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1Y. Thinking Six More Impossible Philosophical Thoughts 

After Breakfast:
Discerning the Acceptable Limits of Philosophical Practice?*
 A Suggested Set of Philosophical Conundrums:
01. Do Humans Actually Possess Human Rights?
02. Should Fauna, Flora and the World, etc., Also Possess ‘Rights’?
03. How Could ‘Non-Transparent Democracies’ be Democratic?
04. In a So-Called ‘Democracy’ Why Are Institutions Not Constituted Likewise?
05. Can Lived-Reality Be Constituted through Propaganda and Consensus?  
06. Is Personal Autonomy a Private Illusion and/or a Social Fabrication? (1)
Introduction


The following six conundrums are proposed to perplex us philosophically. Let me suggest that if a question were to be well-formed, that we can then be optimistic that it can also be resolved, or, at least understood to have either a possible solution or as possessing the possibility of having no solution whatsoever? Does this approach apply to these six problematic thoughts just indicated, casting them into these moulds of either having solutions with resolutions possessing varying degrees of difficulty or ease, or, as just impossible to contemplate despite all misspent efforts to do otherwise? In regard to the latter, I suspect many philosophers have tried to ‘square the circle’, so to speak, not realizing that their efforts are obviously in vain, indeed, not only wasting their time but also the time of their equally mesmerized students and devotees. (2)

Is it all just a matter of definitions?! A certain hospital felt it was time to form one more committee, namely, a philosophy committee. On their inaugural session, replete with ample tea and scones, an endless debate commenced on the topic as to ‘whether the hospital was geographically circumscribed by the mapped-out boundaries of its campus or did it reach further into the community through the outlying of a number of its services beyond the bricks and mortar of its buildings? Now a professional philosopher would simply resolve this conundrum by saying you can have your cake and eat at the same time. Basically, they would ask which definition do you wish to use? If the hospital was considering the payment of its rates to the local council then, obviously, the physical footprint of that campus is our key consideration. Or, if the hospital were to conceive of itself as a community service, then the range of its catchment might well be the central issue to focus upon? Now, as quick as that, merely making a decision on which definition we would find more appropriate to use, we can now move on to something more pressing and better deserving of our attention… (3)

However, a philosophical conundrum may well need more than just an inspection of which definitions we might wish to use. To get ‘the ball rolling’ let me introduce each with a short monograph to set the stage for whatever discussion might ensue. (4)
*
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01. Do Humans Actually Possess Human Rights?

I well-suspect an historical appreciation of the evolution of this concept of ‘rights’ would be more than illuminating. This fact was brought home to me recently when a philosophical friend of mine questioned whether humans actually have any rights at all let alone be able to extend them to the world about us. That this very concept, a default mode in how we unquestioningly think about both ourselves and the environment of the world we live in, in effect, is a fraudulent idea based on out of date, if not yet quite discredited, theologically and monarchically inspired customs, embedded in law, to put it succinctly, as ‘who has rights over whom’ in a political realm so unequally divided up. On this very issue, should the Divine or a passing monarch wish to speak up and say otherwise, one must assume it would be safer to say that such an idea, perhaps, should now be treated as merely a ‘social construction’ created both by(-)us and for(-)us?
 That if we are going to make sense of such a concept, purified of its theological and monarchical past, then we should duly observe as to how it both operates and how it might be meant to better operate, or, do we need such a concept or what in its place might better serve us? In this regard, one astute philosophy teacher, whom I had the good fortune to know, would be ever heard to state that “there should be no rights without obligations, and v.v.” and I feel that would be a good place to start such a discussion? Basically, when we discuss ‘rights’ as a putative phenomenon, just what else is bound up in such considerations besides obligations? Here, I would suspect, we would also need to look at privileges, qualifications, interventions, expectations, the inevitable imposition of our lives upon the implied ‘freedoms’ of others, existential implications, and so on? In the light of such complexities just how should we reconsider this idea of ‘rights’ or are we merely chasing illusions still perpetrated by the relatively powerful over the lives of the relatively powerless? (5)
02. Should Fauna, Flora and the World, etc., Also Possess ‘Rights’?


In my humble opinion, I find the ecological movement overall to be ‘the clear voice of reason speaking to us’. However, in lacking an integrated, core, political-economic philosophy of the environment such scattered pronouncements are ever treated as if many muffled ‘voices in the wilderness’ to be inevitably trampled upon by the relentless exploitation of a busy army of vested interests never called to account for the incremental devastation of their self-centered actions. In essence, until the ecological movement can speak with the integrity of an integrated philosophical position or, even better, ‘sing as a disciplined choir of harmonic voices that can sing together’ what hope have we upon this planet Earth to survive global warming, ecological degradation, an impending loss in agricultural productiveness… because, in truth, there is no plan B, no Planet B? In this regard, obviously, this concept of ‘rights’, along with an assortment of other vague environmental language, just does not seem to be fit for purpose. Climate science, basically settled, has been telling us for decades that we face an impending crisis, but, until we soundly address such issues what hope have we of rendering this world, our home, as a place that remains fit for habitation… for all of us, both poor and wealthy alike? In this endeavour, do ‘rights’ have a role to play or should we look elsewhere and invest our philosophical energies in a more purposeful way of addressing and redressing such critically urgent issues? (6)
03. How Could ‘Non-Transparent Democracies’ be Democratic?


Recently, I read that in Australia approximately 7.5% of all freedom of information requests of the office of the Prime Minister Scott Morrison are fully complied with; i.e., expedited with within the statuary period of 30 days!
 That if a minister declined to comply, in part or in whole, then they can just do that at their own discretion. So, just what are our politicians hiding from us that needs to remain hidden from the scrutiny of both the Press and public? Surely 99% or so of all government business does not need to be kept secret? ‘Government’ is not a ‘business’, yet, why is it run as if it were just a business, indeed, as if a business more non-transparent that any commercial company? Just what incentives are there for governments to be both ‘competent’ and ‘non-corrupt’ if the democratic gaze of its citizens cannot be brought to bear upon its covert machinations? Indeed, how can we call ourselves a ‘democracy’ when we cannot see what is being done in our name? (7)
04. In a So-Called ‘Democracy’ Why Are Institutions Not Constituted Likewise?

We think we live in a democratic era, but, when we explore how our institutions are organized, they appear to be anything other than democratic in the manner of their constitution, in their demonstrable organization and functioning. Our armed forces are run like an eighteenth-century army. Our Police are organized in a similar fashion. So, too, our hospitals, banks, law courts, commercial media, universities, schools, and so on and so forth.
 Given that this is the world we really live in then how can we say we live in a democracy? Surely the mere right to vote doesn’t make for a properly constituted democracy? Or, are the very notions of ‘democracy’ and ‘governance’, in their conceptual ideality, simultaneously impossible to conceive as able to co-occur both in theory and in practice? (8)
05. Can Lived-Reality Be Constituted through Propaganda and Consensus?  


With the apparent ‘charade’ of President Trump continually referring to himself as ‘re-elected’ and his referring to the recent elections as a ‘sham’, as ‘rigged’, as fraudulently arrived at, without any credible evidence presented in the innumerable court cases run by the Republican Party, is it possible for a partisan group, or any other group of people, to create their own version of reality and not suffer the consequences of their ‘not living in an alignment with reality as it should be lived?’ On one side of the political spectrum, ‘President Trump’ is ‘fake news’, whereas, on the other side of this partisan divide, he ever calls the press ‘fake news’. ‘Reality’ here seems to have no middle ground? Can such a vista persist when cobbled together by propaganda and its manufactured consensus?
 (9) 
06. Is Personal Autonomy either a Private Illusion and/or a Social Fabrication?

The question of ‘freedom’ is a vexed philosophical issue? It is also a vexed political issue given a perennial contest between those who preach ‘small government’ to those who insist ‘that governments need to do more’. Interestingly, those who put their hand out for forms of additional tax relief, usually, are often those who also insist governments should do more? In my anecdote of ‘a simple cup of coffee being bought for $3.50’ rather than as something to be achieved through my lengthy, translocated self-efforts it is obvious, upon such reflections, that freedom is arrived at through others and not merely just through our own efforts. Yes, we should be responsible for our decisions, but, ultimately, our freedom, if we can call it that, is realized through the cooperation of others just as much their freedoms are to be arrived at through their cooperation with us. Could it be otherwise? Immersed in this world of the other, is the exercise of our autonomy a private illusion and/or a social fabrication, or, indeed, something else??? (10)
Provisional Conclusion/s

I would like to think that serious philosophical reflections on anything found to be anomalous in experience would well-serve us as we make our passages through this world at large. I have claimed elsewhere, that our narratives, those we find more important to us, are basically driven by this double observation of being an ongoing coupling of anomalous and potentially anomalous experiences accompanied by those forms of intervention that seek to directly and/or indirectly resolve such anomalies. I think it would be obvious, therefore, to perceive the fact that if different people are experiencing different sets of anomalies that an intersubjective dialogue and an in-depth conversation could only be profitably entertained when we mutually understand just which anomalous experiences people are being motivated to construct the narratives they engender. That it could well be the case that even if people share the same basic sets of anomalies, different solutions could well be invoked and that the choices behind such decisions, made both personally by them and socially for them, may well be motivated, indeed, by either other narratives or meta-narratives and that into this mix of divergent motivations we may well find forms of engagement bewildering, redolent with mistrust and filled with conflict. On the other hand, without demonstrating overt forms of pre-judgment, be they well-advised or ill-advised, let us at least try to understand what motivates the other in the their non-absolute otherness given that we are all ‘human’, can communicate, can empathize, can remonstrate and be remonstrated with, can be critical of the other as well as being critical of ourselves. Indeed, this may well be the well-spring of our being human, in and through the fact of our being able to be both self-critical and other-critical. Surely, through well-reasoned forms of criticism itself, within the limits of philosophical application, as we start to ‘stand outside ourselves’, suspending our own sense of positioning in this world at large, that we can arise above the mere foibles and baubles of our being just human and this sad propensity of our species, all too often, ‘to be all too human’..?! (11)

As philosophers, let us enjoy these debates, form our own ideas about this apparent world at large, appreciate the dialectical nature of lived-reality as we find it also ever eludes us?
 (12)
Or, do we collectively make our own realities, share them with each other, mutually find fruitful forms of productive progress through working with(-)others within the cultural confines of these mentally-made landscapes… fashioned through such propaganda and manufactured consensus?
 (13)
Or, again, does the truth of the matter ‘lie’ in between, where we work with what is found to hand, in this no man’s land in between, where we find everyone and everything already engaged within a World-of-Life both constructed by(-)us and constructed for(-)us by this same World-of-Life? Just as we can think about this ‘world at large’ in and through the use of a language already pre-constructed both ‘for us’ (in its passive, material, conventional sense) and constructed ‘for-us’ (in its active, pro-relational, existential sense)? That upon this natural ambivalence, built into the very center of ‘our’ Life-World’, we have this virtual ability to think through the evolvement of our intentions with or without our then pursuing their non-virtual enactment…?
 (14)
   
    Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 16.12.20.
Postscript: How to Live Happily with Conundrums


In Thinking Six Impossible Philosophical Thoughts Before Breakfast I ended by saying:

…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 take 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]
 (15)


Much that passes for philosophy is either a long-winded waste of time or outright nonsense, or, more usually, a mix of both. The ‘squaring of the circle’, perceived as an imperative, all too often driving the endless proliferation of philosophical forms of resolution that do not address the root problem resident in the existential question ‘how to live happily with conundrums?’ (16)

In this essay, if only by implication, I have suggested there are at least three levels as to how we might relate to the paradoxical nature found in conundrums, enigmas, contradictions, inconsistent beliefs, aporias, and so on, namely, being superficially confused by such devices by treating them at face value; dividing them into ‘goats’ and ‘sheep’ by suggesting that in a clarification of definitions, etc., we can attempt to resolve those that can be resolved and avoid those with no solutions given that they have no pathway/s for resolution whatsoever; and, bravely accept the dialectical nature of consciousness and learn ‘to live happily with conundrums’ given that is just how lived-reality is intentionally constituted. (17)


In this short Postscript let me briefly outline the latter option – ‘how to live happily with conundrums’. (18)

In an ‘economic world’ all definitions, all aspirations, all forms of intentional behaviour, etc., are actually polarized and thematized where neither intentional content nor intentional processes are to be treated as absolutistically definitive, i.e., as having complete precision in their detailed explication, as being indubitably revealed, as that upon which we can place our perfect trust, and so on. Of course, for us, most things appear to be settled, when thought about non-philosophically, but, philosophically, we should be wise enough to realize that such conventional assurity is an illusion. We are all ‘awash’ on the surface of a fickle world without absolutistic foundations, but, for all that, we also have this solid insistence of a semblance of ‘home’ through the routine continuation of this vision of the world as that which appears to persist… However, temper such faith by also knowing that this world, our ‘Home’, could still be shaken by earthquakes, ripped apart by tornadoes, flooded by too much rain, cooked by global warming, hit by meteors, blinded or vaporized by the light of a nearby super nova suddenly exploding… which, on reflection, is not something worth worrying about, given the instantaneous termination of our world… unlike one poor, terrified psychotic patient I knew who thought this was going to happen at any moment soon, indeed, very, very soon… (19)

Going ‘deeper’ than merely dividing conundrums into those with possible solutions and those without solutions let us realize that all thinking is dialectically engendered ‘economically’. I.e., thematized in a hierarchy of fields and only treated as definitive in conventional terms of reference. That nothing is definitive, is not able to be completely defined, should not be accepted as indubitably presented, should not be treated as ever non-provisional, and so on and so forth. That all things are defined, correlatively, either through seemingly mutual, existential forms of relativity or through seemingly less mutual, non-existential forms of relativity. I.e., take any concept and realize it is mapped in and through a universe of continually deferred semantic connections, and, on a more basic level must be at least bimodally twinned in its trimodally constituted con(-)text of origination. E.g., the concept of ‘complexity’ is not to be provisionally defined so much as ‘that which is more complicated, etc.’, but, rather, through its correlative contrast as ‘non-simplicity’, in orientation, etc.’, and v.v. Such an approach realizes that these twinned concepts of ‘complexity-simplicity’ co-mutually define each other, and, that any attempt to define this pair of concepts, and all other pairs of concepts, etc., needs to be conducted correlatively, relative to a certain context, non-indubitably, provisionally, and so on. In this deeper attitude, we need to accept that we use conventional expressions that are also trans-conventionally situated in the dialectics of significance-generation that is based in degrees of mutual correlativity, constituted in economic fields, is trimodally comprehended, is non-indubitable despite conventional forms of assurity, should be ever treated as something that is provisional, as but a starting place in a process whose appreciation must be as ‘a work in progress’, etc. (20)

Knowing such a fact about the nature of our relational existence, in this matrix of correlativity, means we should defuse superficial paradoxes and contradictions, but, at the same time, be prepared to live happily and dialectically with conundrums; given that the world of experience is constituted dialectically and whose limits we should ever respect and, in whose respect of us, also gives us a conventional place to live both before(-)others and before(-)this world at large..! (21)

Furthermore, realizing and enacting this observance
 of our mutual correlativity before(-)others must also mean that we should de-preference those relatively less existential options we have for living with others and, instead, relatively re-preference those more existential options that suitably enhance our semblance of an overall freedom to be authentically both our(-)selves in this world at large with(-)others..!!
 (22)







    Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 28.12.20.
� 	This convention ‘(-)’ of mine being utilized to indicate a context between non-chaotically oriented/‘redirected’ patterns of non-existential behaviour versus chaotic forms of existentially oriented/‘re-directed’ patterns of behaviour.





� 	Refer to The Guardian: Scott Morrison’s office met freedom of information deadlines in just 7.5% of cases; Christopher Knaus; Thursday 19 November 2020.


� 	The same question can be posed to a theist or religionist. Given we live in a so-called ‘democratic era’, why are theologies and religious philosophies still constituted in such obviously anti-democratic terms of reference? It would be understandable that a few centuries back that our influential intellectuals would conceive of the world, through the then current political lens, as a divine monarchy or monadic entelechy, but, surely such ideas, and attendant ideologies, deserve to be updated to better reflect our now supposedly more democratic way of engaging others in our mutually shared vision of the lived-reality of our overall life-world?


� 	Some neutral parties might argue that the voter fraud is really arising through forms of gerrymandering, voter suppression, forever penalizing so-called felons having completed their jail-time from re-enrolling, limiting access to pre-enrolment, insisting on onerous forms of voter identification, discrediting postal voting (when even President Trump, himself, votes that way) regardless of whatever party is engineering such voter disenfranchisement.


� 	Basically, a ‘realistic’ treatment of the world at large.


� 	Basically, an ‘idealistic’ treatment of the world at large.


� 	Basically, a more ‘pragmatic’ treatment of the world at large that, through the dynamic balance of either a covert or overt ‘suspension’, profitably rises above all extremist forms of ideological positioning and the ensuing psychotic or pseudo-psychotic distortions arrived at through either absolutistical over-commitment or negatively nihilistic under-commitment. On a middle path, in contrast, we can regard the observance of a(n extensive) suspension as a positive form of nihilism given that in and through its de-suspension we arrive at an appreciation of the Life-World ‘as it is’ to that extent we are capable of interacting with this world at large through our ability to (phenomenal-phenomenologically) encounter, (hermeneutically) recognize and (existentially) engage with the same ‘as it is’ (in both systematic/non-systematic senses as utilized in my use of the word ‘existential’. This approach might also be a way to better appreciate the Sanskrit expression yatha-bhuta, the reality or truth of things as they are there, ‘as-it-is’)?


� 	The Pursuit of Philosophy as a Discipline; III, 1X.56.


� 	‘Observance’ can be cashed out three ways, either passively, actively and/or transformatively (in an existentially oriented mode of lived-engagement).


� 	The convention of ‘(-)’ implying a preference for ‘the existentialization of the relatively non-existential in attitudinal orientation’.





