual trees in that same forest. If in one form of narration we have a ‘forest’ and in another form of narration we have ‘trees’ which is it, which should be afforded a priority or do we actually have to choose? Personally, it seems obvious to me that ‘we can have no forest without trees’ and ‘with a large number of trees falling within the shadow of each other we have a forest’ that there can be no real priority with the implication being that all forms of individuation are provisional. Period! An artefact of the way we set up our current processes of discrimination, and so on..!
 (3)

If we are to talk about such ‘individuated entities’, and we cannot talk any other way without their assistance, then we must ever treat such ‘placeholders’ as provisional, artificially extracted from their situatedness with varying degrees of application and utility.
 Once this attitudinal-qualification is granted, and accepted as the relative bedrock of our intentional imaginations, then we are free to do what we may as long, of course, we do not impinge on any other suitably constituted philosophical or non-philosophical rules of engagement. (4)

Of course, some forms of individuation appear to be more to hand than others, more useful than other form of such discrimination, but, still, this is not an excuse for going on an uncritical frolic beyond the limits of their experientially entered into forms of ideation as constituted by(-)us.
 Or, as I would prefer to technically put it, with more than a nod to Kant, that we should not go beyond the theoretical level of its deployment, that we should not go beyond the practical level of its employment, and, that we should not go beyond the critical level of its re-deployment!’ To intentionally ‘isolate’ an individuated ‘entity’ and declare its existence as ‘self-existent’, ‘self-supporting’ and ‘substantial’, etc., is ludicrous when carefully thought about. First, it’s not necessary, as we have what we need to hand, so to speak. Second, such a claim is impossible and, to the philosophical cognoscenti, as just patently ludicrous! (5)

If we truly subscribed to such a misguided habit of thinking individuated things as having their own forms of self-existence, etc., then, surely, all trees and forests would simply die before our very own eyes!
 (6)

02. Contra-Metaphorical Thinking 

I have argued in other essays, e.g., under the heading of Analogical Philosophy, in the section titled: Six Philosophies, that we can start, if we wish, our philosophical adventures by invoking analogical processes of comparison that, hopefully, are illuminating of the current topic to hand.
 By such means we might be able to productively introduce that topic. However, in the next breath I have also warned that no philosophy should ever end upon the quick-sands of analogical thinking. Let me explain. (7)

In accepting individuational demarcation at face vale we commit a profound philosophical ‘sin’, i.e., treating as ‘self-existent’ that which can have no substantial existence. On the other hand, to accept metaphorical being in a literal light is a similar philosophical ‘sin’. The ‘metaphor x’ can be cashed out to read ‘both like x and not like x’. To see ‘the Moon as like a big blue cheese’, but, as not just like a big blue cheese, but, literally, as that big blue cheese, outside a children’s fairy story or hoary myth, would cause an infinite amount of explaining to do… should well illustrate this philosophical point. On the other hand, there are many occasions when we can safely make this transformation from the metaphorical to the literal. I have argued that the first answer of any question is metaphorical, and, then if treated as a narrated fact we can supply a second answer if and when this literal transformation can be suitably applied. If I were to say “look, over there, there is someone who looks like John. Then to myself I note, “yes, they do look like John”. And looking closer, as this person comes closer, I then find myself saying “actually, it is John.” Saying “Hi John” as we nudge elbows. Only in this type of situation can we make this literal transition to this type of transformation, and, this possibility may well explain why this tendency to mistakenly ‘literalize the metaphor’ is so prevalent (when as a habit, in the answering of a well-formed question, we effortlessly move from this ‘first metaphorical answer’ to a ‘second literal answer’, albeit when the situation correctly allows us to make this ‘literal turn’. (8)

What are the philosophical ramifications of making this type of philosophical mistake along with its consequential sense of confusion? (9)


E.g., even if something looks ‘individuated’ and ‘substantial’ this does not mean we should philosophically treat it as if it were both ‘absolutistically individuated and substantial’. Of course, for the purposes of discourse and communication, indeed, even to merely think such provisional thoughts, we can relatively overlook their limitations whilst never completely forgetting that the experience and reality of such intentional circumscriptions must ever remain circumscribed as artifacts of our intentionally constructed engagements. (10)

One way to maintain this provisional insight is to treat all experience as ‘economic’ through and through. Then, maintaining this attitude that all intentional experience, etc., is circumscribed might also lend one to being less addicted to forms of ideological subscription or over-desiring such ‘entities’ presented through such misleading frames of reference. By such attention, avoiding numerous philosophical errors in our communal thinking that would make for more insightful ways of addressing and redressing the experienced anomalies of this world that so profoundly drive all our many narratives as we seek to minimize their ensuing anxieties, both collectively and individually, etc. (11)
03. Contra-Non-Relational-Relations


Intimately connected to non-provisional forms of individuational demarcation and improper literalization of our metaphors is the desire to treat relations as if non-relationally derived, experienced and utilized. In the over-presentation of objects, object-states, objectives (materially oriented or otherwise) we forget the situatedness in which they had their gestations. We do that at a risk of contaminating our philosophical researches with vast swathes of nonsense, all too sadly, and all too often, barely recognized as such. We interact with ‘the world of reality’ and ‘the reality (of this sense) of (a) world’ economically, and, only economically should we see ourselves as encountering, recognizing and engaging what can be encountered phenomenal-phenomenologically, recognized hermeneutically, and existentially engaged (in what I define as its non-systematic sense) only to that extent such overall encountering, recognition and engagement is experientially possible. To do otherwise is to lose all sense of philosophical perspective, inevitably run amok and invariably slip into forms of either over-commitment with this or that ideological format that we find fatally attractive as philosophers,
 or, through critical inertia head in the opposite extreme and subscribe to forms of under-commitment or negatively unproductive shades of nihilism and despair.
 (12)

We existentially ‘stand’ and ‘live’ upon the surface of the Earth. And not otherwise! We are no more disembodied than a ghost would be disembodied from their subtle semblance of a manifestation should such a phenomenon ever exists. We are relationally engendered, and, such an existential fact must be ever philosophically recognized! (13)
04. Contra-Absolutistical-Realism


As intimated in a prior footnote, there can be no intentional object(ive) without the intentional process, and, therefore, to think one or other apart from each other is indulge in philosophical nonsense even if such a ‘corpse’ were to be dressed up and made to look respectable. However ‘lifelike’, we would only be witnessing the progress of a ‘funeral’. (14)

Therefore, to prioritize, in time, the intentional object(ive) over the intentional process is to advance an extreme and impossible form of realism! (15)


Or, again, if we were to prioritize, in time, the intentional process over the intentional object(ive) we would, instead, be advancing an extreme and impossible form of idealism! (16)


Or, if we were to merely stand on the sidelines and watch this impossible tennis match, we would be subscribing only to an impossible form of pragmatism, to be ever obsessed by the endless deferral of language as its slips and slides beyond our grasp! Mentally, ‘writing’ and/or ‘reading’ about what it might mean to have a cup of tea without ever being able to experience the lived-enjoyment and simulated-simulation
 of a non-linguistic cup of tea!
 (17)

The truth is economical, and, can never be non-economical in the coursing of its intentional constitution, etc. Where by ‘etc.’ is meant pre-intentional inputs that emotionally impel intentional motivation, trans-intentional acts of judgment(al appreciation) that initiates and directs non-virtual behaviour, and, post-intentional ramifications that causally ensue from such interactions. (18)
05. Contra-Absolutistical-Idealism


I have argued, on a number of occasions, that an aspiration is conducted through an aspirational economy. If we entertain a certain desire, say, a private ambition or a social aspiration, we must be realistic about where we stand in regard to the enacted realization of that intention; have an idealized understanding of where we intend to head; and, third, look to that pragmatic dimension as to how we might proceed from such practical, qualified realism to such obtainable, qualified idealism. I joke that I would like to walk upon the surface of the Moon in my birthday suit. Currently, I can only go as far as looking wistfully at the Moon; also knowing that this bizarre ambition could never be realized, thankfully. Realistically, I have no transport; idealistically, I will most probably never get any nearer to the Moon than most of my fellow inhabitants here on earth; and, pragmatically, I have no safe means of walking on the surface of the Moon in my birthday suit as that would spell instantaneous death from being snap-frozen, my body exploding through a loss of pressure on top of total suffocation. Yes, I could imagine moving about like a kangaroo given that the experience of gravity would be less on the surface of the Moon than here on Earth, but, when better informed, from a scientific point of view, I can also imagine the utter impossibility of such a flight of fancy. (19)

The point of my anecdote is that the successful enactment of a specific aspiration is economically dependent upon the working together of qualified, sequentially orchestrated realistic, idealist and pragmatic inputs in such a fashion that they collectively conform to genre rules and expectations completely in tune with the detailed narrative supporting the direction of such behaviour, etc. In such an economic climate, there is just no place for absolutistical forms of idealism. Just like this idealized vision of ‘walking on the Moon without a space suit’, without a practically realistic basis of getting there along with the pragmatics of what needs to be collectively and sequentially observed in practice that particular type of aspiration would automatically be stamped as economically ‘non-viable’. And why waste time both ‘juggling’ nonsense and ‘working’ with the impossible?! Surely, life is too short to indulge in any form of an ‘absurd, philosophically fruitless adventure to be traipsed out across such a barren desert of the impossible...?’ (20)
06. Contra-Absolutistical-Pragmatism


The mere suggestion that ‘everything is linguistic’ is just too stupid for even words to express. It would be thirsty work, e.g., trying to look for a ‘satisfying cup of tea’ in any dictionary. If all were reduced to such continual deferment, we would not even be able to find, for all our efforts, one good solid meal per day. However, for some people such a formula has its attractions. To reinforce this conclusion that unqualified pragmatism has no role to play for the critical philosopher let me analyze the nature of the textual economy through the following set of tripartite lenses in order to bring out some of the complexities of textual formation and where such formational factors cannot be merely reduced to just linguistic artifacts.
 (21)

As a phenomenon, I would argue that texts are intentionally deposited upon the fabric of the world as parallel trails of deformation some of which are relatively more accessible than others. So, e.g., changes in brain chemistry are not at all easily discernable except indirectly through more classical
 forms of intentional deposition. So, e.g., I write a letter and, therein, describe certain feelings that I then currently had; be they directed or not directed towards a clearly definable intentional object(ive). I could, e.g., be lamenting how depressed I was feeling over the fact that the recipient of this letter was not yet able to travel and stay some time with me in the near future, but, am also taking heart in the fact that the travel restrictions imposed in this time of Covid-19 could well be ending soon and that my friend will once more be able to travel.
 When I read my friend’s letter, now communicated as an email, and, when he reads my reply, also transmitted as an email, we are not just looking at an assortment of letters on a screen, those same letters being seen to form words and words forming sentences, etc., and where through reading what has been written we soon get to comprehend, almost immediately, through emergence, the intended significance of such a missive. A meaningful, well-constructed letter, sent as an email, cannot be reduced to either sequences of computer code or strings of letters in words on a screen. Our ability to decode such a disseminated transmission is proof that a meta-textual, hermeneutic dimension is also in play in both the writing and reading of a classical text. Hence we have hermeneutic situations read as ‘con-texts’, which control which ‘genres’ inform the form of that format being chosen by the writer and to be taken up by the reader, the insertion of such meta-textual genres into the embrace of a certain ‘narrative’ or ‘set of narratives’ out to tell a certain story as to how those genres should be treated, etc., and just what ‘personae’ are being expressed through the apparent textual dissemination of that apparent textual situatedness in question. Thus no text is ever merely just a text, but, must also imply a meta-textual dimension to be, say, a classical text and not merely the markings of a world out randomly imprinting itself on that being imprinted as if it were a text when we know that without intentionally informed processes of enactment there could be no text qua text. But, this is not the end of the matter. In reading a text, and in the writing of that same text, there is also the simulation of a ‘non-textual dimension’ when we ‘forget’ we are writing or reading a text, and so on. Where through the simulation of the simulation, effectively, as a non-simulation, I would argue we are re-enacting, through simulation, the very enactment that directed the formation and information of that same text, and so on. That the apparent significance of this textual economy is only realized through the simultaneous interactions of these three facets of text, meta-text and non-text in and through an ongoing, collective suspension of these facets then ensures the emergence of this economy, more or less, as intended. Or, at least as an interpretative work in progress. That the discernment of significance is realized and realizes a progressive form of an alignment, to some degree or other, between writer/s and reader/s.  (22)
07. Pro-Analogical-Philosophical-Beginnings


As intimated, metaphors can have a useful role at the beginning of our philosophies. Their careful choosing could well be illuminative through their highlighting novel or not so novel aspects of those texts in question. In this regard, we might provisionally define ‘insight’ as ‘enlarging our appreciation of the significance of the textual situatedness in question’ by ‘either clarifying phenomenological features, hermeneutically unleashing new formats for significant re-engagement, and/or demonstrating such existential re-engagement, and, in the process casting a collective metaphorical light on phenomenological, hermeneutical and existential dimensions as well as the epistemological levels of the pre-intentional, intentional, trans-intentional along with ‘our’ appreciation of a consequentially represented, post-intentional realm of situated experience, etc.’ (23)

But, metaphors are both slippery and dangerous customers given that, normally, they should not be treated as literal, by invoking a literal sense of ‘is’. Structurally, a metaphor is a potentially unstable combination of both ‘like’ and ‘not like’. E.g., ‘the Moon looks like a big, blue, round cheese’ does not mean it ‘is a big, blue, round cheese’. As noted elsewhere, we can move beyond this metaphorical non-literalness when we can safely move to making a literal reply in the rhetorical context of being correctly called to do so. E.g.,” that person looks like John. Yes, they look like John, Indeed, that person is John.” But, in making this ‘second reply’, asserting the literalness of our further response in the context of a non-rhetorical interrogation, through the confirmation (and later verification) of an affirmation or negation, we then have literally moved beyond the merely metaphorical. (24)

But, the unstable nature of a metaphor is also indicative of the fact that it is constructed as conjunctive suspension. So, the Moon ‘looks both like a blue cheese and not like a blue cheese’. Or, the Moon ‘looks like it both has a face and doesn’t have a face’, and so on. In effect, a conjunctive suspension has the form of being ‘both x and not x’. Basically, we entertain a contradiction, but, one that is mediated through conventional restraints, etc. I.e., insisting that both aspects of the contradiction must be insisted upon in completely equal literal terms of treatment. Yes, the Moon does look like it has a ‘face’ but since when is a ‘face’, as a ‘real, living face’, merely superimposed upon a disembodied ‘head’, as if merely imprinted upon the ‘semblance of a head without a body’! (25)  
Now, in my detailed research into the nature of the extensive suspension, primarily in Volume II, I perceive the conjunctive suspension as mirroring the analytical nature of one of the dialectical moments of the internal ‘overall transcendental suspension’ (as explored in the Volume I, and elsewhere). The other two (archetypal) moments being a rhetorical suspension of the ‘either/or’, and, the imputed third suspension as a dynamic balance of these first two suspensions of these rhetorical and metaphorical suspensions. The ‘overall transcendental suspension’ then being a ‘dynamically balanced interplay of all three moments’. (27)

In this regard, I would also discern an equivalence between this ‘overall transcendental suspension’ and the ‘overall hermeneutic circle of comprehension’ (when its historical bimodal constitution is treated along similar lines as tripartite a construction consisting of a dynamic balanced interplay between a synthesis of ‘wholes’, analysis of ‘parts’, and a ‘dynamically balanced interplay of the former’). (28)


However, recently, in the midst of writing Volume III, I realized that if we were to successfully enact one of these archetypal suspensions at the center of the overall transcendental suspension, and therefore central to the extensive suspension, we might well be able to induce the expression of an overall transcendental suspension on the grounds that through economic correlativity between these dialectical moments, and their mutual, dialectically co-defining of each other (being mutually co-defined as ‘correlatives’ through their joint negations) it would follow that all three moments would be instantiated, and, thence, the overall transcendental suspension, and, by a further process of extended induction, the entirety of the extensive suspension (along with its productivity of its performance through being central to both judgmental appreciation and the enaction of our aspirations in the light of such judgments, etc.). (29)

Seen, in the light of this argument for ‘extensive induction’ it would now appear that the use of metaphors has a constructive role to play in the instantiated performance of the extensive suspension. Let me now explore this even more productive avenue of the ‘metaphorical instantiation of the extensive suspension’ and its implications for other forms of establishing a profitable utilization of the suspension. (30)
08. Pro-Analogically-Treated-Suspensions


The dialectically stable-unstable nature of the metaphorical suspension, ostensively constructed as a contradiction in the form of a conjunctive suspension, I would claim has this profound ability to engineer a profitable and philosophically insightful extensive suspension. Through mutual economic correlativity, establishing one party within the overall transcendental suspension, has the ability to activate the entirety of that suspension, in its full tripartite constitution, and, by extension, in a similar manner, fully establish through such induction (the entirety of the extended suspension and, thence) the entirety of the extensive suspension. That, by such means we can then enjoy the profitable productivity of this comprehensive act of suspension given is centrality to both judgmental appreciation and intentional enaction (in the pursuit of a realization of our aspirations, be they more constituted by(-)us or by(-)others). (31)

In other words, we might find metaphors useful in the commencement of our philosophical researches or expositions, and, the clarifying definition and thematization of our philosophical researches and expositions would be lost is we were to all too often end on the vague note of the metaphorical, still, utilized in the course of such proceeding metaphors may well be one important instrument in the induction of insightful re-understanding of the nature of our lived-experience. Indeed, equating the extensive suspension as but a hermeneutic circle of comprehension and then de-stabalizing this extensive suspension moreover allows us to proceed with our ongoing interpretations of those assemblies of textual trails and traces already subject to such discernment and deliberations. (32)

That in effectively establishing one dialectical facet of the suspended process, say, the rhetorical suspension, we can then move on to successfully induce a fully established process of suspension along with its profitable productivity of judgment, insight and enaction in both relatively non-existential, conventional and existential, transcendental forms of intentional directedness. Let me now further explore this insight from a rhetorical perspective. (33)
09. Pro-Rhetorically-Treated-Suspensions


A well-honed set of questions is also a good place to start a process of philosophizing, say, in the context of a mundane philosophy, e.g. By such means, among other things, exposing misguided forms of presuppositional positioning, questioning motivation, exposing unsuitable facts, demonstrating the faulty logic of our arguments, alerting us to the inappropriate construction of our narratives, deconstructing our conclusions and rendering inoperative those critiques unable to fulfil their the full philosophical promise of their being on an insightful mission. However, ending our interrogations all too often on the same note of one more rhetorical question does the philosophical discipline a serious disservice given that the public, indeed, other philosophers too, all expect some form of a definitive resolution of the philosophical problems being confronted in our researches and disseminated disquisitions. (34)

But, in this insightful appreciation of the role played by those parties central to an overall transcendental suspension, we must also recognize the fact that an effectively established rhetorical process of interrogation could also set in train the productive delivery of a fruitfully realized extensive suspension. What are the ramifications of this role to be played by the re-e/valuation of the rhetorical (in this overall re-e/valuation also of metaphorical processes and processes of existential simulation [being seen as a type of process for establishing the profitable induction of the third archetypal moment of the non-systematic existential as being exercised in that current economy (literally being entrained in question through such questioning)])? (35)

For a suspension to fruitfully operate it needs to be supplied with relevant information; properly constructed arguments; an array of apposite, already worked for insights; and so on. Then, a level playing field is entertained through exercising the extensive suspension. In the moment of the de-suspension of the overall transcendental suspension, as exercised within the passive ambit and dynamic remit of the represented relationship in question, and envisaged at the level of the extended suspension, only then do we become a witness, through the extensive suspension, as to what remains in and through this process of constructive-destruction exercised within the controlled confines of the extensive suspension. Or, put another way, even though in suspension we imagine either that under question if the not the entire world, and all in between, as bracketed, cancelled, disabled, and so on, still, flowing on from the de-suspension ‘rivers again become rivers and mountains again become mountains’, and so on. As I have argued elsewhere, only in the midst of the perfected exercise and course of a suspension can we find the flattened world of the true relativist, but, that in the moment of the de-suspension (of the overall transcendental suspension treated as a moment within the extended suspension) can we re-find a world that can never be perfectly flattened in lived-experience. We live in a granulated and lumpy world, and, dare I say it, also a grumpy world, where our desire for perfection can never ever be fully perfected, finding, hopefully, only satisfactorily expressions of harmonic realization on those occasions, from time to time, when such existential alignments were able to be advanced and profited from. (36)

In the same vein, as suggested, the establishment of the third archetypal moment of the (non-systematic) existential would also give us entry to this transcendental dimension of the extensive suspension along with these claims for both conventional and existential forms of fruitfulness in its ensuing valuational formation.
 Given the simulated nature of this third moment, as a moment of resolution within the coursing of the extensive suspension, let me suggest that the collected, collective forms of qualified realism, idealism and pragmatism are all necessarily instrumental in realizing the productivity of an extensive suspension central to the successful performance of an aspirational economy, e.g. Let me now explore this (simulation of the) third moment (of simulation) under the following three headings of a pro-qualified-realism, etc. (37)
10. Pro-Qualified-Realism


In my exposition of the aspirational economy, it is my intention to sheet home a number of insightful ways of how we go about realizing our aspirations and explore the implications this has for theoretically understanding the philosophical performance, for practically pursuing the fruitfulness of this discipline and for critically appreciating both the nature and potential merit of such philosophical work! (38)

In the previous volume, on those occasions, e.g., when dealing with the rhetorical question ‘where is Father Xmas?’, I ruled out all absolutistical forms of realism, idealism, pragmaticism (et al),
 and ruled in the need for a collective cooperation between their qualified reconstitution/s. On the basis of the explorations of an aspirational economy, I argued that only with qualified forms of realism, idealism and pragmaticism (et al) would we be able to make any progress whatsoever. Or, using the metaphor of a ‘successfully competed journey’ we must start knowing where we are, work out where we wish to head towards, and, discern by what means we have to hand that would allow us to successfully enact that journey. (39)

We should also remember that there can be no intentional objective (noema) without an intentional process (noesis), and v.v. That we must be talking nonsense if we were to preference one dialectical facet over any other, given this mutual co-informing process of (noetic-noematic) correlativity. That, in each and every economy, there is this process of economic correlativity co-occurring between all three nominated parties in each and every economy. That to preference, without scoping or qualifying such forms of treatment, would be to disestablish the very economic basis of that economy in question. Then, in regard to this concept of preference, either nonsensically approached in an absolutistical mode or sensibly approached in a qualified mode of treatment, we should note that in practice we should perceive that it has three temporal modes of application, namely, past prioritization, current privilege or privileging and future promotion. That in tune with the predominating temporal orientations of these tripartite archetypal moments; the analytical, phenomenological mode is primarily historical in a past sense; the synthetical, hermeneutical mode is primarily historical in a future sense; whilst the non-systematic existential mode is primarily historical in a present sense. Hence respectively, the application of forms of prioritization, promotion and privileging when such forms of preference are applied. That, as noted, their application can be attempted in either an impossible to achieve temporal orientation or enacted in a qualified form of treatment that may or may not be productive (and where we should realize that what productivity is arrived at is instigated in and through the suspension of both such modalities and their temporal orientations). Therefore, given this understanding we may surmise that a qualified form of realistic appreciation is to be arrived at through some form of past prioritization, i.e., analysis. That what is to be primarily focused upon through such qualified prioritization enriches a qualified realistic aspect to our explorations. Hence qualified realism is to be relatively advanced through qualified forms of phenomenological or phenomenological-like treatment, i.e., analysis in some form or other. Hence our interest in predicates, the nomination of individuated relations, the semantic mapping of our relationships and the intentional elements to be found therein. Thence the direction of a qualified form of realism that, in conjunction with our overall research, should help us in simulating that to be simulated when enacted from a more idealistic direction. (40)
11. Pro-Qualified-Idealism


That current processes of privileging, albeit in a qualified mode of experiential circumscription, should help us to simulate both ‘the representation of the relationship under such scrutiny’ and ‘the relationship we appear to have with that representation in question’. Properly suspended, our idealistic tendencies, sufficiently circumscribed, should reveal to us the simulated nature of such lived-experiences, and, in such a milieu of the potentially existential in orientation, re(-)fashion those inclinations along more existential lines given this more pro-relational form of preferencing should we accept and existentially permit
 such forms of transformative re(-)alignment. Of course the third leg of this metaphorical ‘stool’ or ‘table’ we might wish to ‘sit upon’ or ‘sit at’ must also demand the necessary presence of pragmatically oriented inputs to both complete and enact this picture of simulated-simulation
 along with its potential fruitfulness of production to be both immanently and immanently delivered through the suitable exercise of a well-pre-informed extensive suspension, etc. (41)

Given this necessity for the involvement of a pragmatic dimension just how should such a domain be viewed? Merely through a conventional lens, or, preferably, through an existential lens? (42)
12. Pro-Qualified-Pragmatism

As a philosophical maxim or guide-line, how should we deal with issues of preference given, historically, the wayward exercising of privilege in the Modern era and the blanket refusals to extend privilege in any form in the Postmodern era (other than to rectify historical imbalances?)? E.g., why should theologically competing ideas and ideals of theists be preferenced over the relatively non-acrimonious positionings of non-theists et al? Or, if the historical male dominance of politics and philosophy, etc., should not be countenanced, then, surely, and correctly, the female dominance of politics and philosophy, etc., equally, should be abhorred and positively discriminated against, if in a relative overall state of dominance, or, discriminated for, if in a relative state of still being dominated; say, by the persisting dominance of male fraternities, etc. On the other hand, if different styles of disciplinary treatment should evolve in whatever discipline, then, surely, such differences should be accepted whether they evolve between male fraternities or female fraternities, between different countries and continents, between different ethnicities, different religious persuasions and denominations, etc? That ideal, lived up to, would naturally recommend itself to those who are open-minded, but, in the market place of ideas new forms of ideological deconstruction and resolution would still need to be called for… (43)

As a (philosophical) rule, let me propose a solution already promoted, namely, ‘that what deserved to be privileged should be, and, what does not deserve to be privileged should not be!’ Of course, the problem now is to discern what should or should not be preferenced? Here, I invoke a second principle or guide-line, namely, ‘that which is relatively relational in orientation deserves suitably circumscribed forms of preference, and, that which is relatively non-relational in orientation does not deserve non-suitably circumscribed (or uncircumscribed) forms of preference!’ (44)

So, with these two rules to hand, how are they to be jointly applied? E.g., in a much-valued relationship in existence between two people they should come to an understanding, tacitly or non-tacitly arrived at and accepted, that they should preference their relationship over the mere welfare of themselves individually, but, not at the sheer expense of such individual wellbeing. However, in such navigations, negotiations and arbitrations entered into between these two more deeply related individuals, the dialectical cognizance of their other important relationships would also need to be worked through in order to establish some form of a viable accommodation, etc. On the face of it, this added dimension of complexity might seem impossible to comprehend let along find forms of working accommodations to be exercised within its passive communal ambit and dynamic social remit? However, we should recognize that we are already immersed in a plethora of meta-textual, narrated-genres replete with rules, meta-rules, exceptions, and so on, but, that this overall realm of human interaction, basically, on the whole, is already worked out for us both culturally and interculturally and only tweaked on its edges through various sets of personal choices or deferments exercised within the bounds of such social constraints, whether they are recognized or not recognized as such (given that many of these domains are major discursive modes of life where the very modes of thought entertained therein are already channeled and pre-determined in both constitution and ensuing expectations, etc., to be entertained across their range of application). (45)

In simplified terms, as a third pragmatic rule, we could argue, generally, ‘that relationships should be relatively preferenced in accordance their sense of preference already accorded to the same in a hierarchy of relational preferences’. Or, those relationships that are more relatively productive of positive forms of existential e/valuation should be more allowed to proceed and take a precedence over less endowed forms of relational interaction. But, I should add, as a fourth rule, the exigencies of existence should allow for such the relative bestowal of privilege to be either re-navigated (around), re-negotiated and/or re-arbitrated in a manner that is relatively acceptable to all or most of the parties involved’.
 (46)

In the light of the above, we can say ‘that which should be preferenced should be preferenced and that which should not be preferenced should not be preferenced!’ That, again, generally, it is our relationships that should be preferenced; relatively in accordance with the manner and degree of preference already afforded to the same… unless that status quo needs to be renegotiated, etc. (47)


This rule of preference accepted, if only hypothetically, we can assume in such a scheme that pragmatic considerations would then take both a conventional tack and an existential tack, and, inevitably, must find forms of resolution in an arbitration between such potentially competing considerations. However, we should also note that much of the complexity of such decision-making is simplified by the fact that the existential, itself, is a progressive existentially oriented resolution of the relatively non-existential. Or, in accepting an equivalence (from a trans-cognitive ‘transcendental’ perspective) between the ‘relational’ or ‘pro-relational’ and the ‘existential’ we would generally accept that the existential attitude is and should be the preferred mode of observance given that ‘the existential is the existentialization of the relatively non-existential (conventional)’ and not the impossible ‘existentialization of the relatively existential’. By such means, an observance of the conventional can be followed in an existential light by virtue of the fact that our relationship/s to the conventional may well already be resolved through existentially oriented patterns of arbitration, etc. That, in effect, an existential preferencing of our relationships is already in play by virtue of our recognition of their preferencing, as being more deserving of such afforded precedence. (48)

As noted, this ‘precedence’ of ‘relational preference’ takes the form of ‘past prioritization, current privileging and future forms of promotion’. That ‘a relational preferencing is generally indicative of an existentially oriented treatment of our relationships as both individually and collectively engendered’. (49)

That by recognizing this relational precedence of the relational over the relatively non-relational, we have already commenced the formation of an existential philosophy, and, as a consequence, we have also automatically extended its range beyond the merely ethical or moral spheres of conventional consideration, etc. Indeed, the well-functioning political-economy is one that is duly observant of such deontological and pragmatic issues as well as their intermediated forms of resolution (a fact already enshrined in conventional forms of practice and, as the default position for re(-)starting forms of either further navigation, negotiation and/or arbitration). (50)

Pragmatic involvement, therefore, in any type of aspirational economy should be better observant of such existentially re(-)formed forms of conventional application given that such revised approaches are usually deemed to be more existentially productive of positively enriched forms of valuational formation. An excellent reason why we should be cognizant of this precedent, namely, that our relationships are usually afforded a greater degree of privilege. Albeit as circumscribed by the exigencies of this world at large…. (51)
Provisional Conclusion/s

All too often people attempt to perform impossible things… at any time of the day! Or, more correctly, merely go through the motions of attempting to do the impossible, whilst usually trying not to look ridiculous, ever rationalizing their failures, and, promising to do better. Sadly, such endless labours usually neither benefit such disciplinarians and non-disciplinarians, rarely extend any substantial advantages to these proponents, their congregations or audiences, and, deserve to be existentially deconstructed in a manner that is hopefully more productive for all parties concerned. A rapidly deflating balloon is merely noisy, but, defusing of an explosive situation could be devasting if not expertly handled. In such navigations, negotiations and/or arbitrations, the existentially aware person should tread carefully… (52)

By what philosophical rules should we critically exercise that would allow us to separate the proverbial sheep from the goats? (53)


For a provisional start we might wish to run an economic test (through economic forms of translation, etc.). We could ask: are we (philosophically) dealing with the (philosophically) sensible, or, are we (philosophically) dealing with the (philosophical) non-sensible. On one hand, we can rule out ‘pure nonsense’ as that is just not able to be entertained! On the other hand, we should also equally rule out the perfect presentation of sense given that ‘we are not gods living in an ideal world completely conversant with absolute knowledge, etc!’ Moreover, the discernment of a middle ground must ever be recognized because it is here the dialectics of engagement are to exercised and better fostered in accordance with our existentially informed appreciation as to how certain forms deserving precedence and certain forms deserving non-precedence should be intermediated and subjected to harmonic processes of ongoing resolution. Furthermore, on such grounds, we should also find no room for ideologically extreme forms of positioning given that such positioning, primarily, is impossible. So, to the realist ask how they can ‘see’ their realistically constructed objects and states ‘without being intentionally observed’? Or, to the idealist, ask them how they can formulate intentional states without forms of intentional objectivity, and so on. Or, in confronting an ideological pragmatist whether they would like ‘a linguistic cup of tea’ or ‘the real thing’ even if only presented in ‘a relatively conventional setting of what it means to be drinking tea’. Or, if confronted by a pure relativist or materialist, ask them how ‘they might be able to sweep the backyard free of leaves if given the choice of a broom with a handle or the broom head without a handle?’ Surely a disconnected broom is just as materially present in this world at large as a properly connected broom. Or, if someone were to claim absolutely indubitable knowledge ask them how they know that ‘fact’, and how they know that ‘fact meta-wise’, and so on, ad infinitum? In essence, tactfully or not so tactfully, deconstruct the construction of such impossible knowledge in a manner that enlarges the existential positivity of valuational formation should such a positive transformation be found. Otherwise, we must ignore ‘the noisy bleatings of that proverbial goat’… given that we know that the lived-reality of their claims can never be realized, never be fulfilled, can never ever be clearly demonstrated as even possessing possibility… (54)

Alas, there are some who profit, and profit well, from the mesmerization of others. In the face of this sad ‘reality’ we must be hopeful, ever optimistic, that such preachers and purveyors of fanciful things will meet their comeuppance in such matters.
 Or, at the very least, take consolation from the possibility that their reputations after death will be as tattered and reduced to little more than the disembodied heaps of scattered dust that inevitably trace out, after death, our more final demise…! (55)

In the light of this disquisition, let us now attend to achieving a well-ordered, positively existential, succession of small things first before setting our sights on more imposing, grandiose objectives, hopefully, as pursuits that could be achieved ‘through our working together with(-)others’. Just as a voyager or philosopher must make the next ‘step’ from where they are… from their current position in the midst of their lived-situatedness… confidently, avoiding the careless and fruitless contemplation of the impossible, or, even going so far as ‘merely cultivating a momentary desire for such unfounded dreams..!!’ (56)

    Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 16.12.20.
� 	‘Abolutisitical’ is my coined expression to indicate ‘an absolutistic form of impossible ideologically treated form of extremism’. I have adopted this strange manoeuvre because I reserve the word ‘absolute’ to apply to those philosophies that observe, either directly or indirectly, advertently or inadvertently, the utilization of an extensive suspension contra those philosophies that do not. In contrast, a ‘relativist philosophy’ is exercised without the central utilization of this extensive suspension whilst being exercised in either a non-extremist format or an extremist format (without any provisional form of a grounding in a declaration of the pre-decided terms of engagement). The latter being as equally impossible as a ‘pure’ absolutistical philosophy.


� 	Or, tour de passe-passe.


� 	I have referred to this as a Principle of Demarcation (although, more correctly, it would better named as a Principle of Non-Absolutistical Demarcation). I.e., no point of focus can be completely separated from its gestalt background, and, by extension, that we cannot dialectically entertain any economic moment or polarity as existing apart from those specific, particular and/or general fields in question.


� 	Through the three forms of economic treatment available to us being the simple or complex invocations of nominations through semantic mapping, predications through forms of analysis and/or articulation of relations through forms of synthesis. These processes being constituted within the archetypal nature of ‘the archetypal economy’; i.e., on the assumption that all economies have the same archetypal tripartite constitution as mirrored in gestalt terms of reference, i.e., respectively through gestaltly formed transcendental subjectivity-intersubjectivity (Ego), the focus of transcendental objectivity-inter-objectivity (Object) and the gestalt background of transcendental inter-objectivity-intersubjectivity (World). 


� 	‘By(-)us’ can be read, when and where appropriate, as either ‘by us’, conventionally or non-existentially, and/or, ‘by-us’, from a pro-relational/trans-conventional, existential orientation.


� 	It would appear, from scientific research, that some, if not all forests, e.g., are very dependent upon certain fungi in the soil, etc., for their mutual symbiotic growth. But, the primary point being made here is that if we cannot see the ‘forest’ then we do not see the ‘trees’ in that forest, and v.v.


� 	Refer to Volume II.1552-1559.


� 	If we are a detailist by nature, we might find various forms of realism more attractive, or, if more of a globalist by nature, then we might prefer to subscribe instead to various forms of idealism. Or, if tired of this endless ‘tennis match’ between the former ‘combatants’ we might find a form of pragmatism all too attractive in the place of the former ‘tennis partners’. As to be indicated, economic forms of realism, etc., if properly subscribed to and exercised then that would not be so problematic. But, we should be ever mindful of these two following insights. In the coursing of our intentions there can be no intentional (noematic) object(ive) without an intentional (noetic) process, and, to think one or other apart from the other is to immediately invite philosophical self-destruction; whether the so-called philosopher is aware of this philosophical fact or not! Or, to entertain any aspiration, in an aspirational economy, as will soon be made clear, certain suitably qualified realistic, idealistic, and pragmatic inputs will all need to co-occur before we can even start to commence ideation let alone engineer beneficially oriented, intentionally re(-)directed existential forms of behaviour!


� 	I make a philosophical distinction between ‘positive nihilism’ (born out of [the relationship between] ‘the extensive suspension of experience’ and ‘the experience of the extensive suspension’) and ‘negative nihilism’ here being alluded to.


� 	‘Abolutisitical’ is my coined expression to indicate ‘an absolutistic form of impossible ideologically treated form of extremism’. I have adopted this strange manoeuvre because I reserve the word ‘absolute’ to apply to those philosophies that observe, either directly or indirectly, advertently or inadvertently, the utilization of an extensive suspension contra those philosophies that do not.


� 	The ‘simulated-simulation’, through retention, etc., is a ‘non-simulation’, ‘meta-simulation’, ‘trans-simulation’, etc. Arguing, in effect, that linguistic experience is not just textual per se, i.e., text qua text, but also something that is a simulation and relatively non-textual in orientation (as per my reading of this third archetypal moment in the textual economy).


� 	Where, I would argue, ‘the simulation of the simulation is a non-simulation, not a simulation…’ Or, translated to the lived-experience of tea drinking, where the simulation of the simulation of tea-drinking has us enjoying that cup of tea (even if read as a ‘simulation’, albeit not as a mere simulation per se, being equally a ‘simulated non-simulation’ in and through our engagement with that form of a co-arising existential excess in valuational formation to be experienced in an act of tea-drinking which would not be found if we were merely talking about it or virtually thinking about it. Our differentiation of similar types of phenomena coming back to the density, intensity and [causal] propensity of modalities being experienced between comparative, but modally differing, states of interactive engagement).


� 	Of course, I am also arguing for a qualified form of limited pragmatism along with qualified and limited forms of realism and idealism. However, such a critically performed philosophy then has no truck with the preferential promotion of any one ideological brand of extremism.


� 	I.e., texts constructed to communicate certain intentions. The demarcation between the relatively classical and the relatively non-classical is not easily drawn and depends upon the hermeneutical implications of that context if the same can be delineated. E.g., during the American War of Independence, a row of washing on a certain washing line could well have been a coded message, whereas, today, any washing seen on that same washing line is now merely a row of washing on a washing line.


� 	In effect, demonstrating both an intentional objectiveness without directedness (my feeling depressed) and an intentional objectiveness with directedness (in the form of my overseas friend soon traveling to stay with me).


.	Hence my treatment of ‘evaluation’ as both ‘evaluational and valuational’. I.e., as both delivering judgmental appreciation and judgmental valuation on both the transcendental level of the trans-cognitive (as judgments and the ensuing enaction of behaviour) and the conventional level of the cognitive (in the relative form of intentions per se; whether the latter are treated as either conceptual states and/or perceptual states in their primary directedness of intentional expression).


� 	The implication being that all forms of absolutistical thinking (of the impossible) should be ruled out hence the explicit addition here of ‘(et al)’.


� 	Invoking a concept of ‘existential permission’ where we are invited by a relationship to act on its behalf as in existential acts of transcendental reservation, etc.


� 	As a de facto and virtually/non-virtually simulated ‘non-simulation’… given that the suspension of the suspension, effectively, is not a suspension, a non-suspension, a meta-suspension, etc.


� 	‘Arbitration’ alerts us to the fact that in the exercise of our various overlapping aspirational economies, ‘desires’, whether as ‘personal ambitions and/or social aspirations’ need to find internal-personal and/or external-social forms of arbitration in order to work out where our ongoing, negotiated priorities will be dialectically found to lie, etc. Obviously, in the advent of certain exigencies, say war, marriage, death, career changes, etc., prior arbitrations will need to be re-navigated (around), re-negotiated and re-arbitrated.


� 	As an illustration of this fact, that the karmic consequences of our actions and inactions are never perfectly punished or justly deserved, witness how President Trump has been able, and enabled, to cash in on his false claims that the American Presidential Elections in 2020 were rigged, fraudulently decided not in his favour, etc. Apparently, raising over 200 million dollars and climbing… much of it being used for whatever political purposes he deems as appropriate… and, that I was so wrong to think he was not really a ‘great businessman’, although, definitely, ‘a great conman’. Who else is able to raise such a sum of money, without too many restrictions attached, basically, for their own personally directed political use? How is it possible that this blatant non-alignment with reality could possibly well-serve the Republican Party is anyone’s guess? But, I am sure, albeit qualified, it will not end well for either the Republican Party or the American public?? Good democratic governance, to my mind, first needs a ‘good opposition’. As to how that might be realized, even Republicans and ex-Republicans do not seem to have a clear idea of what the best direction might be in this regard? Refer to The Guardian; Chris McGreal; Trump raised $200m, from false election claims. What happens to the money now? Saturday 19 December 2020.





