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0. Pre-Introduction

So, where to start? Thankfully, we can fall back on our semantic maps of the world-as-lived, our conceptual habits, our metaphors and their rhetoric, on positions past and present, on a current understanding of lived-experience, even, upon a menu of clichés, indeed, whatever is conveniently found to hand that contributes to those aspirations as envisaged. In looking around for such a prop, as a point of introduction, forgive me, then, for invoking the near-dead analogy of the ‘journey’. Please accept my apologies, therefore, in resurrecting this once fashionable vehicle for trundling our poetical aspirations, our metaphysical baggage, our social prejudices and whatever struggles and grievances we might also be carrying, be that either for ourselves or others. However, this journey will be different, because its starting point could be ‘anywhere, everywhere and nowhere’, and, its end, in each and every moment, could be ‘anywhere, everywhere and nowhere’. Let me explain.
 (0)
1. Introduction

This fifth essay, Part V, moves beyond my exposition of the philosophical to explore a metaphysical realm as that ‘place’ where the contours of the philosophical are to be fully appreciated but from whence we are immediately returned to this world of lived-experience, hopefully, a little the wiser, perhaps insightful of the past, with some foresight for the future, expressing oversight in the present, dare I say it , a tad prescient as to where we might be found, be found standing, or, even, where we might feel we need to make a stand in this iterated world of lived-experienced both with(-)others, and as well before(-)others
… even contemplating ‘a reimagining of the impossible?’
 (1)

In the form of an exposition I will outline the ramifications of this argument that ‘philosophical appreciation is primarily metaphysical, etc.’ This ‘journey’ both mapping out the twists and turns of this essay and the existential fact that our lives are continually spent upon such an ‘eternal return to this world of lived-experience’ in each and every instant, moment by moment. (2)

2. Exposition of Basic Argument “Philosophical ‘Appreciation’ is ‘Metaphysical’”

Until very recently I could not envisage in the discipline of philosophy a respectable ‘place’ for the topic of metaphysics.
 Philosophers, in their chasing impossible chimeras, have given their discipline a bad name, but, as for metaphysicians, they seemed to be completely beyond the pale given their fondness for apparently proposing only impossible chimeras or illusive categories to which we could not possibly have any form of relational access. As I have maintained on many occasions, what does not exist for us does not exist for us and we need not exist for it!
  However, my opinion on this topic has completely reversed itself for the following reasons. (3)

In one sense, this intuition remains, namely, that metaphysics need not directly find a place within the discipline of the philosophical being meta-philosophical and metaphysical in orientation (even if it is better for both disciplines that we recognize their intimate connection through the appreciation of judgment, and, that judgment/s can be returned in a conceptual format through the cognitive delivery of their conceptualized translation). (4)

Like judgments, invoking an observation by Kant, an appreciation of philosophical concepts, primarily, cannot be conceptual just as judgments being about concepts, etc., cannot be conceptual per se! Let me propose, therefore, that in our appreciation of philosophical concepts that that form of appreciation, primarily, must be ‘meta-philosophical’ or, in effect, ‘metaphysical’ (in accordance with this definition as just supplied). Of course, once judgments are performed, they inevitably find themselves translated back into ‘convenient conceptual terms of reference’. (5)

In the previous essay I approached this same phenomenological type of topic by invoking a ‘transformational philosophy’ dealing with ‘pre-treatment, treatment and retreatment’.
 Suffice to say, that appreciation is productive of a form of treatment that always advances in meta-status by one degree. But, in a process of retreatment, as an exception, we return to the original meta-status of where we began by a transformational process that exactly reverses the former. In order to understand this elevation in meta-status and its reversal I invoked the mechanism of the (extensive) suspension followed automatically by its de-suspension (lest we be eternally trapped within such device). I.e., appreciation is realized by an elevation in meta-status and the process of retreatment returns such ensuing productivity, and us, and all co-associated senses of self, back to ‘our’ original level in meta-status.
 (6)

The presuppositions behind this transformational understanding is as follows. In appreciation we need to take a higher level in meta-status in order to appreciate the apparent constitution of that being appreciated (just like, e.g., metaphorically climbing a tree in order to appreciate the contours of the forest, or, climbing a mountain in order to view the plain below view the plain below
). We observe this in languages
 when, e.g., we address the ‘liquid nature’ of water and, then, refer to that feature focused upon as its ‘liquidity’. Or, e.g., we might note it is a hot day, but, then, refer to the ‘heat’ of that day as its ‘temperature’, etc. But, a problem was noted that if this rule of elevation happened each and every time it were to be invoked then all disciplines would take on an impossible and infinitely rarefied meta-format. What saved us from this infinite form of iterated extension was this counter-rule that each moment of elevation was also accompanied by the opposite of its ‘de-elevation’. (7)

Here we could adopt another idea from Kant, namely, his argument that space and time were not concepts but the forms of outer and inner intuition respectively. Or, more simply, we could not think such an idea, of something being either spatial and/or existing in time, without reference to this invocation of their respective forms of intuition. But, I would add that this occurs in all forms of judgment regardless of whether, e.g., we are dealing with either time and/or space, on one hand, and, on the other, something more abstract and not directly experienced in either space and/or time (although some might argue that abstractions occur in time and that this form of intuition would then be preserved). To some extent, I am going to argue in reverse, namely, that as judgment is a judgment of conceptual material, therefore, that judgment per se cannot be conceptual per se but meta-conceptual, i.e., in the form of a judgment. That this occurs right across the phenomenological field of reception. I.e., that the appreciation of the intentional nature of such conceptual cognitive processes must imply, primarily, that the nature of appreciation must be trans-perceptual, trans-conceptual, trans-intentional, trans-cognitive, judgmental (and however else we might want to define such ‘transcendental’ productivity, i.e., such trans-intentional productivity
). (8)

Therefore, in accordance with the above, it stands to reason that we might like to equate ‘philosophical appreciation’ with the ‘meta-philosophical’ with the ‘metaphysical’ as no more and no less than as ‘judgments’ be those judgments concerned with either time and/or space or any other form of abstract consideration. I.e., primarily as the process of judgment is delivered in trans-intentional terms of reference before its (automatic) return to the intentional level of employment.
 In making such an equivalence, noting that in the suspension (in whatever manner it might be defined in finer detail
) there is automatically produced the elevation in meta-status and the de-elevation is achieved through the de-suspension. (9)

As a convenient rule of thumb, I would argue that judgmental ‘e/valuation’ is a process where ‘valuation’ (as the content of the evaluation) is usually deposited under the three headings that delineate ‘valuational formation’ as already noted in the previous essay, namely, identification/identities, functionality/functions, and, values (and that in a process of ‘value formation’ we would note a mix of aesthetical, deontological and/or pragmatical orientations). So, e.g., if we were dealing with the perception of ‘some tables and chairs outside a café’ as empirical objects we could note that our perception is already dealing with such forms of intuition that allow us to identify and semantically map those ‘tables’ and ‘chairs’ as being ‘outside this café’, etc. or, in making that philosophical assessment I have had to view such pre-treated material, i.e., ‘chairs and tables, etc.’, enter into some form of appreciation in which those conceptual materials are now rendered as trans-conceptual or judgmental or metaphysical in orientation. But, now we are automatically ‘returned’ or ‘thrown back’ into the world (of lived-experience) through the automatic imposition of the de-suspension, in the suspension of that suspension, with the potential for the continuing, continual, re(-)imposition of the suspension, and its de-suspension, etc. Hopefully, through economically engaging a surplus of valuational formation, in an appreciation of the economic significance of such an ongoing and reiterated process of re(-)iteration, we becoming a little wiser, perhaps, more insightful, etc? (10)

In effect, we could say that an appreciation of our philosophical exposition reveals or exposes the metaphysical form or content that characterizes and categorizes such treatment. So, e.g., if I am looking at the tables and chairs outside a café then my primarily metaphysical preoccupation is with the perception of intentional objects of an empirical disposition. (11)
 
However, in the shade and shadow of the infamous notoriety of both philosophers and metaphysicians endlessly chasing either chimeras or other forms of impossibility let me introduce the following observation, as an aspiration to be aimed for, namely, that if our philosophical exposition is either critically and/or radically pre-treated then we would expect our ensuing metaphysical treatment to be either critical and/or radical in orientation, etc. Therefore, it would behoove either the critical and/or radical philosopher to prepare their philosophical exposition through such a lens in order to arrive at a suitable metaphysical form of appreciation that duly reflects that proper, appropriate and apposite form of pre-treatment! (12)


Moreover, as a ramification of such careful ‘care and concern’
 we must hope that the de-suspension rendered the ensuing retreatment in a form and format that is also suitable to the nature of our enquiry, i.e., as proper, appropriate and apposite; i.e., as phenomenal-phenomenologically proper, hermeneutically appropriate and existentially apposite. The productivity of such research being returned, respectively, in an insightful awareness of the past, a foresightful expectation of the future, and an oversightful anticipation of the immediate sense of the present. (13)

In the light of this schematic outline, as just noted, it would seem pertinent to explore further just how the philosopher can be either critical and/or radical in their pre-treatments; can ensure such a process of the suspension and the de-suspension is neither distorted nor obstructed; and, ask in what form does our metaphorical ‘return’ or ‘being thrown back’ into this world of lived-experience take? (14)


However, first, let me reexplore the nature of the philosophical discipline and how we might better understand metaphysics treated as a separate but connected discipline in its own right, albeit as limited in its dependence upon the philosophical, and v.v. In this regard, I will also look as six styles of philosophical-metaphysical appreciation. (15)

First, a discipline needs to be understood as an economy generated between three poles that supply the definition required for that disciplinarian. Moreover, as explored elsewhere, these three poles can be viewed as exemplifying a ‘philosophical difference’, a ‘philosophical meta-difference’, and, a ‘philosophical non-difference’ (in its relations to a ‘secular world’ defined, more or less, as the ‘world at large’ without ostensive disciplinary inputs, and, where this attitude could be reviewed, more or less, as the ‘natural world’ in its Husserlian sense). To arrive at these three forms of disciplinary difference, as differences or differentials, we basically need to ask three question of the disciplinarian, namely, what distinctive difference/s do you perceive for your discipline (that is different to a secularist attitude); what value does this overall difference have; and, what non-difference is there between your discipline and the secular world assuming that the relative integrity of the world could not countenance any overly thorough (absolutistical) form of differentiation or difference (along with the [impossible to contemplate] ramifications of such a disastrous divorce [even if partially put into effect through forms of disciplinary insistence])??? (16)

In comparison, if we were to ask these three questions of a more traditional theologian we might hear them say that the difference between the world of their discipline and the so-called secular world is this difference of the Divine; be it manifested as either the numinous, or God, the imputed reality of a trinitarian formulation, Gods, Buddhas in their co-associated buddha-fields, angelic entities, and so on, and so forth in accordance with the (insistent) theological inclinations of that tradition whose representative is being interviewed. In answering the second question we might find ourselves being supplied by a variety of answers all of which represent the proposed value of such a non-secular discipline as viewed by that tradition in question (and as a ‘meta-differential’, that can be better explicated through ‘noting its collection of genres that would be invoked by that tradition for arriving at such processes of e/valuation’
). Last, in overcoming the psychic distance supplied by the first reply in order to experience the second reply we have a third reply that replays how these differences are hypothetically overcome, ideally, in lived-experience (regardless of whether that reply is either well-formed and/or impossibly mal-formed).
 (17)

On the grounds that all disciplines can be explored through this type of a tripartite economic lens we could now ask a philosopher how they might reply to these same three questions? On the hypothetical behalf of this philosopher about to be interrogated by these three questions, let me propose the following three replies. This difference is ‘truth’ (to be discerned through suitable forms of ‘truth determination’); that knowing this difference has ‘value’, indeed, is ‘valuable’ for a variety of reason (in keeping with the nature of the types of pursuits pursued by that tradition); and, and all the subdivisions of our world can, hypothetically, be subjected to some form of truth determination in keeping with the general hermeneutic nature of that investigation, the particular phenomenological type of considerations under such analysis, or the to-be-discerned examination of the existential specificity of that text(ual situation) in question.
 (18)

However, generally, from Classical philosophers to philosophers of Modernity, ‘truth’ has been misrepresented in non-critical/non-radical terms of reference as ‘Truth’ (in a misplaced form of ideological absolutism); whereas, in Post-Modern forms of philosophical discourse, truth has been considerably circumscribed and sometimes rendered as relative (in a misplaced form of ideological relativism). On the other hand, in a Contemporary era it is possible to review truth more along the lines of its degree of apparent ‘truthfulness’ (but not reduced to an ideological form of pragmatism or some pragmatic form of relativism where all interpretations are merely interpretations, etc. [because this does not even phenomenologically account for everything else that is also apparently co-occurring, etc.]). (19)

By this Contemporary form of apparent ‘truthfulness’ is meant an ‘eternal openness to those forms of alignment that can be accessed and assessed, be that in either critical and/or radical terms of reference’. (20)


In interrogating a hypothetical metaphysician, who is not ideologically over-committed (or under-committed), I would like to think that their reply to the first question would be something along the lines that in being metaphysical we have a choice to either ‘pursue the relatively truthful’ or ‘persist with that which possesses only truthiness’, and, that there should be a considerable, open preference to our aspiring to collectively discern only the former (and a commitment to deconstructing the latter, etc.)! (21)


Now, let us ask if it is possible for a philosopher to exercise the necessary degree of either critical and/or radical treatment of their topic/type (of analysis)/text(ual situation) in question?
 My answer to that is a cautious ‘yes’ on all counts. Yes, we can be relatively critical. Yes, we can be relatively radical, from time to time, and remain within the embrace of a critical discourse. And, yes, we can prepare our philosophical researches along those lines of the critical and the radical be that either in a relatively critical format and/or a radical format. (22)


Let us note, ultimately, that critical and radical need to work hand in glove so to speak. I.e., that the critical stands ready to be radically retested, and, the radical needs to be critically absorbed within the discourse in question (in order to reveal the relevancy of such radical treatment, etc.). As noted in the previous essay, the critical is relatively logical, and, the radical is relatively dialectical in application.
 In being critical, we basically conform to the application of the requisite critical rules in apparent accordance with that overall ‘genre of practice’ entailed in that discipline in question. In being radical, we generally seek to explore what additional significance can be discerned given that no set of perspectives can ever completely encompass the full reality of that being engaged; as we step beyond the current perspectives in play in the hope of discerning that which is complementary (inside the current perspective) or supplementary (through invoking a new perspective), or, even capable of reversing our former understandings (through invoking a perspective or set of perspectives that effectively upend previous understandings). (23)

However, the basic territory of the critical is exercised through a full understanding of the economic ramifications of an economy, and, a dialectical understanding is built upon extending the basis of that critical understanding! Shortly, these ramifications, i.e., present implications and future consequences, etc., will be explored in detail. (24)


As a discipline, in metaphysics
 we could set up three relatively radical philosophical/metaphysical modes of application, namely, Non-Philosophy/Metaphysics, Anti-Philosophy/Metaphysics and Contra-Philosophy/Metaphysics, and, three relatively critical modes of application, namely, Pre-Philosophy/Metaphysics, Trans-Philosophy/Metaphysics, and Post-Philosophy/Metaphysics. Let me briefly define and illustrate these six approaches. (25)

In a relatively radical non-disciplinary mode,
 or style, we seek to dismantle, suspend, bracket, etc., the relatively fundamental decisions that appear to have been pre-chosen in the pursuit of that mode of approach hitherto adopted either by ourselves and/or others. E.g., decades ago, I was interested in the resonance between concepts and percepts. Then, taking judgments of the former on board (albeit as mediated conceptually) my philosophical ‘center of gravity’, so to speak, was relocated between the intentional and the transcendental-like nature of the trans-intentional with, later, persistent forays into a re-citing of the epistemological hierarchy within the Trans-Ontological-Epistemological economy (TOE).
 (26)

In a relatively radical anti-disciplinary mode, or style, we could include all forms of anti-realism, hopefully, along with all forms of anti-idealism and anti-pragmatism, etc., although not necessarily by rejecting non-ideological forms of the former, etc.
 Hopefully, maintaining a relatively critical and/or radical approach to such research and its explorations. (27)

In the third relatively radical mode, or style, of the contra-disciplinary heading, we run textual formulations in a ‘reversed’ directions, etc., in order to execute contrary readings, etc. By running arguments in reverse, by entertaining parallel or contrary formulations, by the suitable introduction of forms of negations, etc., it is hoped that we can extend our range of significance-generation in that topic, type of phenomenological field, and/or textual situation in question, and so on. So, Zizek, e.g., as a ‘good’ Marxist, insists that ‘we do revolution again’ (but in a seriously ironic manner that both invites and receives forms of extensive dialectical rectification, etc. In the process we have a richer and more nuanced conversation about this topic of revolution without necessarily changing opinions). (28)

In a more critical style we have a pre-disciplinary approach where presuppositions, sensory-motor input, emotional contributions to motivations, etc., all stand to be critically re(-)e/valuated in line with all relevant critical procedures (as will soon be outlined under an exploration of what should be entailed in the exercise of our critical research in order to maintain and better foster that appellation of ‘critical’). (29)

A trans-disciplinary approach steps into the ‘shoes’ of a transcendental philosophy (or those of a suitable philosopher exemplifying this style or mode) albeit by treating pro-relational and judgmental forms of transformation from a trans-intentional, trans-cognitive, judgmental perspective, etc. (30)

A post-disciplinary perspective is one that seeks to clearly ascertain the consequential impact of decision making in either a disciplinary and/or non-disciplinary sense of world. Hence the importance of adopting and adapting an existential approach to philosophical topics, etc., which can only be advanced by critical and radical forms of scrutiny suitably exercised. A style that duly deserved to be present at all times in the pursuit of both our research and our living-together in this world of lived-experience. (31)


In an overview of this ‘journey’ to date there is this ‘promise’
 of critically or radically entering a metaphysical domain with the simultaneity of a positively significant return to this world of lived-experience… along with the evolving re(-)iteration of such explorations. So, that understood, let me persevere with this discourse, rightly or wrongly, in order to ask and answer the necessary questions prompted by the seeming strangeness of such a journey (given our metaphorical return from whence we came). What is the difference between ‘critical’ and ‘radical’ and, together, can they or should they be accommodated? How is the suspension of appreciative treatment to operate without distortion or obstruction, and, can it do so in an informative manner that is insightful, etc? How should we understand the return to this world of lived-experience through the ‘automatic’ de-suspension of retreatment? Then, if lived-experience is to be productively re(-)lived through re(-)lived-experience just how is this possible and what guarantees do we have that such a process could be productively productive? (32)

The critical is expounded on a suitable selection of ‘critical rules’ that are to be accepted on either theoretical, practical and/or critical grounds as validly extracted from a critical economic appreciation of the nature of the ‘economic’ whilst not superseding the relevant limits of all forms of positioning or meta-(physical-)positioning, etc. In contrast the radical accepts critically conducted forms of preparation cannot encapsulate the full significance of our research and that, therefore, certain grounds maybe found open for forms of appreciative treatment that surpass more conventional forms of critical exegesis. Hence our consideration of critical techniques and radical techniques as well as utilizing well-formed measures of accommodation for mutually re(-)integrating both parties. (33)

In a recent essay I introduced an ad hoc set of Eighteen Protocols
 for supervising the critical translation of our expositions constructed on just this basis of an appreciation of the ramifications of the economic, etc. E.g., insisting on the denial and absence of any hint of both absolutistic indubitability (No. 1)
 and absolutistical non-indubitability (2); such a denial of identity (3) and contextuality (including hermeneutical functionality) (6); such a denial of rhetorical (7), metaphorical (8) and apparitional forms of abuse (9); such a denial of all mis-formed forms of valuational formation (13-18), etc. (34)

That, in essence, on economic grounds, there can be no mistreatment of valuational formation and its entailed formations of identity, functionality and value. Identification, etc., would also include the required denial and absence of all forms of logical and semantic abuse. So, no tables that are both round and square at the same time, no bald kings of France, no logical subjects being, impossible, in two distinctively separated places at the same time, etc. (although quantum realities, e.g., will play by more dialectically oriented rules). (35)

I would argue that by following these rules we could not go wrong even if their application were rather uninspiring, and, was not found to be relatively productive of either insight, foresight, and/or oversight, etc. (36)

Upon such a critical basis, the relatively radical exercises a form of complement, supplement, or partial or complete reversal in qualification of that basis. But, that relative semblance of being ‘radical’ as being only accepted as ‘radically valid’ upon its successful re(-)appropriation within a critical framework lest the radical be, in effect, be found to be radically wrong. E.g., our critical historical review of a certain disruptive revolution should, without fail, inform us of the tremendous loss of valuational formation arising as a consequence of that revolution in question. However, dialectically, it can be viewed as a complementary reading that insists ‘that such failure is not a compete failure’ as per Zizek. Or, e.g., the Civil Wars in Britain in the mid-seventeenth century could be viewed, in a supplementary mode, rightly or wrongly, as a shifting of power between the aristocracy and the non-aristocratic populace as symbolically indicated in the fact, e.g., that the average wealth per member in the House of Commons was four times that of the average wealth per member in the House of Lords. Or, e.g., the medical model that viewed ulcers as the consequence of stress was completely reversed by ‘deconstructing’ the impossible notion of stomach bacteria (given that the general consensus had been [on a priori grounds] that there could be no bacterial flora, etc., in the stomach because of its highly acidic environment) and that a combination of antibiotics could relatively quickly and cheaply reverse such a condition (and no doubt ‘upsetting’ those pharmaceutical interests heavily invested in expensive antacids, etc.
). It can be shown that the above examples were or could be re-appropriated in an overall revised setting that was subjected to the ensuing qualifications stemming from such a critique in the first place.
 (37)

In effect, a critical approach necessitates a necessary degree of conformity to all relevant logical, semantic and critical requirements where what contributions are needed to run a certain argument are both present and all adversely defective mis-contributions that could be potentially present are definitively found to be either absent or absented on their discovery. Then, the alternative consequences of a radical re-take need to be both taken up and eventually demonstrated that such dialectical contributions are productively informative and able to be re-accommodated, and, where the degree of ‘profit’, as a surplus of significance, over investment needs to be both accessed and assessed. Such considerations should also be conducted in the form of an ‘existential survey’ held in conjunction with the former.
 (38)

Such critical, and potentially radical, preparation is conducted philosophically as the format for pre-treatment. In supplying a suitable form of suspension, the ensuing process of treatment instigates, or reflects, an envisaged process of metaphysical informativeness. Asking what are the positive requirements for such suspended ‘reflections’, and, what are the negative influences that could distort or obstruct the same? (39)


In such ascertainment of truth determinations, we need to know that in accordance with the first two of the Eighteen Protocols that we can neither have complete access to indubitable truth determinations nor can we be completely devoid of being in possession of a consider degree of overall truth determination at the same time. Since the denial of all access to all valid processes of truth determination is also completely closed off to us. Absolute (as absolutistical) ignorance is just as much to be denied as absolute (as absolutistical) knowledge, and, thankfully, where we are condemned to follow, hopefully, a profitable middle path between such ideological extremes. (40)

In this same vein I have formulated the twin methodological concepts of ‘insurance’ and ‘assurance’. That we have the ‘insurance’ that ‘if it would appear that we are taking a wrong path through this world at large we can retrace our steps till we find a point that leaves us on firmer ground’. Then, we have the ‘assurance’ that ‘we can retrace a new path forward, and, if need be, re-begin once again, and so on, and so forth’. (41) 


That progress can be methodical, dialectical, innovative, creative, critical and sometimes, radically inspired! (42)

Moreover, we can take heart from the fact that the (extensive) suspension, at the center of, and central to, the performance of all judgmental appreciation cannot be that de-centered so as to completely deconstruct our ongoing processes of ascertainment. On the other hand, uncritically prepared and non-radically inspired habits of thinking can settle for much less by falling into the false comfit of ideological assurances all too often reinforced by peer group pressures, group-speak, false logic, and all forms of rhetorical, metaphorical and apparitional abuse, along with their ensuing economic abuse, and so forth. To some extent, the careful attention to the performance of the (extensive) suspension will obviate and overcome many of these flaws and defects in uncritical thinking that stand in desperate need of being radically critiqued, etc. Observing a certain degree of a ‘dynamic balance’, as a necessary prerequisite for such a suspension, is an excellent start in the deconstruction of all forms of ideological extremism that would otherwise distort or obstruct such tentative, provisional, ongoing forms of exploration. In other words, let us observe a certain degree of faith in the exercise of the (extensive) suspension as if it were an ‘assistant’ who would gladly help us to move profitably forward in all forms of our research be it either disciplinary and/or non-disciplinary in orientation. (43)

But, why such laborious preparations for a journey whose commencement and ending appear to make no sense? And to what end? (44)

In our passage through this world at large, this overall world-of-life, we are continually making an ongoing avalanche of judgments. Let us improve upon this process and not be as buried as we could be by becoming addicted, over-committed to what should be deconstructed, and put to the side, or, leave ourselves as un-committed to what we should be more interested in both for the ([pro-]relational and existential) benefit of ourselves and others. (45)

Basically, I am arguing that re(-)iterated processes of judgment deliver, eventually the intent of some of our aspirations. As limited finite beings, solely dependent upon the cooperation of others, we have to continually arbitrate processes of productive resolution, as ‘agreements’, in our negotiations with other in order to e/valuate which aspirations we will either collectively and/or individually pursue, both as to ‘when’ and as to ‘how’.
 That, whatever positively assists this mutual process of engagement will mutually benefit all parties to varying degrees. (46)

Moreover, I am also going to argue that we have to hand methods that can help us to refine such ongoing streams of judgment in such a form that advances both our collective and individual paths through this world at large. Hence this re-called metaphor of a ‘journey…’ (47)

But, given such critical and radical forms of preparation, once the suspension is in place, be it through rhetorical interrogation or metaphorical comparison or further apparitional enquestioning of such lived-reality, or through deconstruction, or seeking a middle path, or just letting go of our commitments, and so on, and so forth, we should find in that very instant we have returned from whence we left, hopefully a little wiser..? At least wise enough once again to retrace our steps and, perhaps, eventually find innovative, chaotic forms of re-direction through such incremental re-tracings that point out, reveal what new informative ways of seeing are now there before(-)us… in a process of either retrospective insight, prospective foresight, and/or, contemporary oversight..? As we actively await the emergence of that living-experience that re(-)makes the re-making of lived-experience? (48)

But, we may reasonably ask, how is lived-experience able to be enriched through being further re(-)lived as ‘re(-)lived-experience’? (49)

Because, dialectically, and economically, all moments of each and every economy are co-experienced and co-re-iterated simultaneously in our very experience of the historical present. Hence the possibility for past insight, future foresight and contemporary spilling over into our incrementally re(-)informed awareness instituted through such ongoing processes of re(-)iteration. (50)

Moreover, in an appreciation of the ensuing discernment arising from such emergent surpluses of e/valuation we should also understand the co-extensive paralleling of the existential dimension with such a more mundane sense of ‘place’. Indeed, as already argued, the existential orientation comes into being through the progressive existentialization of the relatively non-existential.
 Such an enrichment of experience, arises from the subtle preferencing of a pro-relational perspective on the simulated relationship in question. That through the positively orchestrated, well-directed, re-directed enhancement of a chaotic dimension, our simulated relationships can ‘re-charge’ our relationships in such a manner that they can then ‘discharge’ productive patterns of behaviour that can possibly consolidate the further re(-)enrichment of such ongoing re(-)e/valuation.
 (51)

It is on these metaphorical grounds that we can understand the formation of non-existential and existential forms of e/valuation whose valuation, and evaluation, cannot be reduced to any series of misguided philosophical or metaphysical notions in a long list whose repetition can only further embarrass members of either profession along with all other disciplinarians guilty of that same type of offense… postulating and chasing contradictory chimeras and all other forms of unedifying impossibilia… (52)
3. Provisional Conclusions, Comments and Observations 

Let me proffer the following summary, and, then, re(-)frame this discourse in the light of an open, circumscribed exposition that explores the ramifications of re(-)lived-experience from a first-divisional perspective that has little time for nonsense and no time whatsoever for impossible pretensions whose only semblance of edification is to be found through their immediate deconstruction! (53)

That in either the critically-radical and/or the radically-critical pre-treatment of our philosophical topic (in its hermeneutically oriented generality, along with its phenomenological distinctive typology of type, and the specificity of its textual situatedness) through suspension we would ‘naturally’ find its meta-philosophical/metaphysical appreciation that is then immediately discharged through the de-suspension back into the iterated coursing of our re(-)lived-experience. (54)
Or, put more simply, in a clarification of philosophical pre-treatment through the suitable exercise of the suspension we arrive at a clarification of its metaphysical appreciation that is then cast back, and returned, through the de-suspension, into the existential ‘immediacy’ of ‘our’ re(-)lived-experience! (55)

Again, that in the critically, and radically, setting up the existential pre-conditions for our philosophical (or disciplinary or non-disciplinary) pre-treatment we stand to find, through such incremental orchestration, an enriched existential enhancement of an ensuing surplus of e/valuation of re(-)lived-experience by the means of such metaphysically oriented treatment and existentially oriented retreatment! (56)

Where we can enrich and rearrange the previous formula of deconstructive-destabalizations, etc, by noting ‘pre-treatment’ as paralleling ‘provisional-rectifications’, etc:

That the ongoing process of either critical and/or radical truth determination is centered economically in provisional-rectification as pretreatment; deconstructive-destabilization as treatment, and ongoing-re(-)normalization as retreatment of the economy (in question) through (the observation of) such (ensuing ‘representative’) re(-)alignment/s.
 (57)

But, if truth be told, as all forms of treatment are productive of valuational formation what is more important is that such e/valuation is comparatively richer, more positive and relevant, instrumental in the enrichment of our lives as we collectively and individually stand both with(-)others and before(-)others. To the advancement of this existential ‘end’, on this ‘journey’ that begins ‘anywhere, everywhere and nowhere’, and, has its end, in each and every moment, that could be ‘anywhere, everywhere and nowhere’, let us both collectively and individually ‘profit’ from such… both ‘enjoying and suffering’ this ‘re-taking’ of experience, this ‘taking-up’ of this opportunity for ‘insight, foresight and oversight’ without being ‘taken in’ by contradictory chimeras and other impossible notions much beloved by second-rate philosophers, misguided metaphysicians, and other unkempt disciplinarians sitting on the benches of a well-deserved relegation to a second-division..!! (58)

Ever mindful that the living-reality of re(-)lived-experience should be respected given that we live in a world that is all too often merely reiterated (and instrumental in formation of an eventual alienation)… that through the mundanity of merely ‘relived’ experience it also has us losing ourselves in mindless routines… as if truly homeless.
 Perhaps, grateful though that all moments of insightfulness, etc., are but small shifts in the ground beneath us, minute cracks in how we thought things are, that might at any moment, however, through rupture, better reveal just how homeless we are, can be, and, yet, too, ‘find ourselves existentially at home in such homelessness’..!! (59)






      Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 19.7.21.
4. Appendix A: The Eighteen Protocols


Those Eighteen Trans-Cognitive Protocols are divided into three sets of six guidelines (where those divisions were noted as Pre-Conditional, Conditional and Post-Conditional): noting the requirement for both the denial of the presence and the formal absence of that defect in question:

1. Denial of Absolutistical Indubitability

2. Denial of Absolutistical Non-Indubitability

3. Denial of Absolutistical Identification

4. Denial of Absolutistical Non-Identification

5. Denial of Absolutistical Contextualization

6. Denial of Absolutistical Non-Contextualization

7. Denial of Rhetorical Abuse

8. Denial of Metaphorical Abuse

9. Denial of Apparitional Abuse

10. Denial of Rhetorical Input

11. Denial of the Non-Absence of Metaphorical Input

12. Denial of Apparitional Input

13. Denial of the (Relative)Presence of Valuational Formation

14. Denial of the (Relative) Non-Uniqueness of Valuational Formation

15. Denial of the (Relative) Non-Translatability of Valuational Formation

16. Denial of the Absolutistical Presence of Valuational Formation

17. Denial of the Absolutistical Uniqueness of Valuational Formation

18. Denial of the Absolutistical Translatability of Valuational Formation
 [1117] (60)

The intention, and purpose, of these eighteen proscriptions is to rule out forms of disciplinarian discourse that contravene the limitations ‘naturally’ placed upon the economic nature of our relations in this world at large. The adoption and adaption of such guidelines should ensure that the disciplinarian who places themselves within the spirit of such protocols might also be rewarded with more radical forms of reimagination…. (61)
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� 	Making an allusion to the Contemporary nature of the recognition of our underlying ‘homelessness’ as expressed in the previous essay, III.2L.0.


� 	The device of ‘(-)’ indicates a trimodal economy between, say, in an economy of presentation, of presentation, representation and re-presentation. Or, the ‘presentation of the for it’, the ‘representation of the for it’ and the ‘relatively chaotically re-directed re-presentation of the for-it’.


� 	An idea put forward by Derrida but here found refracted through some essays of John A. Caputo where he reimagines the destabilizing contours of a radical theology (as presented in his series of essays titled In Search of Radical Theology: Expositions, Explorations, Exhortations; Fordham University Press, 2020). I am also attempting to bring to a head my ideas on what constitutes both a truly ‘critical’ and ‘radical’ philosophy worthy of those appellations, and, in the process giving each their place vis-à-vis each other.





� 	To some extent this ‘exclusion’ remains given that I am now casting ‘metaphysics’ as ‘meta-philosophical’ and despite our venturing into such a domain wherein we are immediately thrown us back into the world of lived-experience (in a process of continually re(-)lived-experience).


� 	E.g., III.2L.94.


� 	III.2L. 68-69, 78-82, 90, 94-95, 100, 110.


� 	‘Our’ recognizing that we are returned along with all senses of self as well as with all relevant intersubjective senses of social and worldly emplacement, etc.


� 	The exception to this exception being on those occasions when we wish to focus further on that newly arrived at meta-state by treating that arrival as the topic for a process of meta-appreciation, etc. Retreatment then taking either a partial return or a full return from whence we came.


� 	E.g., in Sanskrit the formation of an abstract noun is recognized with the addition of a neuter or feminine ending, whereas, in English, this difference in meta-status is not always signalled?


� 	I.e., e.g., as pro-relational, pro-existential, etc.


� 	More correctly, in technical terms, I would define this ‘employment’ as a mix of theoretical (phenomenologically oriented) deployment, practical (hermeneutically oriented) employment and critical (existentially oriented) re-deployment.


� 	The ‘suspension’ being explored under a number of headings, e.g., transcendental; individual types (such as, e.g., the conjunctive and dis-conjunctive, etc,); overall transcendental suspension (as reflecting an economic suspension); extended suspension (also taking an economy of de-suspension into account); extensive suspension (adding a consequential dimension to the extended suspension). Exempting such complexity from this essay to that extent this is not impracticable for the unravelling of the exposition to hand. Moreover, my concept of the ‘induced suspension’ also notes, through economic correlativity, we only need to sufficiently instantiate one aspect of the extensive suspension (or one economic moment) for the extensive suspension to then find itself fully instantiated in lived-experience (given that the extensive suspension underlies all intentional experience, etc., moment by moment).


� 	Although this formulation of ‘care and concern’ is perhaps better read as ‘concern and care’ where we recognize a due ‘need for concern’ and its due matching of ‘care’ in a suitable, existentially oriented form of response in keeping with the trajectory of that co-associated relationship.


� 	In a religious tradition, e.g., we might note their invocation of meditations, contemplations, prayers, services, hymns, sermons, and so on.


� 	We should also understand that I also perceive these three disciplinary differentials taking a phenomenal-phenomenological orientation (disciplinary differential), a hermeneutical orientation (meta-disciplinary differential), and an existential orientation (non-disciplinary differential) respectively.


� 	Note my technical alignment of ‘general, hermeneutic, investigations’; ‘particular, phenomenological, analyses’; and, ‘specific, existential, examinations’. In broader terms I use the expression ‘research’ or ‘exploration/s’, and that we exercise our ‘scrutiny’ therein, hopefully, within a critical/radical format and form.


� 	Paralleling the previous footnote with general ‘topic’, particular ‘type’ of textual situation, and, the specific ‘text/s’ to be invoked and involved with in the relational uniqueness of that textual situation in its distinctive situatedness.


� 	III.2L.12-21.


� 	Including philosophy and all other disciplines.


� 	Also explored in the Twelfth Essay and Appendix E (I.12; E).


� 	Although the definite article might be better regarded here as an indefinite one given that TOE could be formulated along slightly different lines, maybe, even radically different lines of formulation, etc?


� 	The moral of my essay Where is Father Xmas? II.871-892, etc.


� 	E.g., the promise of this method and the promise to my readers or audience that I can validly argue for such a modelling of lived-experience. But, then, certainly, not in the form of an indubitable promise.


� 	Note: it is not that the principles, themselves, that are ad hoc; only the manner of their listing since other principles could be added or those present could have been subtracted. III.1A.1117. See Appendix A.


� 	Not ruling our definitively received provisional declarations in truth determination, etc. So, e.g., ‘Julius Caesar crossed the Rubicon’ (on the way to start a civil war) is accepted as a definitively true statement even though, philosophically, it should be left provisionally open, whilst also remaining in a form that is to be currently maintained as it stands until such a time we need to be advised otherwise.


� 	In the process re-defining the use of antacids as medications for symptomatic treatment only.


� 	That the medical industry dealing with ulcers would eventually produce both antacids and antibiotics as complementary methods of treatment, e.g.


� 	Refer to paragraphs 56, 58-59, etc. This type of ‘survey’ asking to what extent and in what manner there is an existential enhancement taking place in our observations (from consensus) of the ensuing existential surplus in e/valuation that appears to have been derived from the orchestrated incremental shifts put in place in an apparent alignment with such possible relational trajectories as intentionally found to have been re-directed, either advertently and/or inadvertently, by such means?


� 	As an allusion to Habermas.


� 	III.2L.87, etc.


� 	In technical language: incremental orchestration can bring a relationship to a point of bifurcation that could then positively enhance the existential enrichment of that relationship in question. However, it should be noted that bifurcations can be also be productive of negative or neutral forms of valuational formation beside positive formations.


� 	III.2L99.


� 	III.2L.0.


� 	III.1A.1117.





