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2Q. A Demonstration of Deconstruction*
0. Pre-Introduction

This is a third essay in a recent series dealing with the topic of deconstruction. On this occasion, I will set out from a more practical perspective in order to demonstrate this form of critical re(-)reading. I have chosen a text to illustrate how deconstruction could be demonstrated although it should be recognized that each text should be allowed to invite its own range of deconstructive strategies, albeit circumscribed by what I refer to as the comparatively realized ‘relevance’ of such an operation.
 I.e., to what extent is our understanding of that textual situation
 actually found to be enriched (in a process of valuational formation) by such re(-)readings. The text I have chosen is a video posted on YouTube supposedly capturing the analytical philosopher Kit Fine’s (low) opinion of non-analytical philosophy. It is titled: Kit Fine – Analytic Philosophy (video posted by fellsanachd): Duration, 1 minute 44 seconds: Link: https://youtu.be/YINgcjTKfKU (0)
1. Introduction

First, I will briefly introduce my philosophical ‘intent’ and ‘take’ on this topic. (1)

Then, I will produce a transcript of this very short text (although some short sections of it I find to be relatively inaudible). (2)

Next, I will discuss and deconstruct the overall text as found in this video. (3)

This will be followed up by looking at deconstruction more broadly. In a brief series of comments, I will note how ideologically extreme forms of philosophy present as instances of ‘dogmatism’, and, where, in their over-persistent iteration, they would naturally fall into a class that could be reviewed as incipient forms of ‘philosophical terrorism’.
 (4)

Last, I will end with some provisional conclusions, etc. (5)
2. A Statement of Intent

In this essay, it is my intention to construct the outlines of a philosophy of deconstruction as I currently view the contours of this topic. Therefore, I am not presenting an exposition looking at Postmodern proponents or methods of deconstruction, but, rather outlining a discourse on how I see its evolving reconfiguration in the Post-Postmodern era in and attempt to envisage the inchoate formation of the Contemporary era where old philosophical problems will find distinctively new and novel methods, genres and styles of behaviour in their re(-)approaching an ongoing resolution of such conundrums. (6)

3. My Brief Introduction to this Topic of Deconstruction 


This introduction is my less formal ‘take’ on this topic. I.e., as an outline of an economically evolving ‘re(-)take’ from either critical and/or radical perspectives. (7)

A first provisional definition: Deconstruction, as an open-ended set of textual techniques, has its practical utility guaranteed by virtue of the fact that all texts can be regarded as an economic mix of representative presentations of apparent intent, co-associated textual input
 and extra-textual imputations, and, whose overall significance can be economically shifted through deconstructive re(-)readings given an economic fluidity between provisionally imputed economic facets proposed in our evolving reception of that textual situation in question.
 (8)

Let me render this definition less technically by noting that ‘deconstructive strategies are applied to processes of re(-)reading given an ‘economic’ fluidity between representations of apparent intent, intertextual input and extra-textual imputations’.
 (9)


I.e., ‘economic’ in the sense of being constructed along trimodal lines where in this definition those dialectical moments are these three correlative forms of representation, namely, an expression of authorial intent (that makes it appear as a text and not as a natural artifact in the world at large); intertextual input (indicating a mix of genres as instructions for how that text is to be read, etc.); and, extra-textual imputations (expressions about various items found in the world-of-experience that reflect this world of lived-experienced but which are to be only treated as apparent imputations and nothing more! (10)
Because ‘in’ the text ‘the cat sat on the mat’ we do not find a purring cat sitting on a mat. Neither do we find a ‘cat’ and a ‘mat’ that are pre-imputational nor trans-imputational nor post-imputational, etc. regardless of how that ‘imputational context’ or ‘setting’ is defined. What we are dealing with are simply references to ‘simulated phenomena in an intentional setting’. Phenomenal presentations that persist through reiterated retention, of which some phenomenal experiences naturally meet the full, anticipated protentional richness of our expectations. So, a dream apple, e.g., might be ‘delicious to taste’ but it will not satisfy and satiate our physiological pangs of hunger (and so its represented imputation would obviously fall short in the context of those expectations).
 (11)
The nature of those phenomenal presentations reflects the settings that context such presentations. So, e.g., in a dream we might find, say, dream apples being reviewed by that dreamer in an act of dreaming. Or, e.g., in memory, we might find a remembered apple being reviewed by a rememberer in an act of remembering. Or, e.g., we might find ourselves to be more fortunate in being able to perceive an apple as a perceiver in an act of perception (where the ‘relevance’ of that act of perception is perhaps entailed in the decision to either eat it, eat it later or not wanting to eat that apple, or, as an artist, how you might represent that object, say, in paint on a canvas, etc.). (12)
Then, as phenomenal ‘presentations’ they are to be seen as being economically reviewed as ‘presentations, representations and re-presentations’ and not through our being able to focus solely (and absolutistically
) on any one of these economic polarities as dialectical moments.
 (13)
In all economies, the proposed trimodal aspects are correlatives and dialectically depend upon each other for their mutual interdependence. So, this implies, say, that presentations can be relatively focused on but cannot be completely (and absolutstically) focused upon. That for any person to claim such (absolutistical) exclusivity is emitting a ‘nonsensical report’ as such an act is impossible to entertain non-economically! Similarly, representations and re-presentations, equally, cannot be non-economically entertained (solely in terms of just ‘being in and of themselves or by themselves’, or through any other type of expression reporting the ‘entertainment’ of this impossible to entertain state of affairs!).
 (14)

All economies have a corollary in the hermeneutic circle (treated by myself in trimodal terms as a correlative interaction between ‘whole, parts and whole-and-parts’). As an economy, there is always generated, through internal interactions, the emergence of a non-reductive surplus or excess of (existential-like) value (in a process of valuational formation realized through a re(-)enriched formation of identity, function and value formation). (15)

Deconstruction, is a shift in the significance of a series of readings arrived at through forms of re(-)reading whose generation of additional significance should be found relevant to the nature of those deconstructive explorations. (16)

Moreover, deconstruction is between, but not equivalent to, either a process of complete destruction or a process of non-related reconstruction that starts entirely from scratch (without a continuing reference to the initial textual situation as read). (17)
Furthermore, deconstruction can be neither conducted in unimodal terms, bimodal terms expressed as binaries, nor in trimodal terms that cannot be altered or transformed. Adherence to these impossible forms of situatedness is an adherence to nonsense, and nonsensical reporting, whether this is entertained in an inadvertent manner or an advertent manner (in the form of pursuing a potentially fraudulent presentation of positioning, etc.). An adherence to these three impossible types of situatedness, as a consequence, invites deconstruction ending in the recognition of the destruction of such intent, and, thence, the end of that deconstructive process. The successful demonstration of a nonsensical report immediately terminates that deconstructive episode. (18)
So, let us recognize that unimodal-like expressions are presented in and through their context of utterance and not otherwise. In this regard, e.g., neither a name nor predicate nor relation can be uttered solely upon its own account. Hence the implicit significance of an economic context that should be explicitly expressed through the notation of an appropriate sentence, etc., in order to demonstrate that such unimodality, if understood, is not just an isolated unimodal presentation, etc. On the other hand, if the claim for isolated unimodality is persisted with then that deconstructive episode should be terminated immediately given the non-productive nature of our further dealings with that misguided claimant. (19)

Bimodal-like expression are economically presented in and through a trimodal economic context, and, so, adherence to an apparent binary-like state of affairs as an isolated bimodal state is also a nonsense (that cannot be entertained as claimed). E.g., a causal philosophy based on just the binary relation of ‘cause and effect’ is impossible to contemplate beyond our economic reading of their metaphorically based denotations and connotations (which would be economically entertained, i.e., in a trimodal format whether that is being recognized or not recognized as such). (20)
The dialectical aspects of trimodal economies can be interrelated through economic complexification where parallel features can be either correlated, accommodated and/or transformed from one economic setting into another setting should such relations prove to be relatively relevant to your deconstructive readings (whatever the nature of that disciplinary research). Moreover, as no economy, itself, is without an economic context of presentation, can anyone economy be treated or found presented as constituted ‘solely in and of itself, or, through and by itself’. Moreover, two differently constituted economies, suitably constituted, can be found an overall form of accommodation (through economic complexification) just as the ‘temporal economy of past, future and present’ can be aligned, respectively, say, with a ‘philosophical economy of the phenomenological, hermeneutical and existential orientations’, and, again with an economy, say, of inscriptions consisting of, respectively, descriptions, prescription and proscription, etc. Hence the following mapping of such correspondences to illustrate this economic intersubstitutability:

Temporal Economy:

Past


Future


Present

Philosophical Economy:
Phenomenological
Hermeneutical

Existential

Inscriptive Economy:

Descriptions

Prescriptions

Proscriptions

Implying, e.g., that a ‘phenomenological approach’ is primarily ‘descriptive’ and ‘retrospective’ in these economic orientations. (21)

These forms of economic alignment, when not suitably co-aligned, can also presents grounds for deconstruction. So, e.g., ‘describing’ a form of hermeneutical prescriptiveness is tantamount to re-treating it as a phenomenon presented for phenomenological scrutiny (rather than leaving it as a hermeneutically oriented (re)reading, etc.). (22)
As a second provisional definition: Deconstruction is able to operate through the explication of a form of spacing between facets of a text that might have hitherto been relatively covert or overlooked. The deeper appreciation of textual formation exposes the dialectical nature of intentional constitution, etc., by virtue of its economic simulations, etc. (23)


Or, in effect, a space for deconstruction is ever present because the dialectical constitution (of a text or a series and/or set/s of texts) of the ‘textual situation’ in question is open-ended and cannot be closed (because all phenomena can be approached through an infinitude of different perspectives, etc.). That space for shifting the significance of a text through its re(-)reading ever exists because no text can ever exhaust the open-endedness of all phenomena as represented through their textual depositions (as just imputations qua imputations and not as the pre-imputed, etc!). Of course, first, we can never conduct an infinite process of re(-)reading to test this inexhaustible potential, and, second, a declining surplus reduces both the relevance and motivation for continuing such a process. (24)

In summary let us note that a differential ‘space’ is ever present in a textual situation for endless processes of deconstruction but where the relevance of such an iterated process of re(-)reading should be treated as paramount. That deconstruction resides between the total destruction of the textual situation and the non-connected reconstitution of some other text. In arriving at either of these alternatives we immediately meet the termination of that deconstructive episode. A deconstructive episode is also terminated if we are presented by a so-called isolation of unimodally or bimodally constituted material given that such material is impossible to entertain economically. Moreover, no economy can be presented as standing alone without potential processes of inter-relational correlation, accommodation or transformation given that all economies can be related through an infinitude of economic perspectives, through economic complexification, and as they also possess co-associated forms of presented economic contextualization (in our representational imputation of an apparent, intersubjective world at large to that extent such a ‘world’ can be found both for(-)us and by(-)us . (25)

A deconstructive reading usually has more value for us, i.e. relevance, to that extent it offers less resistance relative to the deconstructive pressures being applied. As an observation we might say that a more integrated textual situation is more able to resist a series of counter-readings through the relative integrity realized through the relative authenticity realized in the course of their manufacture. When a person is engineering a deceptive simulation, i.e., lying or being fraudulent or dishonest in some form, etc., they have to both externally simulate the pretense of a non-deceptive act whilst inwardly they have to differentiate between the outwardly disseminated deception and the non-deception and mentally demarcate and not conflate the same. Such an endeavour takes more psychic energy so that either more energy is required to have perfected this dissemination or not enough energy is exercised in its non-perfected dissemination, but, either way, there is less energy available to be invested in the integration and ensuing integrity of that overtly disseminated textual situation in question. Therefore, I would argue that deceptive texts are more easily deconstructed by virtue of this relatively diminished degree of textual integrity required both for construction and dissemination. (26)

In a contrast to the former observation, we should also note that all textual situations must possess some degree of integrity otherwise they could neither be formed nor disseminated given that the intentional act must find an adequate degree of resolution in order to find a corresponding degree of intentional directedness to be enacted within that intentional situation. Consequently, deconstructive pressure will meet a greater degree of resistance in deconstructing what might well appear as the primary intent intended to be expressed. (27)

Deconstructive pressure arises from a variety of strategies such as, e.g., intensive interrogation, pushing resident metaphors to their limit both individually and collectively, testing the limits of the primary intent;
 utilizing logical means to detect and possibly remedy incoherencies, inconsistencies, fallacious arguments, conclusions not in accord with accepted ;
 bracketing presupposition and suppositions, running counter-textual arguments and the poetic juxtaposition of alternative readings, seeking points of chaotic re-direction;
 running critical styles of scrutiny by looking at pre-conditional presupposition, trans-cognitive judgmental stances, consequential analysis;
 running a narrational dialectic in exploring narrational facts, narratives (and entailed genres), and narrational critiques; running phenomenal-phenomenological, hermeneutical and existential modes of exploration; scrutinizing modes of presentation, dissemination and reception by ascertaining apparent integrity, authenticity, and relevance, etc.
 (28)

By such creative means, through finding a suitable choice of strategies, we can then ascertain the relevance of these individual methods from a more collective point of view. (29)


Textual situations can also be viewed from a holistic perspective in that in dividing up a text, in whatever manner chosen, those divisions basically should not contradict other sections. In a similar manner, natural divisions in the form of paragraphs, chapters, titles and headings can be compared in a similar manner. (30)


Furthermore, even though texts are arrived at through a series of intentional processes of resolution, no pattern of resolution can be harmonically perfect. Metaphorically compared to either a relatively static or non-static ‘crystal’, defects in its enstructuralization can also be explored. (31)

To the list of strategies noted above we can also look for economic tensions between textual aspects such as the textual, meta-textual and non-textual. A classic locus here is that misrepresentative tension that can always be found between the meta-textual title of a text and the material body of the text itself. Indeed, in the following text, the title of the video is ‘Kit Fine – Analytic Philosophy’ when the ostensive topic, more correctly, is ‘Non-Analytic Philosophy’, or, ‘An Analytic Philosopher’s Polemic against Non-Analytic Philosophy, or, An Interview with an Analytic Philosopher on the Topic of Non-Analytical Philosophy… Of course, once we appreciate the misrepresentation of the title that title no longer misrepresents, or, at least, no longer misrepresents to the same extent as would be found on a first ‘take’. Hence the deconstructionist’s intention to ‘re(-)take’ a textual situational through a progressive series of re(-)readings, as limited by an appreciation of ensuing relevance, and not merely settle for a single reading.
 (32)
3. A Transcript of this Video Titled: Kit Fine – Analytic Philosophy

Note: The following transcript has section that are difficult to precisely transcribe, and appears to be a segment of a longer interview?

Interviewee (Kevin Kit): (short mumbled introduction…)
Interviewer: What is your opinion of non-analytic philosophy?

Interviewee: I despise it.

Introduction of low, sinister, ominous-sounding sound track as if underlining the previous proposition. (Mumbled comments by interviewer…)
Interviewee: Well there maybe…. but, I mean, non-analytic philosophy is… a very broad term, ah, I don’t want to say…er… say it’s all bad… I’m sure there were good Nazis. Ah, but, the… sorry…
Reintroduction of sound track seemingly underlining previous proposition.

Interviewer: (Mumbled interjection…)
Interviewee: Yes, so, what…  the main thing… um… I dislike is about it…is… is that it is fraudulent… I genuinely believe… ah… that many of the people doing it indeed some who are quite famous are frauds … that for me… is the main objection I have to it.  

Reinsertion of soundtrack more loudly, and then continuing in background…
Interviewee: (Mumbled comment…) More strongly, umm… But I…, I mean you look kindly, at people, they know no better, but I think that you can almost demonstrate that there are cases, and that they do know better (a few mumbled words) are fraudulent… (mumbled comment)…
Continuation of sound track less loud… with an abrupt end of video. (33)
Basically, the sense of the contents of this transcript can be rendered as follows:
In being asked what was his opinion of non-analytic philosophy, Kit Fine states that he despises it. That non-analytic philosophy is a very broad term, but, I don’t want to say it’s all bad… I’m sure there were good Nazis. The main thing I dislike about it is that it is fraudulent… I genuinely believe that many of the people doing it, indeed some who are quite famous, are frauds … that for me… is the main objection. I mean you can look kindly, at people, they know no better, but I think that you can almost demonstrate that there are cases and that they do know better… are fraudulent… (34)
4. Brief Deconstructive Overview

The presentation of this video and the contents of this presentation deserve to be deconstructed. The general reception of this video is that it invites different readings. (35)

The philosopher in question, Kit Fine, a prominent British philosopher in the Analytic Tradition, currently University Professor and Silver Professor of Philosophy and Mathematics at New York University; born, 26 march 1946, has made contributions in the fields of philosophical logic, metaphysics, and the philosophy of language and has also written on ancient philosophy (as per Wikipedia). Notable ideas: Defense of semantic relationism against semantic intrisicalism; revisiting of ideas of essence, ground. (36)
The production values of this video present some deficits in the recording of speech. Basically, the philosopher in question is seated in an imposing leather chair. It appears that he is being interviewed (as we hear both interviewer and interviewee speaking at the same time). The excerpt appears to be a fragment of a longer interview. The addition of an ominous, sinister, perhaps pretentious, mysterious soundtrack appears to deconstruct this overall text? (37) 

In puzzlement over the specific genres also being invoked a number of questions are naturally invited? Is it deadly serious, or is it a spoof, or, is someone making a spoof out of this section of an interview that was being seriously undertaken before the editing of this video? Was this version of the interview sanctioned by either the interviewee or interviewer, or both, or neither? The addition of the minimal sound track appears to reframe this text of an interview with the provocation of some of these questions just asked? We must also ask if the interviewee is being humorous, perhaps making his point sharper through a use of humour; what with his hand joined together just below his chin, with eyebrows being raised, the dropping of the politically incorrect comparison to good Nazis, and so on? Short of asking the interviewee himself, and assuming there is no dissimulation in his reply, will we be any the wiser? Or, can we argue, to some extent, for a more integrated reading other than the primary genre is an apparent interview? To what extent can we live without interpretations left undecided as to what genre or mix of genres is being invoked… and by whom… for whom? Or, do we think we can harmonize its overall intent… as if this production is a unitary text in the first place? Should we seek different levels of intent, say, with the interviewee, the interviewee, the producer of the video who may be neither of the first two people?
 (38)
Philosophically, we have been led to ask a series of question on the nature of textual formation, interpretation, and so on. If phenomena, including the phenomena of texts and their interpretation, and the nature of meaning itself, and so on is to be arrived at through deconstruction we would need to ask a number of other questions, namely, can we perceive texts as having some form of primary intent whose relevance can be reasonably determined even if significance, as a provisional mix of referential sense, meaning and meaningfulness, cannot ever be definitively and decisively ascertained? (39)

5. A Deconstructive Polemic

The text and ideas in this section were first formed in the essay titled: 2P. What Role does Deconstruction Have in the Transformation of An Existential Attitude?
 (40)

Like all disciplines, politics, unfortunately, can be rarely avoided. Disparaging pronouncements by key disciplinarians about other disciplinarians, either in the same discipline or in competing disciplinary forms of practice, uttered in the sweep of a single breath spent making broad claims that the behaviour of such members is ‘fraudulent’, more often than not, are usually non-insightfully emitted as well as disseminated in an unprofessional manner! Therefore, for those who critique their own school of disciplinary practice or the practices of other disciplinarians should note that such claims should be suitably demonstrated, both succinctly and discreetly, in order to sufficiently circumvent the invited suspicions that naturally arise in the light of this general observation. Rhetorically poking fun at your opponent in the middle of a debate or in the detailed unfoldment of a serious argument is one thing, but, such blanket derogatory assertions without sufficient argument is self-demeaning. Of course, you might not hold some of your colleagues in high regard, still, at the very least clearly state why you currently hold that diminished opinion and do so in such a manner that does not bring your own disciplinary demeanor into an equal degree of disrepute. (41)

E.g., for an analytic(al) philosopher to claim ‘that all other forms of non-analytic(al) philosophy are fraudulent’ will be correct, but, only to that extent that there have been are, and will be, or could be, some philosophers in each and every philosophical fields that will be fraudulent, somewhat wittingly or unwittingly,
 but, that such a claim ‘that some such philosophers are frauds’ does not imply that ‘all philosophers in that same field are likewise’. Moreover, such an argument must also, potentially, in all probability, be self-applied to their own disciplinary field or fields. (42)

But, then, such a claim, is usually emitted as a political injunction, namely, that disciplinary work of that targeted fraternity of disciplinarians is fraudulently conceived, somewhere on a spectrum between wittingly and/or unwittingly, and, subsequently and consequently, you would be better to dismiss any form of an association with such fraudsters, be they inadvertently or advertently aware that they were practicing such fraudulent behaviour. (43)

Continuing, I would also add that (as is in economic evidence in the [trimodally constituted] hermeneutic circle [of comprehension]
) we cannot observe patterns of overt analysis or reduction without at least a covert form of synthesis or reconstitution co-occurring at the same time, in order to supply relational significance through such contrast, in their deliberative explorations as enacted in that preferentially treated mode of discourse. So, an analytic(al) philosopher, e.g., cannot be a pure analytic(al) philosopher, and, to argue otherwise is to emit an obvious nonsense!
 (44)

Taking this point seriously, the more professional philosopher might want to explore the genesis of such preferentialistic treatment and through deconstructive techniques further explore the pre-conditions and ramifications of such bias.
 (45)

Now, moreover, for such a philosopher to claim that they are also, e.g., a realist, and, just a realist, in a definitive form that they have been arguing for and redefining, is to mock their own mode of philosophical practice.
 Similarly, any other exclusive preference for one or more of these untenable positions would also destroy their being ‘grounded’ in lived-experience! Such over-commitment to any extreme ideological form of adherence besides an exclusive realism such as an exclusive idealism or and exclusive pragmatism, etc., is just another instance of nonsense; disciplinarians making nonsensical reports without realizing how ‘fraudulent’ they were if such fraud were to be perpetrated knowingly! Indeed, it is sad to say, that to politically argue for the subservient acceptance of their extremist brand of disciplinary dissemination is nothing short of ‘philosophical terrorism’! (46)

Any brand of disciplinary activity that over-promotes a metaphorical perspective is to indulge in an abominable form of metaphorical abuse for a start (besides the potential for either a co-associated rhetorical abuse, possibly leading to relativistic skepticism, or, the potential for an apparitional abuse, possibly leading to forms of misplaced absolutism, and so on). (47)

Now, an ideological extremism, like, e.g., an over-committed realism, can be radically deconstructed quite simply by noting that there no priority whatsoever can be given to intentional objectivity at the expense of all other economic facets of the intentional economy, and v.v. Just as no other relational features in an intentional economy, arrived at through extreme forms of privileging or promotion,
 can be excessively divorced from that same economy in which those parties share those same processes of gestation. Hence this same economic argument can be applied to extreme idealists and pragmatists! That, therefore, to stress this important point again, the same type of economic argument must equally apply to all over-committed forms of idealism, to all over-committed forms of pragmatism, indeed, to all other over-committed forms of ideological adherence! Therefore, discounting, e.g., the over-privileging of either intentional or transcendental subjectivity in the mis-presentation of a misguided idealism or the over-promotion of intentional motivation in the mis-presentation of a misguided form of pragmatism, and so forth! On the other hand, viable philosophies can be construct from a reuse of the resident metaphors, etc., exercised behind realistic, idealistic and pragmatic types of positioning, etc., as long as those appropriations do not commit forms of metaphorical abuse, etc. In conjunction with such critical (and radical) forms of appropriation the dangers of returning to an extremist position can be obviated through the skillful incorporation of (extensive) suspensions or at least maintaining a recognition that such a mechanism is operating in all forms of pretreatment, treatment, retreatment; correlation, accommodation, transformations; the dialectical progression of all economies, etc.
 (48)


With all people that seriously insist on an adherence to over-committed forms of ideological extremism run the risk that they will usually be observed taking on the countenance of a pseudo-psychotic disposition which further precludes the possible formation of either a past insightfulness, a future foresightfulness and/or a present oversightfulness. In other words, in the selective midst of their ideologically expressed delusions they will be seen to psychotically resist all perceptive processes of discernment with an equal and opposite force in their countering and opposing such demonstrations, regardless of whether the latter are exercised either in good faith or in bad faith. Such resistance along with the inability to at least entertain an opposing point of view is indicative of this all too prevalent condition among both over-committed disciplinarians and secularists alike.
 In these regions of concrete-like intransience, these psychic ‘hot spots’, such afflicted folk are generally incapable of conducting ‘suspensions’ central to the well-functioning (and non-mal-functioning) of critically conducted judgmental appreciation; albeit in reference only to their defensively defended ‘hot-spots’ whereas, in contrast, a more general psychotic state of affairs has a more global range of distortion (although, too, it can manifest around firmly fixed forms of paranoid-based ideation, etc.). (49)

Then, the non-recognition that all significance is generated dialectically, and, that the epistemological limits of all forms of thought need to be duly anticipated, and publicly noted, also demonstrates the bad form of such blinkered disciplinarians… no doubt happy to continue blindly burrowing away into their fields of expertise without realizing that every overly subtle argument or counter-argument can only produce a never-ending world of even more subtly displaced arguments and counter-arguments with less and less utility, along with an extenuation of their experiential-reality, in a world that has such an obvious need for intelligent people to pursue, instead, a more practicable and useful occupation or preoccupation; regardless of whether they be more inclined to operate as theoreticians or practitioners or critics! (50)


Furthermore, in line with this dialectical understanding, the ensuing progressive and provisional nature of all forms of research should be well-understood and accepted rather than disguised through either unintended obscuration or intended obstructionism. Needless to say, this does not mean we should give up, and retire, but, instead, continue to strive forwards even if that means, when necessary, undoing what has proven to have been less successfully misrepresented.
 (51)

So, what hope is there, e.g., in the discipline of philosophy if the purveyors of such philosophical nonsense, albeit disseminated, more often than not, with such a deceptive sensibleness and a superficial display of the rational, are only to be found taking center stage in the political arena of the academies, literary world and media, in all its forms, and, where, alas, non-purveyors of such nonsense, as critics worthy of that name, and acting as proponents of constructive forms of edifying research, so desperately needed in these times of existential crisis, can be neither seen nor heard, and, as well, neither read nor discussed? (52)
In addressing these inequalities of opportunity, along with an absence of the application of such much-needed research and expertise, this essay attempts to highlight such obvious defects, such fraudulent activity, such faulted and flawed behaviours in the hope of clearing a space for the exhibition of more existentially attuned modes of our being immersed in this world at large, together, both for(-)others and before(-)others. (53)

May disciplinarians, therefore, converse with other disciplinarians through suitable modes of disciplinary and inter-disciplinary discourse, through careful commentary and suitable forms of translation, with civility and humility, in an existential manner where they can all attempt not only to work together but be productive of inducing existential forms of surplus that can beneficially overflow not only to each other, but, through cultural and intercultural emanation, to all others… (54)

Therefore, let us point out and avoid the commission of such mistakes as noted above, namely, non-professionalism, exclusive forms of mistreatment, over-commitment, ideological extremism, all forms of philosophical abuse, pseudo-psychotic dispositions, absolutistical modes of argumentation, non-recognition of the dialectical, the non-acceptance of the provisional and limited nature of all research, pointless over-subtlety, non-retirement and defeatism, the non-competitive hegemony of major discourses… along with unproductive forms of an under-commitment with an ensuing non-desire to find responsive forms of responsibility coupled with the suitable application of our skills, both individually and collectively, as we fully confront this world as a world profoundly in need of suitable forms of beneficial re-direction…. (55)
6. Provisional Conclusions, Observations and Comments… 
   Let me say, for the convenience of a simple argument, that deconstruction comes in many forms that effectively assist in the shifting of the psychic center of our interpretation/s of our relational situatedness, hopefully, in the production of an existential enrichment in our understanding of that (textual) relationship in question.
 [59] (56)


Deconstruction straddle a middle world of re(-)lived-experience, neither destroyed through destruction nor disconnectedly recontinued otherwise; neither seeking indubitable truth determination nor meeting a non-indubitable truth determination; neither finding a definitive interpretation nor a non-definitive non-interpretation… finding a creative set of strategies to become more aligned through re(-)alignment within the circumscribed bounds of a resolution found within relevance, and v.v. Hopefully, finding both an enjoyment through the induction of such textual destabilization and an existential sense of responsibility; given that our existential freedom, experienced as an existential surplus of e/valuation, is ever beholden to the mutual cooperation of others...
   Noting, that all relationships form a relational sense of ‘world’ and that this semblance of world must also be treated in a similarly respectful manner.
 
     [61](57) 






        Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 3.8.21.
*	For latest version of this text: � HYPERLINK "http://www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noels homepage5.html" �www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noels homepage5.html�


� 	In an economy of deconstruction I note the need to find evolving forms of alignment (through economic mechanisms of re(-)alignment) by requiring the three conditions of the re(-)affirmation of a process of positing, the re(-)affirmation of negated-de-positing, and, that this process is contained within the circumscription of a positive degree of relevance generation. This latter contribution noting an existentially-oriented surplus of e/valuational formation (over that originally invested in this effort of deconstruction). ‘Valuational formation’ being treated as an economic process of ‘identity/identificational formation, function/functionality formation and value formation (with the latter more directly falling under a mix of either aesthetical, deontological and/or pragmatical forms of value formation)’. Note this nomenclature of ‘(-)’ refers to a trimodal economic reading of that in question. E.g., in an economy of alignment realized through re(-)alignment we have re-de-mis-alignment (error correction), realignment (as a form of confirmation or verification), and, re-alignment as a process of relatively radical, chaotic re-direction in re-alignment.


� 	‘Textual situation’ is my shorthand for text, or, series and/or set/s of texts in question.


� 	This section is a rewriting of comments made in a previous essay, namely, III.2P.8-23.


� 	Which is referred to as inter-textual allusions to other texts of a similar or different genre and intra-textual aspects like meta-textual comments, insertions, definitions, titles, outlines, conclusions, etc.


� 	This nomenclature indicates a trimodal economic reading, namely, reading, rereading and re-reading (that takes a more chaotically oriented trajectory)


� 	I.e., what the author was apparently thinking about in their writing (and reading) of that text (arrived at through a relatively definitive resolution of intentional intent otherwise nothing would be written or if writing occurred it would make little sense), what that text tells us as to how to read that text (i.e., meta-textual prescriptions and allusions to other texts, textual genres, etc.), and what that text is talking about other than that as entailed in the former co-associated (correlative) categories as just noted. We could define the ‘intertextual’ as both ‘meta-textual (with such explicit and implicit instructions within that text) and intra-textual (through allusions to other texts, genres, styles, topics, quotations, etc.)’.


� 	In this instance it could also be said not to be ‘causally effective in its intentional efficaciousness’.


� 	I apologise for this expression but I want to maintain a difference between an absolute style of philosophy (which utilizes a suspension in some form or other) and an absolutist philosophy (that does not suitably utilize a suspension as well as thinking they deal with a variety of impossible concepts that just cannot be thought).


� 	Each economy is a constructed heuristic device, if you do not like the one to hand, choose another or construct another. However, what cannot be negotiated is the fact that we need a trimodal heuristic device to proceed in any form of a natural, critical or radical fashion be that in either a disciplinary sense or in a secular sense.


� 	‘Impossible to entertain states of affairs’ are treated by myself as first trans-cognitively ordered judgmental acts that can only deliver first cognitively ordered judgments since they cannot take on a higher ordered status. Only conceptual content that can be integrated or is integrated can take on a second trans-cognitive/cognitively ordered status. I.e., only the unique, semantically mapped atomic essentials and those molecular essential able to be integrated can procced to a second order. So, there are no second order ‘tables with tops that are square circles’ since they cannot proceed to a second order but ‘tables with either round-tops or square-tops’ can do so. In contrast a ‘current bald king of France’ as a concept could be thought, but, is not a possible object and thus in our imaginations it can only have a fifth ordered trans-cognitive/cognitively ordered status as a possible fact only. In this latter regard, ‘not a possible object’ cannot be equated with ‘an impossible object (in this ordered scheme)’.


� 	I.e., utilizing the rhetorical, metaphorical and apparitional aspects of the interrogative economy.


� 	i.e., running logical strategies.


� 	I.e., invoking three radical styles of deconstruction, namely, the non-philosophical/metaphysical, anti-philosophical/metaphysical, contra-philosophical/metaphysical plus two other radical methods of poetic-juxtapositions and seeking points of chaotic bifurcation and ensuing re-direction.


� 	I.e., invoking three critical styles of deconstruction, namely, pre-philosophical/metaphysical, trans- philosophical/metaphysical, and post-philosophical/metaphysical.


� 	We can also run an ordered analysis and explore by such means correlations, accommodations and transformations, etc., within and between those different orders.


� 	Much like wanting to see a movie a second time and discovering new things in a second viewing.


� 	By subscribing to this person’s YouTube channel, you can see that he is mixing videos of well-known philosophers in a humorous vein which does answer many of these questions?


� 	III.2P.8-23.


� 	Correctly, a fraudulent act needs to be knowingly enacted. However, this type of accusation is generally understood as a claim that the statements emitted by such a person are a mix of false, deceptive, fallaciously argued, illogical propositions, etc., masquerading as ‘statements’. However, as truth determination occupies the middle ground between absolutistical indubitability and absolutistical non-dubitability we should be more cognizant of degrees of truthfulness and not dismiss any set or system of truth claims, method for truth determination, etc., as completely false and uttered in an entirely fraudulent manner.


� 	My reconstitution of the hermeneutic circle as ‘a trimodal economy’ has been nominated as ‘a hermeneutic circle of comprehension’ in order to differentiate it from all other forms of a hermeneutic circle.


�	In effect there is a necessary dialectic between analysis and synthesis, parts and whole, etc. Without one there can be no other, and v.v! Basically, a pure process of analysis is a nonsense, and, therefore, there can be no philosophers whatsoever who are purely analytic in the approach to texts as textual situations, etc. Of course, from a relative perspective of preference we can and do find people expressing a preference for such apparent binary options or trimodal forms of preference when economically viewed.


� 	‘Ramifications’ is code for ‘present implications’ and ‘future consequences’. To this we might also add ‘past predeterminants’ in the form of a summary appreciation of historical context/s that generated the biases of such ensuing prioritizations, etc.’


� 	I would argue that people, generally and naturally, fall within two classes with some exceptions around the edges, namely, ‘localists’ who, on balance, are more concerned with details and are attracted to positions like realism or materialism, and ideas like science, engineering and finance, and, ‘globalists’ who are more interested in systems and are more attracted, on balance, to positions of idealism or rationalism, and have an interest in ideas like art, vocations that involve more personal forms of interaction, and so on? Around the edges we have that smaller subset who are ‘both localists and globalists’ and who have a more pragmatic, interdisciplinary sense of direction, and, perhaps, a smaller subset that are ‘neither localists and globalists’ who are more inclined to adopt a more static sense of perspective and vocation, etc?? This is just an observation (that might be able to be linked with sleep patterns and other circadian rhythms?) and not proposed as a hard and fast rule. In many ways, it is nature to be a relative realist or relative idealist or relative pragmatist, but, not taken to an extreme form of adherence where we have to then point out an impossible sense of positioning complicated with forms of metaphorical abuse, and other philosophical complications, etc. My position here is to accept a certain necessity to invoke relatively subtle forms of such positioning depending on the circumstances in question whilst also accepting we need a more open sense of an overall accommodation between all such forms of relative positioning. In this vein, my proposition of an ordered philosophy is better viewed as of this type of an open accommodation that can be deconstructive assisted by shifting forms of ongoing provisional re(-)construction tempered by forms of rectification and re(-)normalization; and all other forms of qualification that might be needed to better redress such evolving forms of discernment.


� 	I.e., present privileging of intentional/transcendental forms of subjectivity, and, future privileging of intentional motivation in the meta-textual selection of genres of behaviour, etc., perceived by me as corresponding with idealism and pragmatism respectively.


� 	E.g., to ask a question invokes a (rhetorical) dis-conjunctive suspension within what I have nominated as the ‘interrogative economy’, etc. In a first reply, I argue we have a metaphorical reply which is a conjunctive suspension, and so on. A second reply results in a literal or apparitional reply (which if re-questions continues this economy on its deconstructive course, hopefully, finding both a resolution and an existentially oriented response that is responsible.


� 	I suspect Freud is once again wrong if he believed resistance was a characteristic aspect of neurosis. In my experience as a psychiatric nurse, resistance is definitely a psychotic phenomenon which should also include pseudo-psychotic phenomena.


� 	Sometimes it is quicker to go in the opposite direction or in a less direct direction to get to where we wish to arrive. My dual concepts of ‘insurance and assurance’ make a similar claim – that we can retrace our steps and return to more firm ground and then be assured we can continue on our way once again.


� 	III.2P.59.


� 	Ibid., 61. ‘World’, in effect, as ‘the relationship of (all possible) relationships’ (be that scrutinized in a disciplinary mode or in a secular mode).





