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Introduction


Over the course of writing these three volumes of essays entailed in The Pursuit of Philosophy as a Discipline I have re-envisaged the discipline of the ‘philosophical economy’ as possessing the same archetypal structural-processes as any other suitably constituted economy. In these same explorations, I have also come to the conclusion that every discipline, explicitly or implicitly, possesses theoretical, practical and critical domains, and, that these three domains respectively are mirrored, effectively, in phenomenological, hermeneutical and existential styles in their approach to the overall exercise of that discipline in question. However, in putting aside these economic claims (of economic parallelism, constitutional trimodalism, etc.), instead, let me focus, primarily, on how I perceive the philosophical economy to be constituted in order to highlight and discard what should be regarded as either philosophically defective or as philosophically nonsensical. (2)

I envisage each and every economy to be tripartite in its constitution and, therefore, economically trimodal in its forms of expression as found to be exercised within the course of its internal explorations and ensuing deliberations. Hence this definition of the ‘economic’ as ‘trimodal and reflecting the archetypal economy’ that I perceive as underlying the representation of a discipline, or, indeed, whatever finds itself being represented. This trimodal constitution also implies that each and every discipline has three primary objectives (on these three levels or aspects of the theoretical, practical and critical, etc.) and that they characteristically define the nature of that discipline vis-à-vis all other disciplines.
 (3)

*
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In the philosophical discipline, in this regard, I envisage a general, hermeneutically oriented preoccupation with an overall theory of truth; a particular, phenomenologically oriented preoccupation with valuational formation (entailing identity, functionality and value); and, the specificity of an existential e/valuation when dealing with the exploration of the constitution of that being explored on that level of situational specificity.
 (4)

From a pro-relational, existential and ‘transcendental’ level
 in epistemological experience I perceive an equivalence, e.g., between ‘philosophical’, ‘critical’ and ‘existential’. I.e., that a ‘critical philosophy’ is also one that ‘delivers existential insights into the specificity of the situations we find ourselves in as we navigate, negotiate and arbitrate the ensuing manner of our ‘passages’ undertaken through this overall world-of-life as we encounter, recognize and engage in this evolving collection of life-worlds we find being shared with(-)others’. (5)

Given this tripolar economic perspective, it is implied, in each and every discipline, in whatever discipline we may wish to enter into, through an understanding of mutual economic correlativity (where one trimodal mode is defined as the joint negation of the other two trimodal modes) that ‘theory’ is ‘neither practice nor criticism’, that, equally, ‘practice’ is ‘neither theory nor criticism’, and, ‘criticism’ is ‘neither theory nor practice’. Thence the differentiated and integrated dialectical nature of this economic interaction between theory, practice and criticism. (6)

Against this economic backdrop, let me re-examine these problematic philosophical concepts of self, etc., in order to philosophically expose what ‘philosophical substance’ is explicitly present and implicitly discard what philosophical pretensions are no more than ‘philosophical pretensions’.
 In the latter, discarding both defective and nonsensically constituted philosophical expressions as not fit for philosophical service. (7)

Admittedly, these essays reference the evolution of a complex philosophy being explored in these three volumes. However, perceived as offshoots of such extended-essays, essays and monographs, let me attempt to focus more on certain issues and insights that might be able to escape somewhat the clutches of such an interpretative apparatus. (8)


To begin these explorations, let me explore why it is natural for us to think that individuation, etc., so obviously present in this world about us, is the exact way things are, and, why it is the case that in our philosophical reflections upon lived-experience we cannot support the impossible philosophical absolutization of such a natural prejudice. That, in truth, we cannot even think such thoughts, and, that to try to do otherwise is to attempt to perform impossible things… (9)
01. Criticism of Self (as a Selective Form of Amnesia)

Yes, the world is granular, populated with a multivariate miscellany of overlapping states; all of which to some extent appear to have a life, and death, of their own. (10)

But, ‘appearances can be deceptive’, or, paradoxically, ‘superficial appearances have depth’… or, ‘all phenomena are constituted on many disparate levels and layers of significance’… all built up through a succession of genres, meta-genres, narratives, the invocation of different personae, incorporating an ongoing arbitration of a mixed variety of intentions and counter-intentions… each subjected, from time to time, to chaotic processes of resolution; in and through forms of individuation, integration, further differentiation and incorporation, preservation, modification, division or dissolution, and so on… cycles of iteration where no form of identity has any claim to eternal preservation even as a ‘fact’ in the annals of history given that even the latter is interpreted and cannot exist as something ‘existing purely for itself, in and of itself…!’ (11)

The appearance of a wave can be ‘apparently’ thought about as if it were not part of the water that bore that wave. The focus on what is currently the object of our interest can only occur through our relative exclusion of all other possible modes of address. However, the reality-of that-to-be-lived cannot be completely separated from its either its specific co-arising of its situatedness and/or its specific co-associated situatedness in question!
 This process of exclusion, on reflection, cannot be completely thought ‘apart’ from what it is ‘a part’ of.
 That wave is ‘watery’, occurs in a body of water… that body of water, perhaps, is a pond or lake or sea or ocean… just as that body of water is circumscribed by the surface of our planet, and so on. It might be mathematically possible to closely describe and specify that specific waveform, still, as that specific ‘wave’ it occurs in a body of water and not on a piece of paper or a computer screen. In other words, all individuation, in all its varieties, is arrived at through relations entertained within the relational situatedness in question. This wave is in that body of water, this mathematical expression of a wave is represented or depicted in a mathematical system on that piece of paper or on that computer screen, and so on. That the world must be thought through such relational-interdependence because it is both ever found that way and ever thought that way! I.e., dialectically, as an emergent product of both ongoing differentiation and integration and not merely one nor the other.
 That the fact of the ‘wave’ is a differentiation of the integrated fact of ‘that body of water’ because it can neither occur nor be thought apart from, in this instance, that same body of water! (12)

An economic perspective, as continually defined by the philosophical development of an economic philosophy, recognizes the inter-relational reality of all lived-reality. That ‘focused upon’ is ‘that focused upon within a field’ that characterizes ‘the intentional nature of that field through its co-associated transcendental subjectivity’, and, furthermore, our reception of that relationship between ‘focus’ and ‘field’ is also ‘framed’ by ‘an intentional awareness that is also characterized by what that awareness is able to discern’; be that this current instance of discernment or in all other instances invoking similar or non-similar forms of phenomenal-phenomenological discernment.
 (13)

What are the philosophical implications of ‘this recognition of the relational situatedness of all things’? That we can conventionally ascribe forms and degrees of natural and less natural ‘individuatedness’, but, that from a ‘transcendental’ perspective processes of differentiation cannot and should not be thought of as something that can be completely accomplished (just as systematic forms of integrated synthesis, equally, are not able to be accomplished likewise
)! By ‘transcendental’ is meant in both senses (that I would normally utilize, namely) of being positively trans-cognitive in orientation, i.e., in the form of trans-conceptual process of judgment etc., and, on the negative grounds of transcendental possibility, but, in this type of instance, as ‘impossible’ to obtain (in the format as represented, etc.
).
 By being ‘trans-cognitive in orientation, etc.’ is meant, ‘from a trans-cognitive perspective’… of being ‘critically’, ‘philosophically’, ‘existentially’, ‘pro-relationally’ equivalent in trans-intentional terms of reference (only)… (14)

When we walk, we traverse the ground beneath us; when we swim, we move through water; when we dive into water, we do so through the air around us… how is it that we clearly forget that we are situated in this world at large, in a world with others, and so on? What form of philosophical amnesia is this that we habitually overlook where we are, just how we are related to the world around us… through both ontological necessity and epistemological necessity! In concentrating on mere ‘surfaces’ we overlook the existential fact that we are all part of one world together… (15)

In conventional terms we can think and talk as if we live outside time and space, the world of the other, and so on. Through habit this short-sightedness becomes ingrained. In conventional terms, it is the way we are ever inclined to do things. However, as philosophers, this transactional habit will stand in the way of doing philosophy properly; ever egging us on to attempt to think and do things beyond propriety, appropriateness and appositeness, or, that are just not possible, indeed, that all too often are nothing less than impossible. Would you avail yourself of the services of a disciplinarian whose prime tasks in life were to ever attempt to do impossible things. I, for a start, would neither visit them nor pay them. Would you consult a doctor equally enthralled in such a waste of time? Of course not! So why permit any other disciplinarian this wasteful luxury? (16)

Unfortunately, the public are just as enthralled in pursuing impossible tasks, regardless of whether they act as either observers or as participant, not just before breakfast but all day long. Indeed, we can all be guilty of this pointless practice, such pointlessness. We invoke impossible theological entities
 that, apparently, only faith alone seem to give life to. We ever believe in politician that so evidently continually lie to us. We are told, and believe, this is the best of all possible worlds… when misery is ever-present, perhaps just around the corner or only a misshaped heart beat away. Where good karma will be ever rewarded, and so forth, but ever hear that the exploiters of the good and poor sleep soundly between their silken sheet each and every night until a natural, painless death after a long life painlessly catches up with them... and so on…. (17)

Through individuation we can entertain the variety and variations of lived-existence. But, our focusing on this aspect of such intentional transactions is to miss that aspect of reality that more deserves to be relatively preferenced, namely, that pro-relational facet of experience that situates the nature of our current involvement/s… that integrated aspect of lived-reality that allows all experience to be experienced as an integrated ‘world’, as a work in progress, where we can experience these ‘sets of variations’. In overlooking this more integrated orientation to ‘our-being-in-this-world-with(-)others’, in effect, we prove ourselves to be guilty of this (uncritical) form of (philosophical) amnesia, both individually and collectively… and leave ourselves as intentionally blind to the insightfulness and delights of that existential dimension where suitable forms of valuational formation have an immediacy of e/valuation in and through the experiential center of each and every relationships. Indeed, in forgetting the shackles of our personal amnesia, let us move forward to find a communal sustenance in the existential fact that ‘we are not alone…!’  (18)
02. Criticism of Other(s) (as a Communal Delusion re Relational Entities)

Taking an opposite tack to where people are ever keen to over-individuate the apparent singularities of identity found or created in this world at large we have the converse tendency to all too often underplay the emergence of incorporated forms of relational identification; i.e., relational identities including relationships, communities, others, the very notion of some version of the ‘other’ as a distinctive force operating in this world, etc! (19)

Or, in other words, we over-promote singular forms of individuality at the expense of an experiential appreciation of our relationships where, instead, we under-promote these semblances of family, community, institutions, indigenous nations, the political expression of countries, or, in effect, the world of the other.
 Let me now demonstrate the ramifications of this latter prejudice. (20)

On one hand, individuation of identity is mistreated as that completely given as absolutistically self-existing in itself and of itself (or as expressed in some other impossible formula), and, on the other hand, individuated relational identity is mistreated as not being able to be individuated except conventionally, and, even then tentatively held in some form of distrust or contempt. But this materially oriented bias, of the former, is destructive of all identity be it conventional or otherwise, be it nominated and detailed through predication or nominated and detailed through relations. Of course, even a non-reductive approach to the emergence of relational individuation should recognize that there are limits beyond which such speculation should not proceed except as speculation qua speculation (where ‘speculation’ is either possible and obtainable along with the potential for it to be either confirmed and/or verified, or, it is rendered in such a manner that integrated significance just cannot be obtained through the impossible nature of its intentional misconstruction
). Given these various prejudices and approaches, by what simple insight can we adopt and adapt that would let us confidently wend our way through such a thicket of claims and counter-claims, and, in the process, find ourselves being able to discern potential philosophical progress from defective philosophical arguments along with their ensuing mistakes, confusions and inevitable nonsense? (21)

The full recognition of an economic perspective can sort out for us how to safely traverse this difficult terrain (as, e.g., in our dealing with these ‘six further conundrums’ of the individuation of self-identity, the individuation of relational identities, etc.). (22)

Embedded in all languages and ideas we usually should be able to find three modalities that touch on and inform our topic of interest. So, e.g., in looking at a temporal economy we have ‘past’, ‘present’ and ‘future’ already to hand. Or, e.g., in looking at a spatial economy we have the ‘x-axis’, etc. Or, in dealing with a causal economy we would overlook the bimodal nature of ‘cause and effect’ and, perhaps, find ourselves settling on ‘pre-conditions’, ‘conditions’ and ‘post-conditions’? Or, e.g., in the representation of space in a landscape painting perhaps utilize art-critical concepts like ‘foreground’, ‘midground’ and ‘background’ (or ‘high ground’)? Then, these relatively simple economies could also be combined as in, e.g., an economy of space-time and seek to determine three suitable modes able to be utilized in this more complex sense of an economy.
 (23)

On par with our six ordered modalities, we can treat these here polar-modalities in a linear format, or in a circular formation. E.g., from the polar-modality of A, through transformation, we can migrate to the modality B, then on to C, and, finally, then head back to A. Doing the same starting with B or C. But this same migration can also depict a circular path between these same modalities of A, etc. (24)

More importantly, is how we treat their interactions. These modalities are treated as dialectical moments that can co-occur and be co-associated; be treated as polarities that can only be approached and not reached, moved towards but not obtained. Between these moments-orientations-polarities… there is a state of economic correlativity (philosophically on par with Husserlian noetic-noematic correlativity) with a relative underlying isomorphic invariance reflecting the overall economic productivity that emerges through the harmonic enstructuralization entailed in this archetypal economy. In gestalt terms, one moment (World
) is background oriented and synthetical in nature with a consonant flavour. A second moment possesses focal orientation and is analytical in nature with a distinctive air of difference and dissonance. A third moment invokes a co-associated sense of transcendental subjectivity in keeping with that ‘field’ and ‘focus,’ and through its sympathetic ‘framing’ of lived-experiences in a process of simulation arrived at through the joint negation of the former whilst also maintaining the flavour of that field that characterizes that type of pre-intentional, intentional, or trans-intentional (judgmental) level of epistemological engagement in play as entertained under such consideration.
 Exercised from a philosophical point of view, I have argued that each of these three moments, in the sequence just noted, is better dealt with respectively through meta-textual hermeneutical investigations (exploring genres, meta-genres, con-texts, forms of narration, personae, etc.); phenomenal-phenomenological analyzes (in the scrutiny of relevant texts); and, (non-systematic) existential examinations (in forms of non-textual simulations). That from a more holistic perspective, of the relationship realized through such resolution, we can utilize (systematic) existential explorations, etc. (25)

Let me depict this circular-tripartite structure (in order to assist in the visualization of what dialectically occurs to that extent such non-linear forms of ideation can be modelled):
3. Ego
1. World




2. Object (26)


Now, invoking this modelling, let me note that the discriminatory phenomenon of individuation can be entertained only in a relative sense and not in any definitively complete, absolutistical sense. With this in mind, we realize that definitive individuation of, say, transcendental subjectivity (Ego) is just not possible. Relatively, yes, but, non-relatively, no, as just not possible! As ‘impossible’, as no dialectical moment could even be contemplated in and of itself as its dialectical existence is co-mutually engendered through its economic interaction/s within the economy in question. This stands equally to reason, and, as something found in experience (should we reflect deep enough on this topic). Subjectivity is experienced as a certain reflexivity in keeping with the nature of the economy in question. So, when I see something, I am seeing something intentionally. That there could be no subjectively oriented reflexivity if I were able to completely contemplate, say, the phenomenon of my apparent reflexive subjectivity. Without non-subjective (intentional) content there could be no (trans-intentional) awareness, judgment, appreciation of that (intentional) content, etc. (being absent). Hence, both in reason and in experience, reflexivity depends on having both content and that content being appreciated without the deconstruction or loss of both facets whose co-existence must necessarily co-occur in this type of reflexive experience. That the same occurs in all other economies, from feeling pain to making a judgment about being in pain or seeing someone we impute as being in pain or, for that matter, anything and, indeed, everything else. (27)

That economic considerations imply that individuation cannot be definitively or completely contemplated in regard to either the intentional field (World), the intentional object(ive) (Object),  and/or the trans-intentional experience of subjectivity (Ego), or, the post-intentional experience of either expected, imputed and/or anticipated causal consequences, etc.
 (28)

Now, hermeneutic expectations are engendered (or modelled) through a relative centering of our (intentional) directedness on the relational nature of identities thematized at this World pole or moment. Here, at this World pole, I have conjectured that we meet a confluence of trans-objective and trans-intersubjective forms of identification. In effect, relational entities whose individuation is just as possible in relative terms as our directedness toward objective or subjective forms of individuation, but, also, equally not possible in the impossible terms of reference that would demand some conceived of form of absolutistically definitive thematization. Again, this makes sense both before reason and in experience. E.g., I see a landscape of apple trees in an orchard. This landscape could not be enjoyed if either it could not be seen, or, if all I saw was the mere totality of that landscape as a landscape qua landscape. In the latter impossible mode, I would not be able to appreciate that this ‘landscape’ is actually that of ‘an orchard filled with apple trees’. Or, similarly, if I saw, say, a crowd of people at a soccer match, if all I saw was this ‘crowd’ of people qua ‘crowd of people’ then I would be in no position to realize that they and myself were at a soccer match. Implying, through this argument, that relational entities, either inter-objective and/or inter-subjective in orientation, can be relatively individuated but not absolutistically! That all economic arguments that apply to transcendentally subjective or objective patterns and processes of individuation will also apply to the individuation of all relational entities, be they inter-objective and/or inter-subjective in orientation, etc. (29)

The economic point of these manoeuvres in argumentation is to show that both philosophical problems and non-philosophical problems, all manner of conundrums, issues, etc., both deserve and demand suitable forms of economic treatment in order to critically defuse problems arising from short-sighted, misconstrued forms of economic mistreatment, etc. (that, in many ways, are the main problem on our long road ahead). (30)


In this regard I don’t ask for anything more than understanding of what is implied here, if only from a hypothetical point of view, and, the application of this perspective is experimented with in order to assess its pragmatic worth. In this type of pursuit, as an example, let me set out to demonstrate why this second problematic thought is problematic but basically not impossible as long as we can move beyond a conventional appreciation of the existential fact that relational individuation, likewise, cannot be dismissed as just a mere fiction from a ‘transcendental’ trans-cognitive frame of reference even though such identity, as discerned, cannot be argued for beyond those relative, trans-cognitively appreciated terms of reference. (31)


A crowd of people is a ‘crowd’ with the description that there is a ‘high density of people in that space’. Now imagine this crowd running amok, intent on either doing damage to the shops and cars on a narrow street, but, now, with many Police on horseback suddenly coming up the street, or, in a movie theatre where the screen has burst into flames and the rest of the building is now on fire and everyone is suddenly fleeing. Sadly, in both incidents, in a sudden panic, people are trodden upon and a number of people die from their injuries. Now, imagine if you would, just as a thought experiment, a row of people voluntarily lying down on the ground closely together, and, where a small number of individuals, volunteers again, are told to walk over these bodies lying on the ground. In this experiment these bodies are gingerly walked over and no one dies and any injuries incurred are barely needed to be attended to. In the street, people flee in order to escape being arrested. In the second scenario, the people there have paid for their admission but now have to suddenly flee in order to save themselves from being incinerated by this rapidly spreading fire. In the third scenario, a few individual people have been asked to walk over a small number of bodies lying on the ground. Now, thought through like this we could argue that a small number of people carefully walking over a few bodies on the ground is not going to injure those people on the ground, whereas, a crowd of people in a panic could very easily cause a large number of fatalities. What is the difference? If one person walking over the body of some people lying down is not going to cause too much grief then we have to accept the fact that a crowd of people acting in a panic cannot be simply treated as mere set of separate individuals walking over those individual bodies on the ground. In conventional terms a ‘crowd’ of people is a ‘crowd of people’, but, in these first two scenarios we are not merely naming a set of people. Indeed, a crowd running amok or in a state of panic is not merely a set of individuals who happen to be running, but, an emergent entity with properties in addition to those already to be found in that mere set. An individual merely walking over a body or two is not going to fatally injure them, but, on the other hand, a mob of people running amok or in a panic is quite a different entity altogether, having as one of its characteristics the possibility of fatally injuring people in a stampede. Of course, we must not go in the opposite direction and argue that this set of people is not a set of people but an inhuman crowd running amok or in a state of panic. Interestingly, this emergence of identity may be questioned by certain philosophers, perhaps of a more realistic or materialistic tenor, but, in law, in terms of an apportioning of guilt, liability, etc., emergence seems to be better recognized. (32)

What implications might one take away from this overall thought experiment? That relational entities cannot be philosophically reduced to their basic individuated elements, be they either inter-subjective, subjective actors and/or inter-objective, non-subjective acters. That emergent properties should be recognized in addition to those properties that persist in more relative forms of reductive treatment. In this regard trans-conventional identities must be accepted on their own phenomenological grounds should emergent degrees of integrity be able to be demonstrated. In a court of law, we would note a ‘contingent’ of Police on horseback, a rampaging ‘mob’ of demonstrators, a ‘house’ full of movie goers, an ‘assembly’ of volunteers, etc. On the other hand, ascriptions of emergent identity should not be theoretically deployed beyond their suitable level of deployment, i.e., in impossible absolutistical terms of reference. Similarly, relational entities should not be excessively reduced, as a borderline impossibility, to a level of reduction that can neither describe nor explain the emergent features of those relational entities in question; accepting, to some extent, that both non-relationally treated and relationally treated identities can both be individuated in keeping with their phenomenological characteristics. That such general principles accepted, then the non-acceptance of emergent characteristics produces impossible forms of conventional identification just as much as either the expected, imputed and/or anticipated projection beyond the limits of such emergent characteristics produces impossible forms of trans-conventional identification. Ideally accepting that dialectical middle ground between conventional possibility and trans-conventional possibility whilst ignoring all forms of conventional and trans-conventional impossibility. (33)

Economic considerations fashion the limits of both conventional and trans-conventional identity formation, along with their mutual co-arising and co-association, whilst, at the same time delineating the limits beyond which both conventional and trans-conventional identification transgresses into the midst of impossible realms of relational interaction. I.e., where there can be inter-relational interaction through no encounters, recognitions and engagements… and even speculative thought loses all sensibleness. (34)


This granted, how do we define both conventional and trans-conventional identity formation? (35)


Let me propose the following recollections as a way into resolving this simple relationship between the relatively conventional and the relatively trans-conventional. Some years back, in exploring the limits of relativism and absolutism
 I proposed the formula that the relative treatment of the absolute and the absolute treatment of the relative were viable possibilities, but, that there could be neither meaningful absolute treatment of the absolute nor relative treatment of the relative. By relative and absolute here we could substitute parallel expressions with the same trans-cognitive ‘transcendental’ equivalence, namely, e.g., natural versus transcendental, conventional versus trans-conventional, non-existential versus existential, etc. That even the two viable possibilities out of the 2 x 2 matrix can be read as a single dialectical mass of interactions that takes on either a relatively pro-non-relational orientation or a relatively pro-relational orientation (in what is nominated as an existential  attitude). (36)

That although interactions occur in tripolar/trimodal economies, still, the representation of such interactions is primarily treated as (a sequence of) bimodal-type(s) of experience in expression.
 Preferentially, being treated as a correctly sequenced set/s of bimodal expressions that, hopefully, allow us to understand and circumvent a non-economic form of representation, be that unimodal or by bimodal in its expression. (37)

So, in this regard, from the trans-cognitive perspective, we can interpret conventional versus trans-conventional as any one of these pairs. E.g., as being, say, ‘non-existential in orientation versus existential in orientation’… (38)


Interestingly, there is also the epistemological implication that judgment, evaluation, valuation, value, etc., could not appreciated as such without this sequentially treated process of bimodal forms of interaction albeit situated within the context of a relational economy. So, e.g., metaphorically ‘staring at an apple’ (as a mere intentional representation) (even if it looks ripe from experience) is not going to tell us if it is, correctly, a tasty apple to eat (as either a confirmation and/or verification of this judgmental evaluation [necessitates our tasting this apple]).
 I.e., that judgment cannot be conducted in mere intentional (conceptual/perceptual) terms of reference. I.e., that judgment is and must be trans-intentional in orientation (even though a delivered judgment is retreated in and through an intentional format and form). I.e., that the ‘transcendental’ from the perspective of the ‘trans-cognitive/trans-intentional/ is ‘trans-conceptual’. Hence, moreover, this equivalence of the ‘transcendental’ as the ‘trans-cognitive/trans-intentional’ as ‘trans-conceptual/perceptual’, ‘existential’, ‘pro-relational’, ‘judgmental’, ‘evaluative’, ‘valuational formation’ (include ‘value’, etc.), etc. Hence the formula of ‘e/valuation’, i.e., ‘that trans-cognitive judgment as an evaluation is productive of a cognitively treated form of ‘valuation’’. (39)

Now to tie some loose ends, we need to ask is the ‘cognitive treatment of the cognitive’ productive of the ‘non-cognitive’ or ‘meta-cognitive’ and would it be possible to refer to such productivity as ‘trans-cognitive’? That, to some extent, in some manner or other, this is a process of judgment? Based on the principle that the ‘x of x’ is ‘no x’, ‘non-x’, ‘meta-x, and, perhaps, trans(cends)-x, etc(?). Treated as an objection, I believe it fails since it proves the point. All we have to do is define what we mean by ‘non-x’, etc. I.e., that it would be quite acceptable to distinguish between, say, ‘meta-x’ and ‘trans-x’ as long as we define different treatment pathways for the same. So, even though they are then different, they still remain processes of either transformational treatment or retreatment, etc. (40)

So, to differentiate and define ‘conventional versus trans-conventional’ all we need to do is substitute a pair of expressions more in keeping with the line of philosophical exploration in question. If we are primarily concerned with existential forms of e/valuation, then let us substitute ‘non-existential versus existential’, e.g., etc. (41)


Being introduced as an ‘impossible thought’ what was implied? (42)


In a contrast with the proposal for a completely definitive process-form of individuation of an entity or process like self, other, intentional object or objective, etc., correctly rendered as impossible, its was conjectured that the opposite prejudice of opposing the qualified individuation of relationally oriented combinations, sets, systems, etc., was also to be opposed. So, e.g., a ‘broom is no more that a broom-handle conjoined with a broom-head’. But, in experiential and existentially oriented terms of reference, compare sweeping the backyard with a toothbrush versus a broom-head versus a properly constructed fully functional broom. That being ‘fit for purpose’ is an existential or pro-relational quality that needs to be recognized as not being able to be accounted for in the reduction of that combination, set or system, etc. That, in effect, emergence should be recognized whilst not going too far in the direction of proposing, in turn, its absolutistical individuation. Therefore, we have this spectrum of four classifications, namely, the impossible conjecture of the definitive individuation of unitarily treated states of affairs; the possible conjecture of states with qualified degrees of individuation; the possible conjecture of emergent states with qualified degrees of individuation; and, the impossible conjecture of emergent entities with the definitive individuation of synthesized forms of treatment. That to propose anything other than these two inner possible forms of conjecture is to indulge, either advertently and/or inadvertently, in the fanciful realms of impossibly constituted speculation! (43)

Such misbehaviour gives ‘speculation’ a bad name. As intimated in the previous volume, there is positive role for speculation given its need as the very basis of our intentional lives because such could not be enjoyed without proposing, in and through speculation, various possible states of affairs as suitable responses for confirmation, etc. By ‘misbehaviour’ is meant ‘the absolutistical treatment of individuated entities, the absolutistical treatment of emergent entities, and the non-acceptance of the qualified, definitively distinctive treatment of emergent entities, etc.’ By ‘etc.’ is meant all other forms of defective philosophical behaviour such as, e.g., ‘the introduction of improperly constituted narrational facts; non-suitably and improperly constituted narratives; non-apposite processes of critique along with improperly constructed forms of critique; improperly formed argumentation; incorrectly derived processes of conclusion; all desires to induce forms of deception with the ulterior motive of only inducing deception, etc., etc.’
 (44)

In this second impossible thought, I am ruling in the selectively qualified treatment of emergent entities as being candidates for distinctive degrees of individuation contrary to the materialistic prejudice of ruling out most or all emergent properties. Without insisting on either ontological and/or epistemological forms of emergence, I am arguing that from experience alone, for a start, they should be ruled in as candidates involved in the dialectical nature of economic interactions. That to do otherwise, as a form of collateral damage, would be to render all philosophical reflections as both inoperable and impossible! (45)

But why see this ingrained tendency to distrust and philosophically denigrate the relatively qualified individuation of relational identities as a ‘communal delusion’? (46)


We may have a number of grounds as to why relational entities are relatively overlooked, denigrated, and so on. Languages and our experience of the world at large are very materially oriented and, more often than not, fail us when occasions call for us to pay attention to a more pro-relational, existential sphere of interactions. On the other hand, almost in covert terms of reference, the wisdom of our inherited language preserves for us insights that are decidedly existential in orientation. But, despite our hermeneutically being able to demonstrate an existential tenor to the coursing of our daily lives, still, this aspect may well need to be pointed out from time to time given this prejudice to focus more on those things that seem to be more tangible. Therefore, this pressing need for the philosopher to explicate the lived-reality of this existential domain given that our freedom is augmented and enhanced
 through the cooperation of others, and v.v! (47) 
03. Criticism of the Historical (and the a priori)

What is impossible about historical reflection and research, or, what is impossible about malformed and misinformed processes of a priori thinking??  (48)

The conjecture ‘that we have definitively definitive forms of historical assessment and that such indubitable experiences should be treated as indubitable in a completely definite absolutistical sense’ should be completely discounted as both impossible and absurd! On the other hand, we have historical assessments with a variety of degrees of confirmation and verification. But, even historical bedrock is not without the possibility of an earthquake or two, from time to time. Still, while the whole world may shake, only part is reconfigured in the process of this appreciative transformational re-constitution of our understanding. Indeed, our historical edifices may be renovated, still, we live in the same constructions (as long as our resident cultures persist through time). (49)

With this insight to mind, who knows what lurks in our cultural cellars, out of sight and currently out of mind; even though such persistent formations are holistically reiterated across the generations; witness the dissemination of animistic fairy stories. (50)


Historical facts come in varying degrees of confirmation or verification. One must hope that such confirmation is further confirmed in a process of verification. However, we are not in possession of indubitable facts since they could be neither encountered nor recognized nor engaged. On the other hand, qualified indubitable treatment is how we record our histories. Certain facts are treated as if indubitable, but, even such bedrock should be treated with some degree of suspicion and forever treated as if suspended. (51)

As argued, it would be difficult to historically imagine Julius Caesar as not crossing the Rubicon, still, ‘with how many troops?’ or ‘what he had for breakfast, if he ate breakfast?” are historical ‘facts’ that deserve to be treated as either contentious or irrelevant. (52)


In this same regard, we must also rule out the absolutistical treatment of all forms of a priori thinking. It is true, similar situations do invite similar manners of treatment; especially if such patterns of treatment have proved in the past to be either effective, efficient, economical and/or efficacious, etc. On the other hand, similar situations are not identical situations, and, moreover, the iteration of a situation is not the mere iteration of the same situation because each and every iteration has a different existential description (in both time and space, etc.), and, therefore, cannot act as an absolute guarantee that from similarity identical reactions and responses will be consistently reissued. Indeed, it is through incremental iteration that chaotic phenomena are arrived at! Which well proves this point (that similar iterations of either pre-conditions and/or conditions may not guarantee the exact realization of identical post-conditions). (53)

Science, e.g., may be grounded on the iteration of a priori methodological habits, still, its qualifications are arrived at through the careful suspension of such attitudes! That the dogmatic assertion of historical facts is no more than ‘thinking the impossible’! (54)
04. Criticism of the Philosophical (through Noting its Limits)

“Asserting definitive forms of philosophical pontification renders the philosopher as nothing more than a ‘non-philosopher’!” (55)

Because all formats and forms of thought are limited by their definitive qualifications beyond which we defectively enter into useless realms of speculative nonsense. (56)


So, if I, the author of that statement, having asserted that completely definitive proposition, would it not be the case that I, too, must now become one more member shamefully joining that very long historical queue of so-called ‘non-philosophers’?! (57)


‘O such shameful humanity exposed through this conundrum!’ (58)


That for a philosopher to dutifully observe the practice of their profession has them failing the very moment they follow the apparent dictates of their discipline? (59)

“It is probably the case that asserting definitive forms of philosophical pontification renders the philosopher as nothing more than a ‘non-philosopher’!” (60)

Still, this declaration of probability, itself, must remain, no more and no less, than a definitive proposition. Such probability here applies to the intended intentional content of that proposition and not to the overall statement itself if disseminated as a definitive and completely true ‘statement’ (i.e., as a true sixth cognitively/trans-cognitively ordered proposition). So much for this unsuccessful manoeuvre. (61)

Another traditional escape route for the philosopher, in this problem of reference, is to surmise that ‘meta-propositions’ or ‘meta-statements’ must not be treated as ‘propositions’ or ‘statements’ per se. (62)

But, then, would it also not be the case that even definitive meta-propositions or meta-statements equally enter these useless realms of speculative nonsense given our complete inability to entertain the definitively-definitive (in and through their attempted absolutistical individuation?)? (63)


Or, perhaps, we could just add, like all rules and their rulings, that there are ‘always’ exceptions to such pronouncements… (64)

But, alas, we have fallen once more into this shameful pit of definitive pontification and the impossibilities of such useless speculation that, ultimately, can be neither thought nor thought through…
 (65)

As a relatively qualified statement, generally it is the case that definitive philosophical pontification is better avoided lest we appear to be non-philosophers in their observance of forms of ideological over-commitment (or negatively nihilistic under-commitment) that render such an exercise as impossible to contemplate either by such non-philosophers or by ourselves as philosophers, and so on… (66)

Now, we can come close to the edge of a cliff without falling over into that abyss below. Indeed, that is how the edge of a cliff is usually observed. By all means come close, but do not get too close! So, in this qualified light, let us suggest that in heading towards all forms of definitive-definitions and pronouncements, propositions and statements, etc., we merely indicate that we are approaching increasingly useless, non-philosophical realms of speculative nonsense. Basically, approaching a negative, a region beyond which we do not wish to travel…
 (67)

How might we successfully circumscribe such language that observed some degree of definitiveness without rendering it as inoperative and impossible to contemplate? Personally, I mark such restraint, such limits and limitations by using certain qualifiers like a metaphorical ‘like’, or a rhetorical ‘as if’ or ‘perhaps’, or, more usually, by noting the expression is to treated as a ‘dialectical moment’, as a ‘pole’ or ‘polarity’, as an ‘orientation’ or as ‘relatively’ x, where x is either a set of nominations, predication, and/or relations. Or, again, by stating such a disquisition is ‘provisional’, as ‘an eternal introduction’, and so on ‘…’. Suggest that a periodic suspension is also being called for, and so on. That what is to be dealt with, is to basically remain open-ended, and so forth. (68)

As noted, another approach is to invoke a transcendental suspension. For me this means to invoke an extensive suspension
 where this phenomenon has been cashed out in the complexity of much detail. However, for the sake of simplicity, this can be simplified as either ‘an overall transcendental suspension where the suspended economy is seen to entail a metaphorical suspension, a rhetorical suspension, along with the dynamically balanced suspension of these two former suspensions all equally balanced in a dynamic state of harmonic expressiveness’ or ‘the mere invocation of one of these suspended facets on the supposition of economic correlativity that the successful supension of one facet is enough to fully induce the totality of the extensive suspension itself’. (69)

Interestingly, motivation is intensified thorough the input of affectively oriented emotional content. Otherwise, the aspirational economy, e.g., could hardly get started. But this asset can also distort our arguments when we need to weigh up the possibilities when it would appear we might have a number of potentially viable solutions. E.g., I am thinking of going for a walk to the nearby village and back, and, as I am out only for my daily walk, I might take the longer scenic route. Or, it looks like it will rain within the hour, having consulted the radar map for this region. So, I had better take the shorter route and not stray too far. Not all questions are answered with either a ‘yes’ or ‘no’. Utilizing a suspension may well help us to neutralize some overt forms of bias that would quite likely distort our decision making. As I have argued elsewhere, excessive and over-iterated forms of over-commitment can lead to a pseudo-psychosis where the psyche is distorted through such over-commitedissues, but, is not distorted on all other issues not related to those ontological and/epistemological forms of over-investment. So, the imputed roles of a suspension could well be argued to include a temporally neutralization of overt forms of distortion (through invoking forms of counter-balance); opening us up to possibilities that would not have been thought of in such a prior state of distorted thinking, and, quite possibly surprise us with chaotic possibilities being revealed either during the suspension, or, more likely, after the de-suspension of that same suspension. In the suspension, however conceived, emotional predilections, one way or the other, are not written off, destroyed or forgotten about, but merely bracketed, for the moment ‘put out of action’, so to speak. Upon the ‘de-suspension of the suspension’,
 the world is seen once more as it is, or, how it might also be re-conceived, transformed in a manner that is existentially more beneficial to that specific relationship being invoked… (70)

All things have their limits and ensuing limitations. A wiser person recognizes such frontiers and would not travel beyond such confines unless such territories can be reintegrated with those lands that are already known and travelled over. In the same vein, a wiser person knows what should be relatively preferenced (namely, pro-relationally treated states of affairs), and, what should not be relatively preferenced (namely, all that which is not relatively pro-relation). Similarly, our conventional arguments deserve to be both sufficiently differentiated and integrated in order to engineer and promote positive forms of emergent possibility that are seemingly more beneficial for the parties concerned within that relationship in question. I.e., in and through those measures that suitably promote, apparently, specifically distinctive existentially oriented processes of transformation that proffer a promotion of beneficial life-trajectories. (71)

Why should limits be respected, both recognized and not attempted to be surpassed? If such a defectively constituted territory could be entered, if it could be entered, it may well be negatively productive of ensuing patterns in e/valuation, or, if such impossible territory is not able to be entered at all then all pretensions to having done so must be illusory and, consequently, will not augur well for such a deluded traveler. Alas, with the promotion of alternative facts, it would seem some deluded people are going on to over-promote alternative narratives that may well overlap impossible states of affairs along with all the pressures for rectification and re-normalization that would invite a return to a less disruptive and less disrupted period of relative normalcy. (72)
05. Criticism of the Speculative (Beyond Propper Use of the a posteriori)

The world at large is a place that can ‘work’ for us, but, we must not assume that it will ever ‘work’ for us in the same manner since, unbeknownst to us, the pre-conditions and conditions that we think are again in place may well not be in place in the manner thought. In this regard, speculation has both a positive and a negative role to play. On one hand, we conveniently fall back on habits that work for us, but, on the other hand, may one day also fail us. Moreover, our intentional lives are beholden to the mind’s speculative creativity in order to progressively re-appropriate this same world and all found therein entailed. But, some forms of speculation are eminently viable, being soon confirmed and later verified. But, other forms of speculation may not be so viable and head us off into regions that have little truck with lived-reality, indeed, could well border the land of the impossible, and, even perhaps, indirectly entering the same either wittingly, like Lewis Carroll, or unwittingly, like a vast horde of deluded second-rate philosophers whose many names deserve to be left permanently unrecorded. But, why pick on philosophers when we have whole parties of politician playing hide and seek with the way reality is obviously constituted, should be seen as constituted. E.g., an election is truly decided on the last day people vote not when it gets certified! That is only a formality. Especially when that political landscape has considerably shifted in a certain direction. (73)

In truth, there is a very fine logical line between the a priori and the a posteriori. The latter could be thought of as ‘perceiving patterns and apperceiving probable causes’. E.g., this match when struck produced a flame; and, when I strike this near identical match, taken from the same matchbox, I expect it to produce a small flame when, too, it is struck. Striking a match causes a flame to be produced. So, a ‘match’ is defined as ‘that, which looks like a ‘match’, when struck produces a flame’. We may also infer, from reflection upon experience and speculation, that w.r.t. a match-like item that if it were to be struck and it did not produce a flame the reasons might be that it was not a match, it was a defectively made or subjected to dampness, and/or it was not struck properly. Basically, iterative conformity habitually turns our a posteriori treatment of certain phenomena into a form of a priori-like retreatment. This ‘is’ a match because a flame ‘is’ produced when struck. Where, in this instance, there is usually very little distance and difference between the ‘definitions of performances’ and the ‘(re-)performance of those definitions’. (74)


As argued in the previous volume, a speculative philosophy has an important role to play in our philosophical pursuits if properly constituted and critically exercised. Our intentional lives could not operate without observing a speculative role.
 We could not ask a question if we were not able to speculate about what possible replies would effectively answer that same question. In this regard, we need to speculate first in order to then critically answer a question. Moreover, without this speculative exploration of possibilities, we could not entertain any form of a suspension that I would argue is at the very basis of judgment itself and merely needs to be critically reiterated in order to critically reconstitute such a judgmental process preparatory for either an act of possible confirmation and/or verification. (75)

In this regard, it would follow that a ‘critically enacted response’ would be the ‘preferencing of one of those speculative possibilities and either confirming and/or verifying our alignment with the same’. That, in effect, in order to establish a legitimate form of either confirmation and/or verification, reasons have to be validly educed, through a suitable choice of logical argumentation, in order to decide which speculative possibility can be less speculatively ‘run’ with, so to speak. (76)

That, in essence, upon open and reasonable reflection, we should realize that speculations and critiques are the mutual converses of each other. Indeed, moreover, depend upon each other lest, e.g., ‘critiques’ become ‘mere analytical confirmations of our systematized and reinstitutionalized prejudices’ and ‘speculations’ become such that ‘they lose their critical foundations in a world of either critically accepted or potentially acceptable expectations’. Or, as a formula, we could say ‘that without both speculations and critiques there could be no reasonable conversations!’ Certainly, no reasonable philosophical conversations! (77)

But, given this well-lit world of eminent reasonableness and well-thought our order how could speculation possibly coincide with the realm of the impossible? Very easily! Nomination has a habit of hiding the true nature of that being named. Nomination can be arrived at through a number of legitimate methods and illegitimate ‘methoids’. Personification; promotion of a description; supplying a random label; supplying a characteristically descriptive label; citing the first words used in its invocation as a title; semantically mapping that nominated (through noting general, particular type and specifics of its location in this world at large); assigning a relevant or non-relevant reason why ascription is so assigned, etc. All these forms of ascription could be either legitimately or illegitimately co-assigned. Therefore, through the co-assignment of faulty methods, demonstrating a ‘methoid’, all shades of near-impossibility and impossibility itself can be nominated. “Yesterday, one day after tomorrow, I sat down in the morning to have afternoon tea with the bald king of France whilst seated on a seat whose section for sitting on was both round and square at the same time.” Let me call this specific event my ‘evening reception with royalty’ or my ‘royal reception’ for short. This ‘royal reception’, I am glad to state was most enjoyable… (78)

Now ‘royal receptions’ occur every day, certainly for ‘royal figures who oversee royal receptions’. But peer behind this specific nomination of my ‘royal reception’ and you find a self-deconstructing text that could not possibly represent a non-virtual event. So, my ascription of this imputed event definitely could not happen in the manner as described. My nomination of it as a ‘royal reception’ only hides a ‘factoid’ (a misrepresented ‘fact’), also presented thorough an impossible to perform or reperform ‘methoid’. (79)

In terms of the near-impossible or impossible, we must discount the non-aligned reality of those instances of nomination, etc., that are not in either a general, particular and/or specific state of alignment in the manner as purported by the apparent semantic mapping of such ascription or description in question, etc. So, speculation is necessary, but, speculate in a manner that is critically aligned with the relatively non-virtual! (80)
06. ‘Criticism of Criticism’ (as ‘Non-Criticism’, etc.)


A critique of speculation would rule in reasonable instances of well-constructed forms of speculation awaiting either confirmation and/or verification. Where well-founded methods are in evidence rather than obvious poorly-grounded methoids. Our suspicions being roused when noting forms of nomination hiding factoids; apparent methoids; irrelevant argumentation; poorly constructed premises, fallacious arguments, flawed conclusions; unsuitable forms of narrative; critiques that have lost their critical edge and merely argue for the institutionalization of prejudice, the perceived status quo, etc! Or, where through the scrutiny of our philosophical explorations we find any interactions either within and/or between a priori aspects and a posteriori aspects as either poorly represented or not being able to be suitably represented; with the latter being too misrepresented to even ‘stand’ and only able to invite immediate deconstruction…  (81)

Or, as noted, a reasonable ‘conversation’, philosophical or otherwise, maintains a healthy relationship between both speculation and its critical appreciation. Where productive forms of speculation must maintain a critical edge and where critiques are ever open to speculatively engineered forms of research that progressively oversee an enlargement of their horizons; along with the ‘fusion of such horizons’ when supported through critically conducted forms of re-e/valuative appreciation. (82)

 How might a ‘critique’ be defined? A ‘critique; is arrived at through successfully invoking a relevant set of logical methods that allow a supported expansion of speculative horizons that are either confirmed and/or verified through relevant forms of alignment’. But an alignment of ‘what or who with whatever and whom?’ (83)

‘Alignment’ is represented in ‘a representational economy subjected to the positive e/valuation of comparative forms of judgmental assessment able to be either confirmed and/or verified’. Therefore, correctly, alignment is merely between texts although the representative economy, obviously, cannot be reductively written off as just ‘textual’ (because even the ‘textual’ is not just ‘texts’ per se since the textual economy, itself, can be viewed an economic product of textual, meta-textual (invoking genres, narratives, personae, etc.) and non-textual elements and aspects, etc. I.e., as more than just a textual artefact being either ‘written’ and/or ‘read’. For a start, ‘texts’ are ‘the intentional depositions that reconfigure the surface of this world at large and can be interacted with as texts qua texts’, and, as such, cannot be merely dismissed as ‘texts’). (84)


But, critiques are impossible when, like speculations, they are enacted in impossible terms of reference seemingly demanded in the dictates of absolutistical treatment. Through their utilization of factoids, methoids, etc. (85)

But, another philosophical problem presents itself when critiques themselves are critiqued!? Because, using my own logic, the ‘critique of a critique’ should result in the formation of ‘no critique’, or a ‘non-critique’, a ‘meta-critique’, a ‘trans-critique’ or whatever else might be envisaged as arising from this type of (reflexive) operation, and so on? (86)


But is this ‘problem’, correctly, problematic? (87)


Not, when looked at more closely. This invoked principle merely notes that we should not confuse different meta-levels in supposedly critically constructed forms of critical appreciation (where different forms of criticism might be re-deployed, etc.). (88)


E.g., properly constituted, correctly-performed and well-supervised courts of law in the United States of America may well come down with determinations of guilt for certain defendants in certain cases. Now, as a custom, a US president can come along and issue pardons or commutations for those defendants who, through due process, were deemed to be guilty. However, those pardons and commutations are expected to be issued with a reason or set of reasons that critically justify the application of those devices. But, if that president were to be perceived as ‘corrupt’ then the granting of those pardons might be seen in the same light should that be self-evidently indicated and able to be demonstrated. But, then in the event of a public or scholarly critique of the apparent ‘critique’ ostensively supplied by the President, presumably advised by the State Department, those ‘reason’ for such devices are expected to be suitably cogent, i.e., proper, appropriate and apposite. I.e., for what reason the president accepts or believes that the august findings of the courts in the first instance need to be overturned. Obviously, one would not confuse these three levels of critique given that they performed differently and are assigned quite different nominations! For a start, the deliberations signaled by the use of a pardon or commutation are not decided upon in a court of law. Just as the language and arguments used in the critical appreciation of a presidential pardon is not and should not be written by the state department or the president in question, and so on! (89)

So, a critique of type A, as ascribed, is of ‘Type A’. That a critique of type B of a critique of type A is a critique of ‘Type B’, etc! Or, to bring this point home, one critique could send you to ‘jail’ and another critique could ‘either keep you there or free you’… and neither should be confused, and, normally, would not be confused. That the same rules for critical appreciation should be observed in all philosophical forms of discourse, indeed, in the discursive work of all other disciplines. (90)


Again, where does the spectre of the impossible figure in such deliberations? (91)


Not when such critiques, and their entailed forms of suitably treated speculation, are both economically constructed (written) and economically interpreted (read)! I.e., when individuation, e.g., is neither avoided nor definitively over-extended beyond its limits of theoretical deployment, practical employment, and critical re-deployment, etc. By ‘etc.’ we note the necessity, within a suitable economic setting, of suitably approaching the presence of apparent facts rather than factoids;
 the utilization of acceptable methods of argumentation rather than methoids; the non-commission of all other forms of conventional and trans-conventional transgressions that could be mistakenly exercised in the course of the deliberations of such disciplinarians and non-disciplinarians alike. (92)

Provisional Conclusion/s

I daresay the primary course to be charted by a philosopher is to navigate around the rocks of the impossible, negotiate the dangerous whirlpools of the near-impossible, and, through aspirational forms of arbitration, attempt to make sense of this ‘world of arguments’ as ‘arguments for a world’ wherein we might find, through existential forms of cooperation with(-)others, safer passages through this overall world-of-life along with its plethora of life-worlds, modes-of-life, competing disciplines; each with their own competing visions of how this ‘secular’ world is to be re-envisaged..? (93)

But, as much as these overlapping worlds are found to be differentiated, still, through our ever meeting with(-)others we are forever confronted by a sense of a world that is integrated, if only in its ‘being-there for(-)us’. (94)

On reflection, upon this sense of an interaction with the ‘Other’, as not quite ‘Us’, and, yet, as well, not all that different, too, from ‘Us’, we should also note that this encounter, recognition and engagement is ever economically constituted. ‘Other’ cannot be completely ‘Other’, and the apparent non-otherness of ‘Us’, in all our many senses of self that constitute an overall sense of self, likewise cannot be definitively entertained (non-economically). The sense of self is reflexive and without intentional content there could be no sense of self, reflexive or otherwise. So, even the semblance of self-agency is economically constituted, both epistemologically and ontologically. Moreover, even the sense of apparent subjectivity is not conceived of non-economically from a sense of this ‘Other’. Hence, ‘Self’ is also ‘Us’, and never a mere ‘I’. Moreover, how else could we conceive of what might be considered as ‘mine’ if I were psychically isolated? Indeed, what is ‘mine’, as a meta-textual genre, is also defined in terms of both the possessions and non-possessions as envisaged as being ‘held’ by an ‘Other’, and so on… (95)

The demands of economic rectitude merely insisting upon observing the differentiation and integration of identity, as entertained in and through the realization of the extensive suspension; entertaining a dynamic and constructive balance between the critical and the speculative (by neither treating the a posteriori in an a priori mode of intellection nor treating the a priori as if it were a posteriori in its characterization), etc. (96)

By observing that all bi-modal constructions, and ensuing treatments and retreatments, occur within the requisite economies as found to hand. (97)


By observing suitable forms of economic translation, etc. (98)


By economically observing those conventional forms in a critical manner. (99)


By economically observing those trans-conventional forms in a critical manner and finding thorough suitable processes of confirmation and verification the non-virtual, pro-relational, existential reality of that currently to hand, as a work in progress...!! (100)
    Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 24.12.20.
1 	I have argued on number of occasion that every discipline has a distinctive way of seeing the ‘secular world’ that defines the nature of that discipline. I called that a ‘disciplinary difference’ (in contrast to a ‘meta-disciplinary difference’ and a ‘non-disciplinary difference’… and that this archetypal nature defines all disciplines). The distinction being noted here refines and redefines that disciplinary difference under these three headings of the theoretical, practical and critical. Defined, respectively, by myself, as ‘investigations’, ‘analyses’ and ‘examinations’. In our overall research, we scrutinize the details to be discerned in such ‘explorations’). 


� 	I.e., effectively, dealing with logic, critical argumentation, semantic theories of truth, etc. versus understanding the formation of identity, function, value, etc. versus an existentially oriented determination of non-adverse or less adverse or positively beneficial forms of situationally engineered behavioural possibilities and consequences, etc.


� 	I.e., ‘transcendental’ is here defined as ‘existential’, ‘critical’ and ‘pro-relational’. Elsewhere, ‘transcendental’ is also defined as ‘judgmental’, trans-cognitive, trans-intentional, etc.


� 	Treating this expression ‘philosophical substance’ as a metaphor and not in any literal sense.


� 	The relative distinction implied here is between ontologically oriented ‘co-arising’ and epistemologically oriented ‘co-association’.


� 	Language here is illuminating the fact that what is dialectically differentiated as ‘a part’ and ‘apart from’ cannot be completely entertained from being also integrated as not ‘apart from’ and as ‘a part of’ a more organized state of affairs. I.e., that foreground ‘focus’ and background ‘field’ are correlatives, which, in an economy of ‘focus, field and (transcendentally subjective) framing’ are mutually co-defined though joint negations. E.g., that ‘(transcendentally subjective) framing’ is ‘both neither focus nor field’; etc.


� 	As indicated in the previous footnote.


� 	I use this formula ‘phenomenal-phenomenological’ to indicate that phenomena are not just dialectically constituted by(-)us but also by(-)them, themselves; that, in and through a directness of interaction (because to be in a relationship means precisely to be directly related in that manner as indicated) we can say that representations are also directly presented in a relatively incremental, non-chaotic sense and also directly re-presented in a relatively non-incremental, chaotic sense; be the dialectical aspect in question primarily oriented towards either a ‘subjective’, ‘objective’, ‘inter-objective and/or inter-subjective’ mode of correlation.


� 	With the further implication that transcendental subjectivity is also something that cannot be completely obtained given that transcendental subjectivity (Ego) is mutually correlative with both analytical-differentiation (Object) and synthetical-integration (World), being arrived at through the joint negation of both archetypal Object and World moments. That in this latter regard, reflexivity would be impossible if complete self-obtainment were a possible state that could be realized. That, therefore, because reflexive considerations can be contemplated it follows that there neither is nor could be a process of complete self-obtainment (given that such a state could never be both realized and contemplated, etc. I.e., transcendental subjectivity, although individuated is not completely and totally individuated, and, must be relationally situated as all other relational aspects of lived-experience).


� 	I.e., as represented, presented and re-presented in a representational economy.


� 	Just as ‘square-circles’, e.g., cannot be found to have any existence beyond either the first cognitive or trans-cognitive order. Or, e.g., just as the psychotic patient who thought he was the ‘Emperor of China’ (and had the periodic duty of cleaning the male toilets) was not at any stage this self-appointed ‘Emperor of China’ (who rationalized the fact that cleaning the toilets was one of his ‘royal duties’ to be performed for the good of his subjects). The latter situation, at the value of this patient’s self-declaration of an exalted royal status, in fact, in an undisputed form of general consensus, could never procced past either a fifth cognitive order or fifth trans-cognitive order (in our contemplation of the confirmed-verified transformation required from the relatively virtual/potential to the relatively non-virtual/actual).


� 	Leaving open the theological door to ‘entities’ that might be possible? Refer to my Theological Investigations (or ‘Explorations’) Volumes I and II (and the unofficial Volume III where I have not yet collected together a set of propositions and a small set of essays already written on that type of topic, etc.).


� 	Of course, this is not always the case. E.g., when excessive forms of patriotism or political identification induce either disruptive, destructive, pseudo-psychotic or psychotic-like behaviour, etc.


� 	Where its ordered classification, to the extend it has sense, cannot proceed beyond a first cognitive/trans-cognitive ordered location.


� 	Or, e.g., the emergent combination of the political-economy (and my invocation of a stylistic subdiscipline) (along with the fact that this relational entity cannot be productively reduced to just the political and the economic spheres of interaction).


� 	The three archetypal moments of the archetypal economy are nominated as ‘World’, ‘Object’ and ‘Ego’.


� 	The sequential order of these dialectical moments being adopted here is in this instance a ‘harmonic ordering’. Namely, consonant field, focal dissonance, and, relational resolution. The type of relational experiences emerging from the economy in question being in keeping with the (stylistic) nature of the resolution realized. 


� 	An expectational/ imputational/anticipatory economy noting, respectively, hermeneutic expectations, phenomenological imputations, and, (non-systematic) existential anticipations.


� 	Where by ‘absolutism’ is here meant an absolutistical philosophy and not an absolute philosophy; where the latter observes some form either of an overt and/or covert transcendental suspension. I.e., the type of defective philosophy that promotes (the impossibility of) the concept of immutable self-existence, permanent forms of substance, unchanging underlying material substrates, etc.


� 	Just as in a treatment economy we first treat the pre-treated economy, then, we treat the treated economy and, by such means, return to where we started through a reversal of retreatment (mirroring, in effect, a suspension). In effect, we can define the ‘dialectical’ as a multi non-bimodal form of interaction and expression (whilst ruling out unimodal forms of interaction and expression).


� 	Even this appreciation of taste is a relational state of affairs through comparison with previous experiences of what tastes well or better) (along with what looks ripe or more ripe, etc.). Hence this need to take a trans-intentional level of judgmental appreciation.


� 	Implying that some forms of deceptive behaviour positively may have a positive role to play in the coursing of culture, in the interaction of our daily lives.


� 	Technical language for, respectively, the incremental, non-chaotic positive re-e/valuation and chaotic, non-incremental, positive re-e/valuation of ‘our’ passage through this overall world-of-life together.


� 	‘Ultimately’, asserts a negative. E.g., ‘there is no current King of France’ is a true statement.


� 	A bit like the anomalous nature of the ‘number zero’ were we can multiply by this ‘number’, also add and subtract, but the possibility of using this ‘number’ as the divisor in a process of division is just forbidden. With these problematic features, calling zero a ‘number’, as usually understood, is understandably also problematic?


� 	Much of the work detailing this ‘extensive suspension’ has been done in Volume II.


� 	Otherwise, we would be psychotically ‘trapped’ inside the suspension (or, perhaps, neurotically trapped outside the suspension in a superfluidity of responses whose range could not be suitable, given that most of those possible responses would not be as proper, appropriate and/or as apposite arrived at through more careful and concerned forms of deliberation utilizing the extensive suspension? Trapped inside the suspension may well see a range of psychotic phenomena from agitated oscillation [as a form of agitated depression or schizophrenia?], or slowing and blocking of decision making [psychotic depression], or as an unending rush of decisions [mania?], or, detachment [sociopathy/psychopathology?], or as an inability to process what is ‘perceived’ as excessive demands for decision making[autistic spectrum?]?)? My current thoughts, also, are that disturbances in circadian rhythm may well indicate a ‘neurosis’, as redefined by myself as an ‘ongoing maladaptation in the maturation of learning social skills’, where we have periods doubled, in contrast to all forms of psychoses, from organic, to affective, cognitive and trans-cognitive, indicated through a halving of such cycles, or when in more extremes cases the daily cycle is spread over three days. 


� 	In all three roles of the passive, active and transformative.


� 	‘Facts’ as ‘the textual material for meta-textual narratives, etc.’ Not to be confused with fifth and sixth ordered ‘possibles’ and ‘factuals’; although the latter considerations also need to be exercised.





