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2V. Part I: A Restatement of What is Meant by the Expression 

‘What it Means to Be Philosophical?’ from a Disciplinary Perspective*
(A First Conference Paper for The Continental Philosophy Group, November 2021)
0. Pre-Introduction and Introduction

I would like to argue that many people have a very good idea what it means to be ‘philosophical’ but to explain that intuition most people would be very hard pressed to pin down what seems so easy to understand. So, in this regard, where even angels might fear to tread, let me once again give my latest account, in the following short disquisition, of what I believe is actually being intended when we recognize a certain attitude that is trying to be distinctly ‘philosophical in orientation’ and, at the same time, constitutes the core considerations of the philosophical discipline?
 (0)


In a first section, I argue what philosophy is not. (1)


Second, I outline a first, provisional take on this topic. (2)


Next, I will argue for a middle path between absolutisms and relativisms? (3)


Fourth, demonstrate why an absolutistic position must fail. (4)


Repeating this deconstructive approach in a general demolition of relativism. (5) 

Then, I work through the semantic implications of this approach. In a Provisional Conclusion, etc., I proffer a re-assessment of this initial definition and how it might be better read as a qualified, pragmatic form of representationalism that also accepts a need for an ongoing conversation, edification,
 continual consensus formation, a process of perpetual re(-)constructionism along with a non-closed, openness to an existential semblance of freedom that can only be realized in a philosophical appreciation of lived-experience..?
 Finally, in a short Postscript, I summarize this sense of re(-)positioning. (6)

1. What the Philosophical Attitude is Not!

Using contragrams is one way to demonstrate this difference (perhaps more along the lines of intuitively appreciated demonstrations?). E.g., ‘the philosophy of history’ versus ‘the history of philosophy’. E.g., ‘the philosophy of science’ versus ‘the science of philosophy’. E.g., ‘the philosophy of religion’ versus ‘the religion of philosophy’.
 (7)

Now, w.r.t. the first contragram, as a discipline, ‘doing history’ is ‘not doing philosophy’, and v.v. Similarly, ‘doing philosophy’ is ‘not doing science’, and v.v. (8)


Obviously, if an historian were to do their research in ‘the field of a history of philosophy’ it would be necessary to deal with philosophical ideas. But, again, our intuition would tell us such asides would not be essential to the historical discourse itself by virtue of the fact that such positions could be obliquely named without necessarily being dealt with in any great philosophical depth… reinforcing this argument that claims, therein, that there is distinctive disciplinary difference between these two different disciplines. Then, the ‘historical consequences’ of such shifts in positioning could also be pointed out which, being historical in orientation, would add further weight to this observation that ‘doing philosophy’ is ‘not doing history’, and, similarly, is ‘not doing science’, is ‘not doing religion’ (in any directly understood sense of ‘being religious’ or ‘becoming religious’), etc. (9)

The obverse of this observation, we might provisionally assume, is that any disciplinary topic, including the topic of philosophy itself, could be treated through a philosophical ‘lens’ which now needs us to ask the question, at least tentatively, just what is implied in the intentional constitution of a philosophical or philosophical-like attitude? As a phenomenon, already referred to semantically, just how might we phenomenologically understand the manner of its constitution in lived-experience (given that such an attitude is already ‘named’, can be referred to, can apparently be talked about, etc.). (10)
2. What the Philosophical Attitude Might be?


In the past I understood by the ‘philosophical attitude’ an ‘appreciation how things might be better performed, be that theoretically, practically and/or critically’. We could call this a ‘first approach’. (11) 

A later approach took this ‘attitude’ to imply a ‘critical appreciation of its overall manner of truth determination’. We could call this a ‘second approach’.  (12) 

However, as a critique, we could argue that all disciplinarians, in their own way, ostensively, are ‘truth seekers out to be truthfully engaged in their respective form or forms of research’. (13)

Accepting such a critique would direct us to a ‘third position’, namely, as disciplinarians ‘seeking to determine under what conditions a certain process of truth determination both operates under and does not operate under; indeed, could not and should not be subscribed to, etc.’ (14)

Hopefully, by adhering to this determination of ‘what is in and what is out’, in regard to this ‘seeking of these conditions for truth determinations’, we would find ourselves presented with the assurance of a middle path through this controversial topic that could then be progressively thematized and relatively systematized? In the process discerning what is relatively critically presented and radically re-presented (with the latter arising as a chaotic consequence of processes of re-self-organization of theoretical materials
).  (15)

3. The Need to Exercise a Middle Path

Philosophers, like all disciplinarians, need to walk a middle path between ‘the absolutistical-like assertion of truth’, often referred to as ‘Truth’ (with a capital ‘T’), and, the opposing position of ‘the absolutistical-like assertion that all truths are equally true, or false, and, that there can be no grounds for deciding between any version in truth determination other than the exercising of some form of preference’. I.e., the former position being held by ‘absolutists’ and the latter position being held by ‘relativists’. However, under critical interrogation, we will be hard pressed to find any disciplinarians who admit to subscribing to pure visions or versions of the same. But, and it should be stressed, indeed, it should not be under-stressed, both orientations should be seriously avoided. Promoting fallacious arguments in any form is fraudulent. The end consequences of such counterfeited argumentation can only end in dishonesty, disagreements, and either witting and/or unwitting forms of inauthenticity. To successfully argue this point, that the disciplinarian needs to tread a middle path, we need to invest in two different sets of arguments in order to completely deconstruct such patent forms of nonsense. (16)
4. The General Deconstruction of Absolutism

In the economics
 of truth determination we can never claim nor need to claim absolutistically oriented forms of either affirmation for or denial of either concurrent confirmation or retrospective verification (or, as well, speculative expectation).
 (17)

An essential argument against absolutistical affirmation basically involves the acceptance that significance, in all its forms, is generated only through relationships, and, therefore, what is counter-relational or non-relational, to the extent it abrogates that sense of the relational, can have no co-associated significance whatsoever! (18)

We can visualize this absence of significance, or this absenting of signification, by economically invoking a gestalt modelling of intentional experience. (19)

E.g., in a visual field we have a visual background, a sense of visual focus, and the ever-present sense of visual subjectivity along with its intentional sense of a framing of  the correlative relationship between the former (that must also co-constitute this sense of a frame, and v.v.). That, in such terms of reference, this tripartite pattern of structural-functioning can be applied across the gamut of all intentional fields (and their co-associated orientations of correlatively constituted processes of interaction). Given that these dialectical facets are mutually co-constituted it follows that the absence of any one of these three dialectical modes of field, focus and frame (or framing) and the intentional experience of a co-associated sense of a potential delineation of significance completely collapses (through such mutual deconstruction). (20)

We can imaginatively visualize this economic sense of relational correlativity along the following lines. In a visual field, we can neither perfectly focus our attention nor perfectly entertain the semblance of a visual background nor perfectly identity with the (intentional or trans-intentional, ‘transcendental’ subjectivity involved in a) sense of a visual perceiver. E.g., w.r.t. the latter, if one were to attempt to completely identify with the orientation of perceptual subjectivity associated with visual perception one would completely lose all semblance of visual content rendering such an attempt an impossibility. A see-er that does not see anything is not and cannot be a visual perceiver! Similarly, the concepts of both perfect focus or perfect field awareness are also equally untenable being impossible to even imagine! (21)

Hence the critical philosophical formula: that significance involves the collective encountering of (a phenomenal-phenomenologically oriented propriety
 of) focus, the recognition of (an appropriate hermeneutically oriented) field awareness, and the engagement of (an existentially oriented semblance of an apposite, subjectively oriented form of) framing! (22)

Hence the necessary economic generation of relational significance! (23)
5. The General Deconstruction of Relativism

An effective deconstruction of relativism is arrived at when we realize that ‘the world is not flat’ except at the working center of the overall transcendental suspension (at the heart of the extensive suspension) where, through the automatic invocation of an equal and opposite de-suspension, the implication follows that we can never reside there, neither non-virtually nor virtually! (24)

Hence the critical philosophical formula: in lived-reality, the range of each possibilities in an act of judgment cannot be equal with any other possibility (unless defined as such in analytical a priori-like terms of reference)! (25)

Just as shaking hands with another person, when using our right hands and then our left hands, is not an equal experience for all people regardless of whether they are righthanded or lefthanded people (which as a fact has also already demonstrate this same point)! (26)
6. Rethinking the Semantic Sense of the Philosophical Attitude
in Being Truthful
Although truth determinations could individually be decided on the basis of a mere preference, as if through the landing of a tossed coin, still, if we were to do that across the entire board of experience we would not survive for very long either individually or collectively. Hence this necessity for our suitably attending to direct evidence, indirect testimony, and valid argumentation, from one to the other, and v.v., etc. (27)
Such discernment is semantically structured, both culturally and inter-culturally (since pure, self-contained cultures have always been an ideological fiction). (28)
Semantic clarity is arrived at, philosophically, through a variety of philosophical techniques such as, e.g., the use of reasonable forms of logic (and its dialectical qualifications) based on the sequential connection of presuppositions, arguments and conclusions; the alignment between casual-pre-cognitive inputs, cognitive inputs and trans-cognitive (judgmental)/post-cognitive, consequential inputs; interrogative economies entailing either implicit and/or explicit suitably acquired phenomenological, hermeneutical and existential inputs, etc.
 (29)


In effect, reasonable forms of alignment must be engineered between these various forms of semantic input. (30)

E.g., a person can only ‘go home’ if they have a home to go home to. When they ‘are at home’ then they have a specific spatial and temporal contiguity to that place designated as their ‘home’. Then, to ‘leave home’, that contiguity must be disconnected and severed, be that on a temporary basis or permanently. So, the statement ‘X is now home’ implies these necessary forms of alignment must be in place for that statement to be a statement (of provisionally accepted, factual, non-virtually represented actuality). (31)

That, on this model of alignment, that the necessary forms of alignment must be present, we have the analytical-like basis for truth determination. (32)


But analytical truth formation is not further informative (given that what information is present, and is being presented, is only that which has already been supplied). Therefore, for truth determination to add to our apparent knowledge of the world non-analytical truth determinations need to be delineated through the evidential forms of framing necessary for such semantically structured discernments! (33)

Here we could argue that the role of the philosophical disciplinarian is to discern these forms of alignment both within and between both analytical and synthetical conditions that need to be co-present in the well-informed formation of truth determination; where such philosophical research is to be conducted in either theoretical, practical, and/or critical terms of reference. (34)


Hence, viable truth determination cannot be conducted purely in either analytical or synthetical terms of reference! Moreover, only through economic forms of ‘relatively circumscribed representation’ can these forms of alignment be noted, and then subjected to either confirmation and/or verification, and, thence, find forms of ‘conformation’ through the confirmation or verification of either confirmation or verification, etc. ‘Conformance’ being further validated by those techniques that further establish such degrees of either retrospectively accepted, or prospectively expected, or concurrently anticipated forms of conformal alignment.
 (35)

As argued elsewhere, alignment is realized through (ongoing processes of) re-alignment; i.e., through (phenomenological) re-de-mis-alignment, (hermeneutical) realignment, and (existential) re-alignment (where the latter is chaotically re-directed through a relatively acquired re-assessment of the situation in question). (36)

Such representative alignments being circumscribed for a miscellaneous number of reasons. Given that such sematic constructions, as provisional representations of the world of lived-reality, intentionally deposited in the form of texts, are always selectively framed and where such framing can never exhaust the lived-reality of such lived-interpretations. Such lived-interpretations being those ‘narrations’ we either tell ourselves and/or tell others, etc. (37)

Such semantic forms of treatment,
 in an e/valuation of their truth determinations, being either provisionally accepted, rejected or postponed through some form of deferral; circumscribed by the natural limitations involved in the collective set of frames being utilized; subject to ongoing process of re(-)alignment; influenced by apparent forms of direct evidence, indirect testimony, and suitable modes of argumentation based on logical forms of inference, etc., all to be suitably assisted by a wide variety of credible philosophical techniques, etc. An unending prospect for the endless research of the philosophical disciplinarian. (38)

Now, in the course of all such research, philosophical or otherwise, whether conducted in a disciplinary format or enacted from a secular perspective, there will be occasions when a more radical sense of re-direction will need to be taken up and worked through. That the chaotic-like appearance of this semblance of the radical needs to be re-accommodated within the conventional world of the critical in order to gain a valid sense of currency, and,  where, conversely, the critical needs to be subjected, from time to time, to the disruptive testing of the radical in order to update and re(-)validate such a re(-)conformation of disciplinary methods, etc. (39)

7. Provisional Conclusions, Comments, Observations, etc.

Ideally, the philosophical discipline and its critical and radical exercise of a suitable philosophical attitude is better realized when the ‘philosopher’ directs their attention towards a delineation of the conditions for truth determination and its allied topics such as e/valuation of consequences, values, identity, functionality, etc., as they devolve around this topic of ‘meta-truth determinations’. (40)

That the philosopher that takes a middle path between both absolutism and relativism, and, who carefully exercises both critical and radical techniques in this clarification of meta-truth determination and its allied topics, stands a better chance of becoming a member of the first division in this discipline without finding their automatic relegation to a second division! (41)

8. A First Postscript on this Topic of ‘Being Philosophical’
This province of meta-truth determination, in delineating the conditions for truth determination, cannot avoid the roll being played by various forms of representationalism. But, as necessary as forms of representation are we still should not be beholden to the misappreciation of our rhetorical devices, our metaphors and apparitional ways of seeing the world (where the latter entails mistreating hypothetical modes of similitude, etc.
) by straying into co-associated forms of rhetorical abuse, metaphorical abuse, apparitional abuse, or any other forms of philosophical abuse arrived at through a misapplication of those techniques we have found to hand  and whose limitation must always be duly observed! (42)

I have argued that this attention to meta-truth determination, along with its qualifications, it suitable utilization of critical and radical techniques, and maintaining an existential responsiveness to our being bound in this world together, etc., are the essential-like characteristics that define both our ‘being philosophical’ and the ‘philosophical discipline’. That the ‘value’ of this ‘disciplinary sense of a philosophical difference’, as argued elsewhere, is its ‘meta-disciplinary difference or differential’ and has a place in this world given the necessity for such philosophical reflections (as a set of methods for enriching our individual and collective existences). Moreover, as a ‘non-disciplinary difference or differential’ we must also argue that such philosophical reflections, as enacted both critically and radically, must return us to this world in such a manner that will assist us both individually and collectively in our making this passage through this world at large in a manner that better constitutes our shared sense of an existential freedom to be only found through our suitably re(-)invested relations with(-)other, before(-)others, and, indeed, through(-)others.!! (43)

As simple as it may seem, being ‘philosophical’, in all senses of that expression, is our intuitive ability to think that we can appreciate the validity of our truth determinations in whatever field we might critically and radically apply ourselves; be that either in the discerning of semantic identity, making aesthetic judgments, observing deontological imperatives, performing pragmatic approaches, exercising the hermeneutical delineation of possibility and/or correctly ascertaining the provisional status of representationally oriented statements.
 Moreover, in operating between the impossibility of the absolutistically indubitable (absolutisms) and the absolutistically non-indubitable (relativisms) all truth determinations should be treated as potentially provisional (even if conventionally accepted as otherwise), and therefore, must be regarded as works ever in progress developed through an ongoing ‘conversation’ and consensus formation, ever-accepting the limitations imposed upon the perspectival nature of our intentional representation/s of such lived-experience as both interpreted and narrated through the lived-reality of our overlapping cultural-intercultural life-world/s… (44)

But, in my attempting to be more precise, much has been left unsaid…. (45)





    Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 20.10.21.

2V. Part II: A Restatement of What is Meant by the Expression 

‘What it Means to Be Philosophical?’ from a Disciplinary Perspective
(A Second Conference Paper for The Continental Philosophy Group, November 2021)

9. A Critical Preappraisal of this Current Re(-)Positioning 

‘On Being Philosophical’ is the topic of this essay whilst a refinement of this theme is as to ‘What it Means to Be Philosophical (in a disciplinary perspective)?’ (46)

In Part I, I suggested ‘being philosophical’ meant, more or less, ‘looking into the suitable preconditions of the truthfulness of the truth determinations being pursued’. But such evaluations, and co-associated valuations,
 come in so many bewildering flavours that we must ask ‘just how do we, as philosophers, either as professionals or as amateurs, approach such complexity in order to critically give philosophical content to our philosophical reflections?’ In Part II, I will attempt to answer ‘how we might better conduct that inquiry and, most importantly, situate it in an existential context in which the philosophical attitude finds its essential raison d’être, namely, ‘the apposite proffering of ways and means for the mutual enrichment of our relationships’. Indeed, it is only through others, both collectively and individually, that we stand to find our freedom in the concrete specificity of shared-experience as we make our passages, both collectively and individually, through this world at large. (47)
Now, the final sentence in Section 8, to some extent, is somewhat provocative (paragraph 45): ‘But, in my attempting to be more precise, much has been left unsaid….’ So, just what are these tacit aspects and perspectives that might be implied if we were to answer an interrogation of this concluding comment? In asking myself ‘just what relevant aspects are absent, or not sufficiently dealt with in Part I, let me proffer the following answer. (48)


The entire Pursuit, as my current work in progress, is engaged in this type of pursuit or inquiry, namely, ‘just what is meant in being both critical and radical in this disciplinary field of the philosophical?’ Hence this oblique reference to an absent mentioning, at the very least, say, of Tarksi’s semantic theory of truth (determination); or, the heuristic device of transformational retreatment; economic theory as outlined by myself; the subdisciplines within the philosophical discipline as schematized by an ordered form of analysis (dealing with semantics, aesthetics, etc.
); just how do we phenomenologically deal with, e.g., evidence, etc; the nature of trans-cognitive judgment and how suspensions and de-suspensions figure in such transformational considerations, etc; the role played by the critical and parallel subdisciplines of phenomenological analyses, hermeneutical investigations, and existential examinations,
 and so on. (49)

We can also surmise, as an additional insight, that if a disciplinarian were to more closely observe the conditions for truth determination within the ambit of their own profession or range of amateur interests, that they too, in that same regard, would take on a philosophical complexion.
 Further proof that all disciplines are relatively commensurable with the philosophical discipline (and each other) when we attend to such considerations in our exploring and scrutinizing this facet of meta-truth determination. On one hand, demarcating the philosophical discipline from all other disciplines, and, on the other hand, integrating all disciplines within a ‘potentially integratable, overall disciplinary field of operation’.
 In effect, permitting, to varying degrees, these forms of relation entailed in such contragrammatical interactions. E.g., in enabling a ‘philosophy of history’ and a ‘history of philosophy’ as well as authorizing the productive possibility of a profitable interaction between this “‘philosophy of history’ and a ‘history of philosophy’”. (50)

Now, let me conclude this pre(-)appraisal with an aside. When visited by a tradesperson in their own home, this resident, as an anti-vaxer, refused to wear a mask when having to interact with this tradesperson. When asked if they would wear a mask, in line with company policy, this resident refused by saying he ‘did not believe in such nonsense’. The tradesperson answered by saying ‘science is not a matter of belief’ and informed this resident that ‘they would have to find another tradesperson who accepted such beliefs or were tolerant of such lapses in recognizing this current social consensus in how we are to exercise a respectful care for others’. I suspect this tradesperson had a fine degree in the field of philosophy and would better serve their community in that regard if only the priorities of society were not so commercially orchestrated by misguided and shortsighted neoliberals and other intellectual misfits obsessed by believing that the quantity of dollars directly correlates with the degree of imputed quality thus mistakenly indicated. But, is this amateur philosopher correct in making this claim ‘that science is not a matter of belief?’ We could believe, say, that ‘pink elephants can hide in strawberry patches’ and insist that this is actually happening as the very moment this ‘fact’ was being spoken. Obviously, insisting on such an unlikely possibility is not much more than an ‘insistence’ that this fact is true, i.e., that that proposition is a ‘true statement’ as a statement (of fact). But we could insist on the factual actuality of two contrary statements at the same time and where it could well be the case that neither ‘statement’ well-represents the nature of the world as had through a mutual sharing of lived-experience. If we have it on ‘good authority’ that strawberry pink elephants do not exist then such non-existent creatures could not actually hide in strawberry patches, or anywhere else for that matter. In this regard, it would be reasonable to suppose that science is not in the business of merely insisting ‘a is x’, and so on. Therefore, science, at least good science, or, a better science, must seek to validly demonstrate, within the life-world of the scientist, the contentions it makes through various forms of imputation and which are then to be disseminated to a less discriminating and more accepting public (with the full responsibilities that that should entail). That the weight of its arguments and demonstrations, etc., give an imprimatur to its disseminated findings even if we must treat all claims as ‘provisional’ from a philosophical perspective (for reasons as just noted in this essay). However, we should not afford any discipline too much respect, or that degree of respectfulness that is not deserved by making a careful assessment of the performance of that profession. Not too long ago learned gentlemen would have ‘concluded’ that witches were a valid topic for a scientific-like forms of exegesis. Indeed, whole textbooks would be written by men
 and intended as useful formulations for dealing with such ‘terrible’, and no doubt ‘terrified’, subjects accused of such practices. So, at least with this example of misbegotten behaviour to temper such enthusiasm towards the pursuit of science we might pursue a middle path and find a qualified concurrence with either a professional philosopher or an amateur philosopher wise enough to see that there is a difference between well-conducted and well-represented ‘science’ and the inevitable, non-evidence based fabrications of ‘mere belief’, all too often coupled with incidental conspiracies that sometimes are disseminated with disturbing consequences, and, that this difference needs to be suitably entertained; albeit with the due caution that should be observed by the person who is being either critical and/or radical in their discernments as to how this lived-world is to be both better represented and less misrepresented. This necessary caution being a good point to reintroduce the equation that ‘to be philosophical’ implies an alignment between ‘being philosophical’ and ‘being critical, radical and existential’ as we mutually ‘walk’, together, both individually and collectively, through this world at large.  (51)

First, just what is mean by ‘being critical’ in the conducting of our philosophical inquiries? (52)
10. Being Critical…

Being ‘critical’, basically, is ‘our correctly adhering to those pre-established conventions that oversee our expected successfulness in our enacting a certain range of tasks, be they either disciplinary and/or secular in orientation’. (53)

Such rules and practices, basically, are established in semantic terms of reference. I.e., the cognitive mappings that allow us to refer to the same thing, understand its transitioning (through space and time in this open semblance of a world at large
), how it finds accommodations and entertains transformations, therein, etc. E.g., a ‘baby’ is understood as ‘a person who, hopefully, will become an adult, and, who will move about this world, and enter into the evolution of accommodative relationships with others, and, who through doing so will share a set of languages, participate in various cultural-intercultural settings, etc.’ (54)

The imputation of these semantic maps is established through these cultural-intercultural navigations, negotiations and arbitrated agreements entered into, etc. A certain degree of cultural concurrence being necessary for significant communication to occur through such co-alignment of intentional attitudes, etc. However, these imputed semantic maps can be neither perfectly synthesized nor perfectly approached perspectivally nor equally be exhausted in the significant discovery of new and novel perspectives; be they found to be relevant, not so relevant or not relevant at all to those inquiries. (55)

Indeed, our ‘world’ is ‘an unbound atlas of maps’ that inevitably will find forms of conflict, in part, within and between different modes in mapping in more overtly oriented experience as we straddle a no-person’s land between both the impossible, absolutistically indubitable and the impossible, absolutistically non-indubitable.  Where our communicative navigations, negotiations and arbitrated agreements, as co-performances of significance generation, generally, are co-enacted in order to find some form of conformation in our psychic inhabitation within the overlap of such map(ping)s. (56)

Such map formations being assisted either pre-critically, critically and/or radically through an economic matching of semantic materials within culturally inherited mappings phenomenologically, along with allied genre reference frames that mutually reinforce such understood semantically organized ascriptions, etc., and, where all interactive possibilities are also discerned with degrees of apparent existential relevance, etc. Let me briefly illustrate this economic paralleling of the phenomenal-phenomenological, hermeneutical and existential orientations. So, e.g., if I am tired and need to sit down then I would probably set about looking for a chair or a couch, or maybe a bench, or somewhere else I could sit down, and so on, in order to be seated. Hence, in existential specifics ‘I am tired’; phenomenologically I would like to locate and correctly identify the particular phenomenon of ‘a convenient chair to hand, or similar’;
 and, hermeneutically invoke this genre of being seated thereupon’ in order to realize a suitable
 satisfaction of such intensions (in this aspiration to rest). That these co-associated existential, phenomenological, and hermeneutical forms of alignments are usually found to mutually reinforce each other through such overall economic collaboration, cross-referencing, in our meeting a satisfaction to be realized in the course of  such aspirations, etc. (57)

But, a further puzzle presents itself. (58)


This supposed insight that ‘being philosophical’ involves our merely ‘seeking to better appreciate the pre-conditions for truth determination’ with the following conundrum, namely, if this simple philosophical task is at the center of the philosophical attitude then how do we explain a bewildering array of philosophical subdisciplines, of which to name but a few, we would find, e.g., logic/s, dialectics, epistemology, ontology, ethics, aesthetics, politics, political-economics, phenomenology, hermeneutics, existentialism, and so on. Indeed, with such a plethora of disciplined practice ‘how could we possibly apply such a simple approach of just seeking the preconditions behind the choice of practice being currently chosen? Surely, we would be for ever and a day making tools to work in the garden but never find the time to actually get around to do any digging, or shoveling, weeding, pruning, or whatever else the garden, at that time of the year, calls us to do? (59)

I would like to reduce such bewildering complexity to its economic preconditions as laid out in the following form of an ordered analysis. (60)
Experience, for me is built up from a series of stages that just like a multistory building means that there can be no second floor without a first, and no third floor without a second, and so on. Hence there exists for(-)us this ordered series of priorities (and so, e.g., when we take a lift, say, to the fourth floor, we must first travel up through the first to the third floors before arriving at this fourth floor). In a similar manner, I perceive intentional constitution to be so ordered. I.e., that a certain series of judgments, delivered in trans-cognitive terms of reference, allow us to travel to the desired category of experience once those preconditions for experience are duly met. E.g., conceiving of ‘a table top that is both round and square’ is impossible, so, therefore, such a table could be neither thought nor perceived, and could never be thought possible and, what is not possible, could never be an actual fact able to have been  encountered in historical time and space. Laid out in a simple form, this series of judgment, on a trans-cognitive level of entertainment, are pre-essential judgments, essential-aesthetical judgments, deontological judgments, pragmatical judgments, judgments of possibility, and judgments of historical actuality. Hence these six orders as just noted. (61)
However, putting aside their technical specifications, as a topic that has been explored on a number of occasions elsewhere, I would like to illuminate the economic nature of their experiential origination through noting the following theoretical simplification. (62)

It could be argued that the act of ‘judgment’ is a process of ‘judgment’, and, that it should possess a similar ‘transcendental’, trans-cognitive form, namely, as a ‘trans-cognitive appreciation of the cognitive nature of intentional experience’.
 (63)
That, what makes each judgment unique is its intentional material for judgment. But, what allows certain judgments to fall under certain categories is this ability to simply fall under these six forms of judgmental expression. I.e., a first order of essential-like semantic determination (in a cultural-intercultural, cognitive mapping of predicates, relations and logical subjects); the integration of the former in an aesthetic-like formation; deontological judgments (that progressively advance our relationships through their mutual re(-)enrichment); pragmatic consideration (that can also progressively advance the re(-)enrichment of our relationships); determinations of factual possibility; and (provisionally treated) determinations of factual actuality. That these six categories can be numbered from one to six, i.e., giving us our first order, etc. and on through to the sixth order (of factual statements considered as factually confirmed or verified, etc.
). (64)
However, the unfolding of such complexity of detail is not my primary mission here. Rather, I would like to demonstrate how this vast complexity of unique judgmental judgments can be radically simplified by economic means. Namely, by taking the archetypal nature of an economy (as it devolves between the polarities of focus, field and frame/framing) can be succinctly engineered through a subtle privileging/de-privileging of these three polarities at the center of the archetypal economy (as it underlies all economies, be they intentional, judgmental, perceptual, philosophical, disciplinary, etc.). (65)
That, in very recent research, I have discovered that (subtle) de-privileging is arrived at through forms of suspension that through an automatic invocation of the de-suspension then relatively privileges, albeit subtly, those economic polarities, as dialectical moments, not being suspended. Such combinations give us exactly six, and only six possibilities which exactly correspond to these six forms of judgmental appreciation. (66)


In this brief essay I do not claim to have demonstrated this form of correspondence (as explored in detail elsewhere) as I only wish to allude to the fact that this bewildering range of philosophical disciplines, and their topics, can be relatively integrated under the auspices of such an ordered scheme. Of course, the apparent simplicity of these six ordered topics that fall under these six ordered headings of semantics, aesthetics, deontology, pragmatics, hermeneutics, history/science, in lived-reality, are never divorced from the very nature of judgment itself and where we must also accommodate such relatively superficial forms of non-commensurability. Just as, e.g., an architectural builder of a bridge needs to suitably invest in both deontological and pragmatical considerations that, hopefully, will also take on an aesthetic dimension as well. Overseeing the building of a bridge that does not fall down and injure people, is constructed within a reasonable budget, and, hopefully, has a design that common consensus might regard as pleasingly ‘aesthetic’… In this instance, integrating these three orders of the deontological, pragmatic and aesthetic by conventional means given that the rules for their interaction are already enshrined in best work practice, in legislation, in common sense, in the regulations of the relevant discipline/s, etc. (67)

Thus, by such means, noting that this ordered approach can relatively simplify a plethora of philosophical subdisciplines (either at the level of individual orders, like, e.g., deontological considerations, or, through accommodations, as with, e.g., our architect of a bridge, or, collectively, like logic, dialectics, etc. (68)

But, as a general rule, we should not too rigidly adhere to such pre-established transformational rules and other disciplinary formations without also critiquing those same conventions especially when the relational situation appears to call for these relatively radical forms of re-directed re(-)appreciation… as a response, e.g., to anomalous situations that do not seem to find conventional forms of resolution… (69)
11. Being Radical…

Over the course of our philosophical explorations, we could head off in three similarly headed directions by following three possible courses of enaction (involving greater degrees of enactive discernment). First, we could informally take things as they are, as culturally-interculturally understood. In effect, running a commentary very close to the metaphorical surface of that being commented upon. Or, we could do that in a more formal manner by critically following the conventions that are thought to be more suitable for such a closer form of scrutiny (and preferably within the critical auspices of this ordered scheme). But, however, from time to time, under the weight of new evidence; or, following on though new perspectives; or, in our encounters with various anomalies whose resolution appears to invite, if not demand, quite different forms of treatment, etc., it may well be necessary to exercise a more radical point of view or, indeed, even a series of such non-conventional readings. That, on some occasions, this radical sense of re-direction may very well arise without being provoked through its own re(-)organization if not through some semblance of a self-directed process involving a chaotic re(-)self-organized change of state. A radically different perspective(s) that successfully proffers both relevant and radical ways of successfully re-seeing the problematic or problematized topic to hand. Welcome to the philosophical world of the relatively radical. ‘Relatively radical’ in the sense that if it is too radical it will not allow us to profitably re-interpret our current topic. Fortunately, in this regard, we can only innovate ‘one small step at a time’, but, where such steps, and missteps, can sometime radically re-configure our ensuing sense of re(-)vision, the altered representational manner of its apparent depiction; inviting new forms of rhetorical exercise, novel metaphors along with expanded boundary conditions that, again, should not be transgressed, and so on, and so forth. (70)

In this regard, our philosophical research, or any form of disciplinary research that takes on this philosophical complexion, is going to need to develop a dialectical relationship between the relatively radical and the relatively critical, namely, where critical conventions need to be radically re-tested, and, the relatively radical needs to be critically accommodated in order for such insights to be profitably interpreted, acted upon, suitably critiqued, etc. (71)

That the fruitfulness of this relatively radical relationship is often one in which the existential can more easily ‘announce itself’, and ‘be heard announcing itself’, by virtue of the fact that we are opening ourselves up to a more suitable array of possibilities not hitherto thought about or even thought possible. By not subjecting ourselves to just conventional forms of closure we leave the existential ‘door’ open to being possibly surprised in ways that are genuinely and authentically novel as well as being apt for the nature of the circumstances being experienced through such provoked forms of simulation. Indeed, we may be called upon to act upon such insistent insightfulness through forms of existential intervention as we find ourselves impelled to act on the behalf of the relationship in question as it both finds itself relationally embedded in an overall world-of-life and it finds us embedded therein… (72)
12. Being Existential…

What is the philosophical import of this imputed existential dimension? (73)
For a start, without the bare minimum of an acceptance of such a dimension we may as well be whispering in the wind. The respectful philosopher should neither rule things in nor out without due philosophical diligence. Hopefully, we are prepared to make room for such an understanding as a frame of reference that ties together the ever-anomalous nature of experience to the extent that the world does not operate as if on the deterministic tracks of a railway line… and, therefore, thankfully, can ever surprise us with a richness of experience sometimes not even pre-imagined. Let us call this dimension an ‘existential domain’, for the want of a better name, and see if such an imputation both meets with our expectations fostered in this regard and overcomes all reservations about its experiential existence, distinctiveness and accessibility..? (74)

Relationships emerge and are experienced with a certain existential ‘excess’ or ‘edge’ that cannot be reduced to their material ‘basis’. Moreover, no two relationships can ever be the same, and, one of the ways we naturally differentiate such ‘difference’ is recognizing the comparative intensity of our relational experience as being realized, along with an appreciation of its apparent ‘relevance’. An experience of relevance as being simulated for(-)us through an on ongoing resolution of all confronted forms of difference as found being experienced within the ambit of that relationship, albeit from the simulated semblance of an apparent self-perspective of the apparent relationship itself. Indeed, under chaotic-like circumstances, a relationship can enact its own sense of re-direction through a process of re(-)self-organization in which the relationship, through us, is able to re-direct it current trajectory, hopefully, in a more profitable direction that benefits all the participants also embedded in that same relationship.
 (75)

Hence, this existential dimension to lived-experience granted, along with its potential for a positive transformational re(-)enrichment of our relationships also accepted, it follows that the realm of philosophical experience takes on quite a different lease on life that neither can nor should be subverted by being ‘framed’ through ideological forms of overcommitment or under-commitment as associated, say, with so-called ‘realism’ versus ‘skepticism’, etc… given that all forms of ideological formation impossibly fall under the ‘shadows’ of either the absolutistically indubitable or the absolutistically non-indubitable… in ways so unbecoming for an earnest philosopher seeking to establish the pre-conditions for truthfulness through exercising either radically-critical and/or critically-radical forms of seriously reflected upon enacted engagement… (76)

Of course, such seriousness should not disbar us from also seeing the comical side of our tragic existences given that no one is ever the absolute master or mistress of their own fate. A good reason for taking on board this ‘existential fact’ of our existence ‘that we can only find our freedom through others’ and that ‘the quality of such freedom can be augmented and enhanced through suitable form of existential orchestration’. I.e., those processes of positive re(-)self-organization that advance this ongoing, re(-)enrichment of our relationships made possible for(-)us through the instigation of those ensuing forms of existential intervention when and where ‘we act on the behalf of our relationships!’ (77)

In the form of a summary, for the observant philosopher, just what should we note..? (78)
13. Provisional Conclusions, Comments, Observations, etc.



Being philosophical is an attitude that is openly critical, radical and existential in scope. (79)
Moreover, in a truth-filled seeking of the truthful conditions for truth determinations, be that in the discipline of philosophy, any other discipline, or our passage through a secular sense of the world at large, we either attend informally to the cultural-intercultural conventions as they present themselves, or more formally through the lens of critical conventions, preferably attending to their ordered dispositions, or radically by a re(-)investment into different ways and means of seeing things that are relevant and profitable, without, I should add actually ‘seeing things’, i.e., as ‘imputations’, that are not there so to speak… and must ever be treated, and retreated, as ‘provisional’ in nature despite natural tendencies, on our part, to regard all judgments as fully thematized and surely delivered… as if in the definitive form of ‘letters that once would have been delivered through the mail to our letter boxes in a form that could not be unwritten…’ (80)
14. A ‘Final’ Postscript on this Topic of ‘Being Philosophical’

So, I should add, again, that much needs to be left unsaid for a vast variety of reason besides the natural circumscriptions of time and space... (81) 

That the philosophical prospect, continually thematized through philosophical projects and programs, is ever a work in progress, but, it is to be hoped that if our research is to bear at least minimal representational alignments with lived-reality that lived-experience itself will progressively refine what is heading in a truth-filled, truthful direction and eventually disqualify or modify what needs to be removed or emended, and, that it is this hope that sustains the ineluctable optimism of the philosopher who carefully and closely attends to the everyday reality of what unfolds and unravels before them..!! (82)







        Noël Tointon, Penrith, 26.10.21.
2V. Part III: A Restatement of What is Meant by the Expression

‘What it Means to Be Philosophical?’ from a Disciplinary Perspective
15. Preamble


In workshopping Part I, for which I am most grateful, I discovered I had a number of additional conundrums, or ‘philosophical problems’ to either deal with or deal further with along with the need to situate the import of this re-positioning in a form that clearly and succinctly states just where we might be heading. In retrospect, it appears to me that, in Part I, in a theoretical sense, I was laying out the overall problem, namely, ‘what it means to be philosophical?’ and, also, ‘why it is so difficult to articulate the phenomenological nature of its disposition, as an attitude, as exercised in both a disciplinary realm and in a secular world?’, whereas, in Part II, I was attempting to sketch out just what was involved in exercising a philosophical attitude from a more practical point of view. In Part III, I now feel the need to tie up a few loose ends and clearly articulate from a critical, and radical perspective just what ramifications are involved in this somewhat subtle form of re-positioning: that the philosopher, either as a professional or as an amateur, is exploring the pre-conditions for the valid truth determination of their topic under such scrutiny in the hope of better understanding the nature of that topic and, through such insightfulness, advertently or inadvertently, refine their successful utilization of that working form of knowledge through this ongoing, harmonized union of theory, practice and critique. In the Provisional Conclusion, to this Part III, as an introduction to Part IV, I will introduce the idea of exploring the potentially therapeutically implications of this process of treatment and retreatment wherein this experience of the philosophical might be augmented and enhanced through such an approach? (83)
16. A First Conundrum

If a philosopher is understood as critically exploring, through philosophical scrutiny, the philosophically treated topic to hand, be that of a disciplinary disposition or of a secular persuasion in orientation, would it then be possible for a philosopher to scrutinize the operations of their own discipline given that, by definition, ‘the meta-determination of the truth conditions for truth determination’ can only be enacted by one of these parties   (just as a reflection is not understood as seeing itself in a mirror?). Either the scrutinizing party is observing ‘the meta-determination of the truth conditions for truth determination’ in which case the observed party, as the topic under focus, is not acting as a philosopher, or, the philosopher, as the topic, in observing such an orientation, it would follow that the scrutinizer is redundant, surplus to requirements, indeed, a possible point of interference in such critical activities?
 I.e., in essence, can a philosopher philosophically appreciate the nature of their own discipline in a philosophically critical manner?
 (84) 

Intuitively, in my opinion, most of us would like to answer ‘yes’. It is and must be possible for a philosopher to ‘be philosophical about their own work’, be that as either a disciplinarian or amateur. But, this would imply that the definition of ‘being philosophical’ would need to include ‘being meta-philosophical, and meta-meta-philosophical, and meta-meta-meta-philosophical, and so on and so forth,’ with the implication that a philosopher could never be truly philosophical in any definitive sense… which, I am sure, some disciplinarians think is actually the case, and, on many occasions, I am much in an agreement with them in that regard (given so much absolutistic or relativistic nonsense is disseminated by ideological extremists like exclusively strict realists, idealists and pragmatists, pure cultural relativists, et al).  (85)

How to resolve this conundrum? In essence, this philosophical problem questions whether ‘a philosopher in being able to be philosophical about any discipline can actually be philosophical about their own discipline’? (86)


I have resolved this type of problematic issue in the past by invoking a transformational philosophy of retreatment. Basically, suitably situated economically, in the relational context in question, the apparently bimodal relationship between that being treated and its manner of treatment can be sequentially viewed, in evolving provisional terms, through a trimodal process of pre-treatment, treatment and retreatment where these three stages can be treated as correlatives in a process of economic-relational transformation. In virtual, intentional frames of reference we might consider these stages as approximating pre-suppositions, supposition(al argument)s, and post supposition(al conclusion)s. Or, in a non-virtual, causal frame of reference as pre-conditions, conditions and post-condition(al consequence)s. Or, in combining both of these former approaches we can then form an intentional-causal frame of reference in order to simulate different possible patterns of behavior, etc., through this prism of pretreatment, etc. At the heart of this approach is the dialectical-like recognition that treatment realizes a transformational product that is elevated by one meta-degree, but, that through the ensuing suspension of the implicated suspension, as a form of de-suspension, we are also automatically returned to the world at the initial object-level of our enquiries and where in the process we obviate the need for the excessive replication of increasing meta-levels of complexity. Applying this critical point of view to this conundrum leads to its total defusement as a problematic issue. Let me explicate this sense of resolution. (87)

That it is possible to be philosophical about being philosophical since such meta-philosophical treatment can be rendered as philosophical through retreatment. Problem solved! Every time I think about a certain problem means I am thinking about the thinking of that problem, which, through retreatment, returns to being that original problem albeit as it has been rethought, otherwise how could any problem per se ever find a point of resolution should that be possible? Indeed, how could any problem be solved?! (88)

So, on the strength of this resolution, even a philosopher can be philosophical about their own philosophical attitudes. A state of affairs that needs to be both recommended and encouraged; just as each and every disciplinarian needs to philosophically attend to the conventional form and limitations of their own critically evolving sets of practices that distinctively circumscribe the uniqueness of their disciplines.
 In effect, explain how it is equally possible for there to be a ‘philosophy of history’ and a ‘philosophy of philosophy’, and so on. (89)

The important insight to be gained from an inspection and resolution of this first conundrum is that ‘philosophical exploration’ is entered into in and through ‘the meta-determination of the truth conditions associated with our topic, as economically situated, albeit as subjected to a process of retreatment that will automatically return us to the concrete, specificity of this world of lived-experience given that such philosophical treatment is immediately refracted through those processes of retreatment’.
 (90)

17. A Second Conundrum (Revisited)

With so many topics, potentially infinite in number, just how does the philosopher address such complexity if at all? (91)

How might we deal with this surplus of riches? I would politely suggest that all problems that have solutions can be solved in an infinite number of ways. Of course, some solutions are more practical, or more effective, or more efficient, or more relevant or efficacious (should that dilemma in question be existential in character and centrally resident in lived-experience and pertinent to how we might better interpret such lived-reality, etc.), etc.
 (92) 

For me, it is quite simply the case of philosophically dealing with what is already being ‘found to hand’ means we must take ‘what is to hand’ and sequentially operate on that pre-given understanding along with an acceptance of both its conventional horizons and limitations. That, in essence, we can more or less, only conduct one logical sequence at a time (in a process of treatment), but, that in doing so, we should also be aware of the possibilities of encountering, first, forms of error correction, or, second, a practical awareness that we are moving in the right direction (in terms of our exercising relatively productive genres of behaviour), and, third, that we might meet with relatively radical chaotic processes of re-configurations of that same material either through chaotic bifurcations or chaotic processes of emergence (all conducted within an ensuing process of retreatment). Therefore, problem solved. In essence we take the relatively pre-given or pre-understood topic to hand and operate on its simulated representation in such a manner that through processes of either phenomenological error correction, or a form of hermeneutically oriented self-approval of the apparent utility of the adopted and adapted genre or genres being invoked, and/or correctly discern an awareness of the chaotic forms of resolution that might be incrementally arrived at through the conjunction of the former. Finding through the evolution of this process of ongoing re(-)alignment that we can realize a more informative and appreciative take on that topic to hand, be it either reviewed in a philosophical and/or non-philosophical light (as it is seen to reflect the enacted manner of its evolving representative re(-)simulation/s in a transformational process of retreatment). (93)

The following implication will also need to be addressed, namely, that each and every disciplinarian, in being critical about the operations of their own discipline, will, by such necessity, need to observe a philosophical or philosophical-like approach in either their critical and/or radical re(-)appreciation of their own disciplinary practices. Implying, that the critical and/or radical disciplinarian must take such an inter-disciplinary approach to the suitable enactment of the exercise of their own discipline. Or, in other words, herein lies a fruitful province for the philosopher to mutually engage those of other disciplines in a philosophical strengthening of both disciplines. Where the philosopher, hopefully, proffers a clarity of form for the non-philosopher, and, where the non-philosopher proffers materials for fruitful forms of philosophical treatment/retreatment through such mutual modes of non-symmetrical collaboration?! (94)

The insightful point of the resolution of this conundrum is, that despite the complexity of the world, along with the uniqueness of each and every imaginary point therein, still, we continue to face a comprehended continuity of experience in and through our ability to appreciate the apparent constitution of that currently to hand as that already ‘to-hand’ and from which, incremental operation by incremental operation, through such sequences, we are able to reasonably transform the simulation of such a representative state of affairs through such re(-)simulations. (95)
18. A Third Conundrum (Revisited)
With so much complexity in the non-philosophical arena, along with so many philosophical subdisciplines, just how could the philosopher even attempt to successfully marshal such a plethora of resources to deal with this veritable tsunami of potential topics and possible modes of treatment? (96)


As I noted in Part II:

This supposed insight that ‘being philosophical’ involves our merely ‘seeking to better appreciate the pre-conditions for truth determination’ with the following conundrum, namely, if this simple philosophical task is at the center of the philosophical attitude then how do we explain a bewildering array of philosophical subdisciplines, of which to name but a few, we would find, e.g., logic/s, dialectics, epistemology, ontology, ethics, aesthetics, politics, political-economics, phenomenology, hermeneutics, existentialism, and so on. Indeed, with such a plethora of disciplined practice ‘how could we possibly apply such a simple approach of just seeking the preconditions behind the choice of practice being currently chosen? Surely, we would be for ‘ever and a day’ making tools to work in the garden but never find the time to actually get around to do any digging, or shoveling, weeding, pruning, or whatever else the garden, at that time of the year, calls us to do?
 [59] (97)


In a similar manner to the resolution of the second conundrum, but, this time, we are to be sequentially observant of the envisaged transformations of those more probable virtual pathways that appear to promise to sufficiently address and redress the currently problematic nature of our enquiries. I.e., the very hermeneutic constitution of the problematic nature of that topic in question should have already outlined the conventional manner of its resolution by having already supplied various suitable modes of response be such possibilities thematized through our reflections upon a mix of observations, explanations, testimonies, habits, logical inferences, expectations and anticipations, preset patterns of interpretation, etc. In a recognition of the differential relevance of such apparent possibilities for suitable forms of resolution it merely behooves us to virtually conjecture and envisage as to which of those solutions would, comparatively, be more productive in their carefully considered e/valuation, and, to then responsibly adopt and adapt the prescriptive instructions of those solutions as presented through such comparative virtual simulations. Therein and thereafter, hoping that such responses deliver the requisite degree of e/valuation as to be anticipated through their instantiated expedition. I.e., by such means, through such parallel entertainment, we can take up the more prominent of those seemingly relevant transformational possibilities in the hope that such expected fruitfulness be found immediately anticipated through such selective and exercised instantiation. That, by such means, through such virtual proportional comparisons, we find ourselves hopefully meeting, non-virtually, with an anticipated satisfaction of our intentions in line, to the same or a similar degree, with those reasonably ascertained expectations. (98)


Or, more put succinctly, our very ability to address ‘what-is-to-hand’ in the form of a rhetorical question gives to us at the same time our very ability to redress the problematic nature of that as ‘found-to-hand’. In other words, our questioning invites a co-associated probable answer or a set of possible answers, where each is in the form of an immediately anticipated response somewhat in line with such expectations. Finding an eventuated, ongoing process of re(-)alignment through the forms of alignment found between our expectations and their realized anticipations. Or, in working with what ‘is-to-hand’ we can come to find what else is ‘to-be-found-to-hand’, and so on. (99)

Or, in other words, our ability to comprehend certain aspects of the complexity of this world is considerably simplified through the selective, perspectival manner of our appropriation given, effectively, that we can only see the world through one lens at a time, and, similarly, operate, therein and thereupon, one sequential step at a time! (100)
19. A Fourth Conundrum
That, despite this excessively diverse surfeit of philosophical methods and topics, along with an extensive array of philosophical and non-philosophical disciplines, each with their innumerable sub-disciplines, why is the world generally experienced, for the most part, as something that is just not problematic, indeed, neither non-philosophically problematic nor philosophically problematic?! (101)


Then, in some, perhaps interrelated measure, why is it the case that the philosophical attitude for a small number of people is just not there for them as a way of seeing the world? But, in this instance, why even philosophers with the removal of their philosophical hats, so to speak, also do not find the world problematic despite their all too often endlessly entertaining a succession of interminable controversies, conundrums, paradoxes, dilemmas, and other traditional and non-traditional instances of an aporia? (102)

That the world, in the mundane course of lived-experience, is just not problematic for the same reason that the possible and impossible complexities of the world are just not discerned through our more focused, habitual forms of appropriation where ‘what is seen and handled’ is not much more nor much less that just that ‘which we wish to see and wish to handle’. Only when we operate with crossed purposes, or we are not clear in our ambitions and aspirations, or challenged through extreme circumstances, or we find ourselves venturing into a disciplinary field without a clear semantically (in)formed map of its topics, functions and aspirational targets do we stumble upon such seemingly problematic or problematized ground. Then, it would seem, we must work overtime in order to make up for our current inability to proffer some simplistic solution when a process of resolution appears to demand a lot more of us in that same regard. (103)

Yes, we can be caught flat-footed, but, it would seem, some of us more permanently flat-footed so to speak. So, how do we account for an apparent absence of a philosophical ability, on the part of some, to appreciate and evaluate the constitution of the world as experienced through our philosophical reflections on lived-experience? (104)

I suspect that a resolution of this observation should assist us to make better sense of that central conundrum as to ‘what it means to be philosophical’ and ‘why some are less able or unable to appreciate a philosophical perspective or point of view?’ (105)

20. A Provisional Resolution of this Central Conundrum 
In the light of this exposition, as developed so far, let me roll the following three questions into the rhetorical embrace of this central conundrum, namely, ‘what does it mean to be philosophical?’, and, ‘why is it so difficult to articulate what is involved in such an attitude?’ and ‘why is it the case that some people, it would seem, just cannot exercise a philosophical sense of perspective?’ (106)

In thinking through these conundrums I have noted that although the definition of a philosophical attitude is an appreciation resident in ‘the meta-determination of truth determinations’ the form of this appreciation is not just restricted to meta-determinations, or meta-meta-determinations, etc., or, for that matter, the enactment of truth determinations per se since through automatic processes of retreatment we will be returned to the concrete, historical specificity of lived-experience albeit as refracted through such critical (or radical, or, non-critical or non-radical) forms of treatment. Moreover, the complexity of the world is somewhat simplified for us, rhetorically, for through the act of questioning ‘what is to hand’ we have already framed the terms of reference of ‘what is to-be-found-to-hand’ (more or less). The resolution of the third conundrum suggesting that what ‘works for us’ ‘work-for-us’ in that same regard, and, what ‘works better for us’ is seemingly that which ‘works-better-for-us’. Indeed, that this problem of complexity is to be resolved in so far as ‘we fall back upon the way it was rhetorically presented’ as the simplified basis for how it will be correspondingly resolved through: 
…habitual forms of appropriation where ‘what is seen and handled’ is not much more nor much less that just that ‘which we wish to see and wish to handle’.


Or, as already stated in a similar manner:

… I.e., the very hermeneutic constitution of the problematic nature of that topic in question should have already outlined the conventional manner of its resolution by having already supplied various suitable modes of response be such possibilities thematized through our reflections upon a mix of observations, explanations, testimonies, habits, logical inferences, expectations and anticipations, preset patterns of interpretation, etc.
 (107)

The fourth conundrum noted that for most people most of the time the world is ‘neither non-philosophically problematic nor philosophically problematic?!’
 Of course, in situations of crisis and survival this observation would not hold. But, in an absence of such stresses and strains the world is not viewed problematically. Then, it was added as a qualification, in the form of a rhetorical question, ‘why is it the case that the philosophical attitude for a small number of people is just not there for them as a way of seeing the world?’
 How might we resolve the two facets to this aspect, namely, that the world is not normally viewed through a problematic disciplinary lens, be that philosophical or non-philosophical in character, and, that for some people even this possibility of being philosophical on any occasion, when seemingly conjured up in an apparent process of reflection, is just not there to be invoked, does not and cannot appear, is just not available; neither encountered, recognized nor engaged? (108)
As a solution to this puzzle, I would like to fall back on my speculative observation that in acts of reflection we are immediately returned to ‘this world of concrete, historical specificity’ through the automatic force of the de-suspension that immediately removes us from ‘being ever trapped and paralyzed in the transcendental suspension’ (at the economic basis of all rhetorical, metaphorical and literal thinking
). That, as we can only deal with that which is intentionally constituted by-us, for-us, as ‘presented’ in that as found-to-hand, so, it would follow that only that being ‘represented’ could be found in that as found-to-hand, and, given the limitations of thought, and, given, more or less, that we can only sequentially operate one step at a time, moment to moment, only on some of those momentary occasions would we meet with processes of chaotic ‘re-presentation’ where we would be immediately re-directed to relatively superficial alterations in the overall constitution of such intentional processes that may or may not appear to have taken on relatively radical shifts in both semantic signification and ensuing consequences (a fact that would be more directly experienced if it were the case that these alterations in intent were to be acted out in a causally directed process of non-virtual enactment). (109)

In other words, given this default mode of a ‘concrete, historical specificity’ if there is no need to avail ourselves of a philosophical attitude then we would be more inclined to remain where we are, namely, in this habitual state of our current concrete, historical specificity. Given this relatively natural state of ‘concreteness’, in a secular sense of world, along with its co-associated semblance of a ‘concrete inertia’ then it is no wonder that we make most of our passing through this world focusing on the prevailing specificity of such lived-experience. Then the ‘concrete’ nature of this inertia might also explain why some people seem utterly incapable of entering into any form of philosophical reflection and engaging with any form of philosophical awareness. Let me finesse this imputation or psychological inference. (110)

In effect, the philosophical manoeuvre consists in dialectically moving from a concrete level of pretreatment to an abstract level of treatment entailing the apparent appreciation of the truth conditions that appear to prevail or not prevail at the levels of either pretreatment and/or treatment, and, our immediate ever-recurring return to the concreteness of the world of retreatment albeit as refracted through the consequences observed at the level of treatment (and either their prospectively expected, immediately anticipated  and/or retrospectively interpreted ‘impacts’, regarded as iterated processes of non-chaotically and chaotically oriented causal re(-)direction/intentional (re)directedness as imputed in this world of the concrete). Or, in effect, giving us a fourth definition of the philosophical through this additional overlay of retreatment. Namely, that the ‘philosophical attitude’ is ‘the meta-determination of our appreciation of the valid truth conditions for truth determination (etc.) as revealed through the ensuing consequential processes of retreatment’. (111)

Philosophical thinking, therefore, means navigating and negotiating a world of relatively abstract ideation as presented through metaphor, e.g., whilst not mistaking the abstract nature of such analogical thinking with the concreteness naturally embedded in its mere imagery coopted to perform that type of abstract, meta-ideation. In an imputed conflation of these two dimensions it is no wonder that such a concretely oriented individual would be less capable, if not incapable, of performing abstract thinking that is more metaphorical in complexion. In the discipline of psychology such a phenomenon is recognized as being quite evidently present in psychosis, indeed, in a variety of psychotic conditions.
 It is also my belief that this condition, as a relative absence of non-concrete, metaphorical, abstract thinking, can also be demonstrated in those people who evince a pseudo-psychosis
 stemming from excessive forms of ideological over-commitment; perhaps as also present in those people with the opposite condition centered on the habitual presence of an inertia arising from a general state of attitudinal under-commitment; in those on the autistic spectrum; and, in those people, for whatever reason, who just are rigidly concrete in their fixations either on daily rituals and routines (in a condition that I have defined as ‘stasis’
) and/or their (pseudo-psychotic-like) over-commitments. (112)

Given this provisional psychological typology it is tempting to ask if this diminished capability or inability to entertain a philosophical perspective, itself, is something that could be treated? In the following Postlude, in Part IV, I will explore this particular side-avenue to these enquiries. (113)


Moving in an opposite direction, it would seem appropriate to define the psychological state of ‘being philosophical’ as being one that is ‘entertained in a psychological state that can ‘envisage’ abstract thought and metaphorical thinking, navigate meta-levels in modes of treatment, and, negotiate through those apposite transformational rules that mirror the de-suspensional thrust back into the concrete specificity of this world of lived-experience through the formulation of those modes of retreatment, preferably of an existential orientation, that invite us to both enjoy and suffer this pro-relational world of the other, through the simulated commonality of their relational ‘non-otherness’…’ (114)

In effect, retreating this concept of ‘retreatment’ through an existential lens. (115)


Hence, in the light of this additional qualification of ‘retreatment’, we can now refine, and expand, our definition of the ‘philosophical attitude’ as a ‘critical, and sometimes radical, appreciation of the meta-determination of the valid conditions for truth determination subject to forms of retreatment that return us to the exigencies of a world as lived preferably with an existential complexion (hopefully, with a pro-relational sense of re-directedness that may well impel us to suitably intervene in the course of our relationships on the re(-)enriched behalf of those same relationships, in their embedded situatedness, as engaged by(-)us, before(-)other, through(-)others as we make our passages, both individually and collectively, through this overall world of life)’.
 (116)

Or, more succinctly, this expanded definition can be rendered through the following contraction: ‘philosophical’ is ‘the appreciation of the meta-determination of the valid conditions for truth determination subject to forms of retreatment that are both existential and non-existential in orientation’. (117)

Implied, of course, on the grounds of the maxim ‘that what should be preferenced should be preferenced and what should not be preferenced should not be preferenced’ that a preference of the existential should not be obstructed and allowed to be given a voice so to speak through the force of its own semblance of a ‘voice’ (in which the existential sense or semblance of an ‘enfranchised and empowered narrative’ is allowed to chart its own forms of disclosure and concealment, etc., rather than being merely dictated by the aspirational ambitions of the narrator alone).
 By the trans-historical nature, or ideality, of the concept of ‘preferential treatment’ is meant, with respect to the selectively entertained emphasis of our motivation towards the embrace of or disentangling from the focused upon nature and functions of a distinctive form of intentional constitution, ‘either the retrospective prioritization of the past, the privileging of the present and/or the promotion of expected features of the future’. (118)

Thus, at this point we can provisionally conclude that the abstract nature of the philosophical attitude, as a fifth attempt to pin down this distinctive phenomenon, is ‘the appreciation of the meta-determination of the valid conditions for truth determination, etc., subject to forms of retreatment that are both existential and non-existential in orientation (but, preferably, with a non-obstructed, self-presenting preference for the former)’. (119)
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2V. Part IV: A Restatement of What is Meant by the Expression 

‘What it Means to Be Philosophical?’ from a Disciplinary Perspective:

A Postludian Ramble:

Taking a Potentially Problematic Therapeutic Approach 

To both Treatment and Retreatment?
21. Pre-Introduction and Introduction


What are the possible therapeutic implications and potential consequences of the instantiation of this definition of the philosophical?’ and, ‘how might we treat the absence of this ability to enact and exercise a beneficial philosophical attitude?’ (120)

In the form of a ‘postludian ramble’ let me address the following considerations of such somewhat controversial issues?
 (121)

22. Postlude

The ability to induce an existential orientation is regarded as automatically enlisting a therapeutic sense of re(-)positioning by virtue of its pro-relational enrichment, personal enfranchisement, social empowerment, and the expansion of an engaged relationally oriented sense of freedom that can only be arrived through the auspices of others. (122)

Let me look more closely at this expanded definition from both a practically interpretative and potentially therapeutic point of view. (123)

This definition noted the ‘philosophical attitude’ to be:
…‘critical, and sometimes radical, appreciation of the meta-determination of the valid conditions for truth determination subject to forms of retreatment that return us to the exigencies of a world as lived preferably with an existential complexion (hopefully, with a pro-relational sense of re-directedness that may well impel us to suitably intervene in the course of our relationships on the re(-)enriched behalf of those same relationships, in their embedded situatedness, as engaged by(-)us, before(-)other, through(-)others as we make our passages, both individually and collectively, through this overall world of life)’. [115] (124)

In interpreting this ‘expanded definition’, as a ‘fifth sense of re(-)positioning’ on the nature of this topic (namely, exploring the phenomenology of the philosophical attitude, etc.), we note that it is now re(-)interpreted through the lenses of not just retreatment but also with an existential dimension, and, that we could well argue that this element of the ‘existential’ is one aspect that could be considered ‘therapeutic’ to the extent that our relationship are enriched through such interventions enacted on the behalf of those relationships (and, therein, both internally enfranchised in personal terms and externally empowered in a socially oriented, cultural-intercultural framework). That the central aspects of this expanded definition occur at the beginning of the definition with the bracketed portion merely amplifying this existential overlay on the significance of retreatment per se (given, too, that in our fourth definition ‘retreatment’ is neither viewed through a non-existential lens nor through an existential lens). (125)

Implied is the fact that we travel from the concrete nature of pretreatment to the relatively abstract world of philosophical treatment, and, thence, through automatic retreatment, back to the concrete reality of lived-experience in this world as lived albeit as refracted through such treatment and retreatment. That our philosophical passage through this world as lived would obviously be blocked it we were relatively unable to make such transitions through treatment. Or, that retreatment can only reflect the quality of the presence or absence of a suitable process of treatment in a manner in keeping with the corresponding presence or absence of such critical and/or radical treatment. Or, if there is no transition to either a critically and/or radically exercised process of treatment of an abstract nature, then, the transformational process of retreatment will and must remain in the conventional, concrete comportment of a secular world. (126)

In a critical commentary of this expanded definition (in its fifth reincarnation) what needs to be clarified? (127)


What is this contrast between the relatively critical and the relatively radical? Given the critical, and sometimes radical, appreciation of meta-determination, etc., we would view the ‘critical’ as conforming to a critical appropriation of conventions, whereas, in contrast, the radical is exercised either in relative non-conformance with such conventions and/or entering into and through a chaotic state of either bifurcation or emergence with the issuing of relatively radical consequences on either count. ‘’Relative’ by virtue of the fact that anything too radical, that cannot be re(-)appropriated within a set of critical conventions, cannot be suitably comprehended, and, where critical conventions, themselves, need to be radically tested from time to time in order to ensure the philosophical integrity of all argumentation, etc., issuing from such conventions. (128)

Prior to retreatment, in a hypothetical perspective, the appreciation of the meta-determination of the valid conditions for truth determination is, at a minimum, asking if those truth conditions apparently apply? Taking a Tarskian approach, we could say:
t’’ is T iff t’, 

….and where through retreatment”:



t’ is T iff t 

….where ‘t’ is evidently true as ‘the objective situation in question’ given it is found to be present as ‘that which is existent in the object language’.
 (129)
Let me quickly illustrate this: the meta-concept of ‘egg-likeness’ (E’’) matches ‘the concept of an egg’ (E’), and, it so happens that the ‘concept of an egg’ (E’) is here validly instantiated in the form of this specific egg (e). Hence this transformation isomorphic invariance between E’’, E’ & e which, through retreatment, is all too often overlooked in the end-product of a process of re/treatment which, in this instance is our perception of ‘this egg’, namely, ‘e’. Hence:



E’’ is T iff E’ & E’ is T iff e. (130)

Now this duplicated Tarskian approach to a meta-semantic theory of truth determination operates with all forms of logical identity, predicates, and relations. E.g., is this egg I am about to poach fresh ‘F/f’? Yes, I collected it this morning from the chicken coup where it was just laid, or, I bought this carton of free-run eggs yesterday and the due by date is months away from its date of expiration. Hence:



F’’ is T iff F’ & F’ is T iff f. (131)


Philosophically, we might take this process of pretreatment, etc., along the following lines. In pretreatment we ask is it the case that ‘this egg (e) is fresh?’ (f); in treatment we note the state of freshness is in place if we have evidence for this state of affairs; because we have evidence for this attribution; hence, in retreatment this egg is fresh (because the statement this ‘egg is fresh’ is demonstrably true (and found conformally true through this meta-Tarskian approach). Hence (combining the formulae in 130 and 131 we get 132):
E”/F’’ is T iff E’/F’ & E’/F’ is T iff e/f. (132)


Of course, if a more complex set of questions were to be asked then we would need to more overtly operate with the symbolic representation of such sets and the transformational rules that would allow us to map one onto the other, and v.v. (through the imputation of finding invariant forms of transformational isomorphism; assuming also a certain degree of commutativity exists and is present in these processes of truth determination). So, e.g., in a philosophy of history a certain philosopher might enquire of the historian in question if they have reasonable grounds for arguing in the manner that they have, etc? (133)

All treatment is such that it is immediately and automatically subject to forms of retreatment that return us to the exigencies of a world as lived and by such a return all the paradoxical problems of self-reference, etc., along with all conundrums, and similar, are lost in the superimposition of our ensuing process of retreatment (albeit as the possible material for a further transformational process of pretreatment-treatment-retreatment/posttreatment, etc.). (134)

As noted, it is hoped that in our critical/radical philosophical reflections that the ensuing process of retreatment occurs preferably with an existential complexion given the relational benefits that will ensue from such a pro-relational transformation. (135)

But what are the existential implications of such a transformation in e/valuation? A diminishment of the adverse consequences of a non-existential orientation and the enhancement of the positive consequences of such existential involvement, and, an engaged involvement that must take place through suitable forms of existential intervention. Hence a pro-relational sense of re-directedness that may well impel us to suitably intervene in the course of our relationships on the re(-)enriched behalf of those same relationships. (136)

Through non-obstruction and permission the existential finds its voice effectively self-manifesting itself as relatively distinctive from the narrator of the narration though which this existential differential is allow to express itself, which, as an existential excess or surplus, cannot be reduced to either the mere summation of the parts and participants of that relationship or the mere synthesis of such a phenomenon or set of phenomena. Just as, in the form of an analogy, a novelist might argue that they found that their novel more ‘wrote itself’, and, that in a certain sense they were more of a ‘midwife’ to its instantiation rather than its author (which as a metaphor, as always, should not be taken too literally, i.e., beyond the practical bounds of its employment). This ‘existential difference’ reflects not only the holistic nature of the relationship in question but also the holistic nature of its embedded situatedness.
 (137)

Our freedom is only realized through the ‘auspices of others…as engaged passively by(-)us, as actively entertained before(-)other, as entered into in our engagement through(-)others… as we make our passages, both individually and collectively, through this overall world of life given that we need to negotiate processes of arbitration in order that we can productively harmonized our individual ambitions and our social aspirations. (138)

This existential ‘freedom’, being finessed through such arbitration, is charged, by the overall, harmonic resolution of our relationships in this world as lived as we find ourselves, through such existential necessity, living and working together. That through the existential re(-)enrichment of our relationships there is a ‘therapeutic dividend’ to be gained, and, that either critical and/or radical philosophical forms of appreciation have an important role to play in such an ‘investment’. (139)

However, to what extent can such existential insightfulness be therapeutic for those who do not recognize an existential dimension in the coursing of their relationships, in the coursing of all relationships? Or, for those people who do not seem able to access an adequate degree of abstract thinking, to what extent can such philosophical insightfulness be made apparent either directly or indirectly in the coursing of their own relationships? (140)

Given this (provisional) claim that existential insightfulness has a therapeutic role to play could we not ask, hypothetically, if this imputed relative absence of abstract thinking, itself, could be therapeutically augmented and enhanced to such a degree that, despite minimal degrees of an initial access to abstract thinking that such access be better approached and broached as if tunneling through a wall or, more dramatically, in the breaching of a dam? Let me be allowed to run with the following analogy (as an analogy rather than as a recognized prescription able to be utilized in a successful course of treatment). (141)

Colour blindness, or, rather, colour deficiency, as a condition is generally understood as having no cure. On the other hand, it does come with varying degrees of severity from mild to moderate to severe, and, there are claims that tinted glasses might assist to some extent (although they can also be found to be somewhat disorientating). Now, it could be argued that the basis of this condition is either constitutional or functional (or a mix of both possibilities?)? Definite genetic indicators would have us leaning towards the former. However, given that some forms of this condition are judged to be relatively mild then it might be the case that with those individual we might be able to functionally develop and increased their reception to colour acuity through retraining the person to better differentiate and recognize such colour differences? Given that there are colour tests an individual can use by themselves to non-professionally test their own proficiency in colour determination might it not be possible to redesign such tests in reverse, i.e., as a training technique where with increasing colour intensities of these designs a progressive process of retraining of this ability for colour differentiation could be induced accordingly if it were to be actually present, albeit in a non-expressed or latent-like form. Of course, such a treatment process might be both pointless and cruel to persevere with if that person’s colour deficiency were actually to be constitutional in its origination. For those people who have this condition with a constitutional basis currently there is no recognized form of intervention that could assist them. However, forms of gene therapy have been discussed where the missing gene (or genes) might one day be able to be inserted in order to restore such colour sensitivity in the cones within the retina (but then one must wonder would the brain be able to perceive such new colour sensitivities given their absence in the earlier development of their brain tissues, although, again, neural plasticity might circumvent this specific speculative conjecture that such a process might a pointless exercise?). (142)

Now, this tentatively proposed process of treatment whereby the mildly colour blind are to retrain their colour acuity with the regular use of a reversed engineered set of test cards is merely proposed as an analogy (and the actual viability of such method of treatment is of no importance in the following analogy that is to be based on this first analogy!). This second analogy is as follows. A set of texts are designed in such a manner so as to co-opt the intended demonstration of increasing degrees of abstraction. That through such a gradual awakening or re-awakening of this ability, if functionally present, and not constitutionally absent, the subject of such a course of treatment might progressively be able to avail themselves of an increasing degree of abstract thinking. At certain intervals, progress, if progress is made, could be ascertained by a similar set of textual devices designed in such a manner so as to demonstrate either the presence or absence of this ability, and the degree to which this ability has been enhanced through the incremental augmentation such graded inputs should that have occured. Again, this second analogy may or may not be able to implemented, however, given that as children we do develop such a skill as we mature then we might hope this deficiency in abstract thinking might be able to be subjected to this specualtive process of amelioration?
 (143)

Then, in the same vein, I would like to suggest a similar program might be implemented in order to assist a person in their developing a recognition of this existential dimension all so easily overlooked under the exigencies and pressures of daily life. However, in that regard, we might merely simulate a set of situations through readings or reenactments, or similar, say, through analyzing existential-like situations as found or might be found in lived-experience in a similar gradated manner? Here, I feel I am on safer ground to the extent it is my belief that just as a small percentage of people suffer from the relative absence of abstract thinking, most people, to a similar degree, in my opinion, have this ability to appreciate this existential dimension and have already done so but merely lack an adequately developed conceptual apparatus in order to intentionally represent such encounters, recognitions and engagements.
 I.e., with the thematization and utilization of such an ‘existential(ly oriented use of) language’ which, to a certain extent, already overlays most forms of intentional experience, this transition is such that not much more is needed than this dimension being merely pointed out in order to focus on the constitution of this finer, more refined, vision of trans-intentional, judgmental experience albeit through the invocation of a pro-relational sense of perspective? (144)
23. A Provisional Overview of this Topic

Suffice to say, that in this scheme, as outlined, the role of the philosopher can also be seen as a therapeutic one, a process that is refined through both critical and radical forms of philosophical retreatment. Therefore, it behooves the philosopher to sail ever closer to the essential nature
 of their profession in order to be of service to others, be that either as a professional disciplinarian or as an amateur practitioner. (142)

That, basically, the role of the critical, and radical, philosopher is ably discharged when their appreciation of the meta-determination of the veracity of truth determinations is suitably supervised in such a manner that all processes of retreatment aptly reveal both a suitable differentiation and integration of non-existentially oriented and existentially oriented outputs arising from the existential coursing of their ‘suspended’ reflections and de-suspended retreatments… along with all appropriate modes of intervention organized within the embrace of such provisional, non-indubitably treated processes of simulated conformal truth determination… In effect, making apparent progress one step at a time whilst also recognizing that sometimes ‘one small step can be one great leap for both oneself and for others..!!’
 (143)
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Part V: A Serious Review of what Might Be Entailed in this Exploration of

The ‘Philosophical Attitude’?
24. Pre-Introduction and Introduction


In completing this (postludian) ramble, let me now seriously review the apparent import of this relatively speculative exploration of the distinctive phenomenological nature of the philosophical attitude as reflected in either its relatively professional uptake as a discipline or its relatively non-professional expression in a more secular sense of our being in the world-as-lived. As noted, this attitude has within its rhetorical embrace three questions, namely, ‘what does it mean to be philosophical?’, and, ‘why is it so difficult to articulate what is involved in such an attitude?’ and ‘why is it the case that some people, it would seem, just cannot exercise a philosophical sense of perspective?’
  In essence, it was argued, through the necessary prism of abstract thinking, that in the light of a tentative resolution of the paradox at the center of the first conundrum, in which, e.g., if it were the case that ‘a philosopher could be philosophical about either their own work as a philosopher or the work of some other philosopher’ then the simple definition of ‘an appreciation of the meta-determination of the truth conditions’ as found in that to hand meant, in effect, the meta-expansion of that expression ‘appreciation’ in order to include, when and where necessary, (the recursive reiteration of) “‘the meta-appreciation of those conditions for truth determination’, ‘the meta-meta-appreciation of the meta-determination of those conditions for truth determination’, and so on’.” However, to some considerable extent, we are saved from such (possibly excessive complex forms of recursive) reiteration through the automatic invocation of the de-suspension, with each inadvertent or advertent act of suspension, and its inevitable specification of the ensuing regularities or irregularities entailed in this overall mix of pre-critical pretreatment, critical treatment and potentially radical forms of retreatment. Or, put more bluntly, if our philosophical approaches to a certain topic are patently defective then our resultant research cannot be anything other than ‘equally defective’ (unless we mistakenly mistake the errors of our ways and unwittingly rectify a mistaken ‘wrong’ in and through that form of a double negation?
). (144)

In effect, a recursive approach is the left-handed solution to this first conundrum and the inevitably ensuing specification of ‘our’ researches in the historical exigencies of life-as-lived will take on its right-handed sense of resolution. Now, we may detach ourselves from our perspectives on this world to hand, but, we are equally thrown back into its midst in a form of retreatment that will reflect the quality of our lived-reflections. Moreover, this process can be nominated as ‘ours’ , as belonging to ‘us’, in a collectively intersubjective sense, since there is nothing we can do as an individual without its prior, intersubjective pre-establishment in cultural-intercultural terms of reference. The very thoughts we think borrow through an adoption and adaptation of the genres of behaviour already established and expressed through language (and, that granted, all so-called ‘mind-body problems’ and ‘problems over the reality of other minds’ are just misinformed problematizations of lived-experience after the fact of what is already necessarily pre-entailed, so to speak!). In this same vein, let me continue to explore the philosophical ramifications of this style of argumentation through such forms of narration. (145)
25. Is there a Distinctive So-Called ‘Philosophical Style of Narration’?

To date, the implications of this strand of argumentation is that complexity is obviously involved through recursive forms of meta-treatment, meta-meta-treatment, etc., and, that such complexity is also automatically conflated in lived-experience through forms of retreatment as we are thrust back into the distinctively shaped historical specificity of our experience of this ensuing simulation of lived-reality. Now, the ramifications of this simultaneously enacted left-handed and right-handed approach to our philosophical explorations is such that if we were suitably aware, philosophically speaking, then we would need to take on board the existential fact that we also need to finesse our existential, pro-relational appreciation of that current philosophical topic to hand lest we be mesmerized by that process of conflation in which pretreatment, treatment and retreatment are subsumed in a specified form of experience dominated, more than likely, by one or more of those facets of pretreatment, etc. E.g., if beholden primarily to pretreatment then we are more beholden only to our prejudicial forms of prejudgment!
 Or, if beholden merely to critical forms of treatment then we do so at the expense of understanding the relational con-textualization of their co-associated relationships in which such critical, pro-ideologically extreme interpretations might well be left to run amok just as a too rigid reading, say, of the law neither observes the spirit of the law nor is cognizant of the unintended consequences that may stem from such non-pro-human literalism that may well ensue from such seemingly unintended, anti-pro-social judgments. Or, again, an uninformed pro-existential approach along a priori-lines could leave us as just as adrift before the sight of others when not historically rooted in the lived-reality of a shared sense of lived-experience! That, in effect, a philosophical attitude needs to exercise a suspension of such imbalances along with an awareness that a thoroughly philosophical attitude must also be cognizant of an existential dimension! Moreover, such an awareness cannot be entertained either in a merely passive sense of treatment, nor in the sheer activity of pretreatment, nor, for that matter, in some pre-conceived form of pure engagement that is also not rooted in the lived historical specificity of that topic per se.
 That the truly philosophical attitude demands nothing less than an ongoing, fully balanced suspension of such economic facets of pretreatment, treatment, and retreatment in order to more clearly appreciate the import of such an emergent dimension of the existential despite its natural conflation in lived-experience!
 (146)

In my examination of the progression from pretreatment to treatment to retreatment we need to recognize that this style of narrative is but one version of six economic possibilities. E.g., we could go in reverse from retreatment back to pretreatment via treatment, or, back from retreatment to treatment via pretreatment, etc. I.e., by starting at one economic pole and heading in either direction… giving us these six possibilities. That, ideally, pursing a state of suspension necessitates the dynamic balance of activity centered on all three poles and all their modes of operation, whilst also recognizing that through subtle forms of de-preferencing, arrived at through the de-preferential force of the suspension and through correlative, co-associated forms of preference issuing from the ensuing de-suspension, ordered forms of e/valuation can also be found superimposed upon such forms of appreciation (as explored elsewhere). That, in essence, from a trans-cognitive/trans-intentional perspective, we could say that whilst judgment has one deep form it also has these six distinctively ordered characterizations arrived at through such subtle forms of preferencing, etc., although, in lived reality, processes of judgments are rarely purely distinctive in their net orientations.
 (147)

In arguing for an overall, distinctive style of philosophical thinking and its expression through various forms of narration I am respectfully suggesting that in our dealing with all manner of representative ideation from a philosophical perspective that we need to be mindful, among other things, of ‘correlations, accommodations and transformations’.
 I.e., that the ‘correlations’ in question take a form that involves ‘the appreciation of the meta-determination of the valid truth conditions found associated with the topic under such review, etc.’ and where the aspect of ‘appreciation’, itself, ‘co-opts whatever necessary meta-levels of review are required in order to fully establish the full delineation of that philosophical sense of perspective’. I.e., by ‘accommodations’ we note that various subdisciplines stem from the distinctive economic nature of that type of disciplinary discourse and may present themselves in various blends, e.g., phenomenological-hermeneutical-existential; either epistemological and/or ontological; ordered considerations such as the pre-essential, essential/aesthetical, deontological, pragmatical, potential/hermeneutical, and factual; political-economics, politics, economics, stylistics, etc. I.e., by ‘transformations’ we can note that all forms of alteration and transition presuppose the dynamic nature of the suspension, etc., along with all ensuing patterns of pretreatment, treatment, retreatment/posttreatment, etc. Then, as counselled in Part I, we need to walk a middle path and avoid all forms of impossible absolutism and relativism, and, by extended implication, also avoid all extremist formulations of realism, idealism, and pragmatism (on the understanding that they involve the impossible isolation of economic poles when all such facets need to cooperate in order for ideation to proceed
 [just as the aspirational economy is dependent upon the full functioning of realistic, idealistic and pragmatic inputs in the formation of intentional ideation, etc., as the preconditional material for the further exercise of arbitration enacted between personal ambitions and social aspirations, with the latter as entertained, e.g., by families, communities, workplaces, marketplaces, nations, etc.]). Then, as noted earlier, we also need to be quite mindful of the fact that an ongoing specification of all forms of ideation, including the evolving nature of our philosophical researches, will be progressively imprinted on all such ideational formation through the conflation of retreatment with treatment, etc., and, that it behooves us to be ever critical, and sometimes radical, in this disentanglement of all relevant correlations, accommodations and transformations, preferably exercised from a suitable existentially enacted sense of perspective! (148)

That, in this preference for an existential orientation over the course of our philosophical research, and throughout all forms of disciplinary and secular interactions, it is necessary to observe an ongoing, dynamic balance between passive non-involvement, active involvement, and engaged forms of intervention (when and where we feel we must act on the behalf of our relationships) in order to create, preserve and/or conserve a richness of e/valuation formation (and not oversee processes of de-creation, non-preservation and/or non-conservation in e/valuational formation). That the thematization and enactment of a suitable appreciation of the existential dimension demands this ‘full consideration of observation’ as an ‘observance’ in its more replete sense that ‘balances such passivity, activity and engagement in an intuitively perceived alignment with the constitution and needs of those relationships carefully focused through such review’. Hence the benefit to be gained through a refinement of a philosophical attitude in which we clarify and explicitly delineate the existential implications to be found embedded in the coursing of our relationships as we arbitrate our passage, both individually and collectively, through this world at large, between both our personal ambitions and social aspirations of others, in cooperative instantiation of an evolving enhancement of our freedom that can only be found with(-)others, before(-)others, and through(-)others..
 (149)

That, in essence, the philosopher is observant of these correlations, accommodations, and transformations that assist in their ‘appreciation of the meta-determination of the valid truth conditions of the topic/s in question’ whilst also ‘observing the emergence of an existential dimension through the course of such engaged-reflections’. In the process dynamically balancing pretreatment, critical treatment and retreatment and where the latter may or may not co-opt a more radical approach in the suitable re(-)consideration of such evolving retreatment..!! (150)
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A Summary (through Contraction) on the Import of this Series of Arguments:
A Critical-Radical Re(-)Take on What is Meant by the Expression

‘What it Means to Be Philosophical?’
0. Part I: The Basic Philosophical Problem Being Explored:
 
In the light of this exposition, as developed so far, let me roll the following three questions into the rhetorical embrace of this central conundrum, namely, ‘what does it mean to be philosophical?’, and, ‘why is it so difficult to articulate what is involved in such an attitude?’ and ‘why is it the case that some people, it would seem, just cannot exercise a philosophical sense of perspective?’ [106] 
   (151)
1. A Sequence of Five Re-Positionings Dealing with this Philosophical Problem
In the past I understood by the ‘philosophical attitude’ an ‘appreciation how things might be better performed, be that theoretically, practically and/or critically’. We could call this a ‘first approach’. [11] 

A later approach took this ‘attitude’ to imply a ‘critical appreciation of its overall manner of truth determination’. We could call this a ‘second approach’.  

    [12] 

However, as a critique, we could argue that all disciplinarians, in their own way, ostensively, are ‘truth seekers out to be truthfully engaged in their respective form or forms of research’. [13]

Accepting such a critique would direct us to a ‘third position’, namely, as disciplinarians ‘seeking to determine under what conditions a certain process of truth determination both operates under and does not operate under; indeed, could not and should not be subscribed to, etc.’ [14]

Or, in effect, {through invoking forms of transformational retreatment}, giving us a fourth definition of the philosophical through this additional overlay of retreatment. Namely, that the ‘philosophical attitude’ is ‘the meta-determination of our appreciation of the valid truth conditions (etc.) for truth determination as revealed through the ensuing consequential processes of retreatment’. [111]
Thus, at this point we can provisionally conclude that the abstract nature of the philosophical attitude, as a fifth attempt to pin down this distinctive phenomenon, is ‘the appreciation of the meta-determination of the valid conditions for truth determination, etc., subject to forms of retreatment that are both existential and non-existential in orientation (but, preferably, with a non-obstructed, self-presenting preference for the former)’. [119] (152)
2. We Can Demonstrate What the Philosophical Attitude is Not

We can demonstrate this through the use of contragrams:
Using contragrams is one way to demonstrate this difference (perhaps more along the lines of intuitively appreciated demonstrations?). E.g., ‘the philosophy of history’ versus ‘the history of philosophy’. E.g., ‘the philosophy of science’ versus ‘the science of philosophy’. E.g., ‘the philosophy of religion’ versus ‘the religion of philosophy’.
 [7]


Now, w.r.t. the first contragram, as a discipline, ‘doing history’ is ‘not doing philosophy’, and v.v. Similarly, ‘doing philosophy’ is ‘not doing science’, and v.v.   

    [8] (153)

3. The Need for a Middle Path between Absolutism and Relativism

Philosophers, like all disciplinarians, need to walk a middle path between ‘the absolutistical-like assertion of truth’, often referred to as ‘Truth’ (with a capital ‘T’), and, the opposing position of ‘the absolutistical-like assertion that all truths are equally true, or false, and, that there can be no grounds for deciding between any version in truth determination other than the exercising of some form of preference’. I.e., the former position being held by ‘absolutists’ and the latter position being held by ‘relativists’. However, under critical interrogation, we will be hard pressed to find any disciplinarians who admit to subscribing to pure visions or versions of the same. But, and it should be stressed, indeed, it should not be under-stressed, both orientations should be seriously avoided. Promoting fallacious arguments in any form is fraudulent. The end consequences of such counterfeited argumentation can only end in dishonesty, disagreements, and either witting and/or unwitting forms of inauthenticity. To successfully argue this point, that the disciplinarian needs to tread a middle path, we need to invest in two different sets of arguments in order to completely deconstruct such patent forms of nonsense. 

  [16] (154)
4. The General Deconstruction of Absolutism
An essential argument against absolutistical affirmation basically involves the acceptance that significance, in all its forms, is generated only through relationships, and, therefore, what is counter-relational or non-relational, to the extent it abrogates that sense of the relational, can have no co-associated significance whatsoever! [18] (155)

5. The General Deconstruction of Relativism
An effective deconstruction of relativism is arrived at when we realize that ‘the world is not flat’ except at the working center of the overall transcendental suspension (at the heart of the extensive suspension) where, through the automatic invocation of an equal and opposite de-suspension, the implication follows that we can never reside there, neither non-virtually nor virtually! [24] (156)

6. Rethinking the Semantic Sense of the Philosophical Attitude
in Being Truthful

Semantic clarity is arrived at, philosophically, through a variety of philosophical techniques such as, e.g., the use of reasonable forms of logic (and its dialectical qualifications) based on the sequential connection of presuppositions, arguments and conclusions; the alignment between casual-pre-cognitive inputs, cognitive inputs and trans-cognitive (judgmental)/post-cognitive, consequential inputs; interrogative economies entailing either implicit and/or explicit suitably acquired phenomenological, hermeneutical and existential inputs, etc.
 [29]
…viable truth determination cannot be conducted purely in either analytical or synthetical terms of reference! Moreover, only through economic forms of ‘relatively circumscribed representation’ can these forms of alignment be noted, and then subjected to either confirmation and/or verification, and, thence, find forms of ‘conformation’ through the confirmation or verification of either confirmation or verification, etc. ‘Conformance’ being further validated by those techniques that further establish such degrees of either retrospectively accepted, or prospectively expected, or concurrently anticipated forms of conformal alignment.
 [35]

As argued elsewhere, alignment is realized through (ongoing processes of) re-alignment; i.e., through (phenomenological) re-de-mis-alignment, (hermeneutical) realignment, and (existential) re-alignment (where the latter is chaotically re-directed through a relatively acquired re-assessment of the situation in question). 

    [36]


Such representative alignments being circumscribed for a miscellaneous number of reasons. Given that such sematic constructions, as provisional representations of the world of lived-reality, intentionally deposited in the form of texts, are always selectively framed and where such framing can never exhaust the lived-reality of such lived-interpretations. Such lived-interpretations being those ‘narrations’ we either tell ourselves and/or tell others, etc. [37]

Such semantic forms of treatment,
 in an e/valuation of their truth determinations, being either provisionally accepted, rejected or postponed through some form of deferral; circumscribed by the natural limitations involved in the collective set of frames being utilized; subject to ongoing process of re(-)alignment; influenced by apparent forms of direct evidence, indirect testimony, and suitable modes of argumentation based on logical forms of inference, etc., all to be suitably assisted by a wide variety of credible philosophical techniques, etc. An unending prospect for the endless research of the philosophical disciplinarian. [38]

Now, in the course of all such research, philosophical or otherwise, whether conducted in a disciplinary format or enacted from a secular perspective, there will be occasions when a more radical sense of re-direction will need to be taken up and worked through. That the chaotic-like appearance of this semblance of the radical needs to be re-accommodated within the conventional world of the critical in order to gain a valid sense of currency, and,  where, conversely, the critical needs to be subjected, from time to time, to the disruptive testing of the radical in order to update and re(-)validate such a re(-)conformation of disciplinary methods, etc. [39]
As simple as it may seem, being ‘philosophical’, in all senses of that expression, is our intuitive ability to think that we can appreciate the validity of our truth determinations in whatever field we might critically and radically apply ourselves; be that either in the discerning of semantic identity, making aesthetic judgments, observing deontological imperatives, performing pragmatic approaches, exercising the hermeneutical delineation of possibility and/or correctly ascertaining the provisional status of representationally oriented statements.
 Moreover, in operating between the impossibility of the absolutistically indubitable (absolutisms) and the absolutistically non-indubitable (relativisms) all truth determinations should be treated as potentially provisional (even if conventionally accepted as otherwise), and therefore, must be regarded as works ever in progress developed through an ongoing ‘conversation’ and consensus formation, ever-accepting the limitations imposed upon the perspectival nature of our intentional representation/s of such lived-experience as both interpreted and narrated through the lived-reality of our overlapping cultural-intercultural life-world/s… [44] (157)
7. Part II: A Series of Four Conundrums: A First Conundrum

If a philosopher is understood as critically exploring, through philosophical scrutiny, the philosophically treated topic to hand, be that of a disciplinary disposition or of a secular persuasion in orientation, would it then be possible for a philosopher to scrutinize the operations of their own discipline given that, by definition, ‘the meta-determination of the truth conditions for truth determination’ can only be enacted by one of these parties   (just as a reflection is not understood as seeing itself in a mirror?). Either the scrutinizing party is observing ‘the meta-determination of the truth conditions for truth determination’ in which case the observed party, as the topic under focus, is not acting as a philosopher, or, the philosopher, as the topic, in observing such an orientation, it would follow that the scrutinizer is redundant, surplus to requirements, indeed, a possible point of interference in such critical activities?
 I.e., in essence, can a philosopher philosophically appreciate the nature of their own discipline in a philosophically critical manner?
 [84] 

Intuitively, in my opinion, most of us would like to answer ‘yes’. It is and must be possible for a philosopher to ‘be philosophical about their own work’, be that as either a disciplinarian or amateur. But, this would imply that the definition of ‘being philosophical’ would need to include ‘being meta-philosophical, and meta-meta-philosophical, and meta-meta-meta-philosophical, and so on and so forth,’ with the implication that a philosopher could never be truly philosophical in any definitive sense… which, I am sure, some disciplinarians think is actually the case, and, on many occasions, I am much in an agreement with them in that regard (given so much absolutistic or relativistic nonsense is disseminated by ideological extremists like exclusively strict realists, idealists and pragmatists, pure cultural relativists, et al).  [85]

How to resolve this conundrum? In essence, this philosophical problem questions whether ‘a philosopher in being able to be philosophical about any discipline can actually be philosophical about their own discipline’? [86]

I have resolved this type of problematic issue in the past by invoking a transformational philosophy of retreatment. Basically, suitably situated economically, in the relational context in question, the apparently bimodal relationship between that being treated and its manner of treatment can be sequentially viewed, in evolving provisional terms, through a trimodal process of pre-treatment, treatment and retreatment where these three stages can be treated as correlatives in a process of economic-relational transformation. In a virtual, intentional frames of reference we might consider these stages as approximating pre-suppositions, supposition(al argument)s, and post supposition(al conclusion)s. Or, in a non-virtual, causal frame of reference as pre-conditions, conditions and post-condition(al consequence)s. Or, in combining both of these former approaches we can then form an intentional-causal frame of reference in order to simulate different possible patterns of behavior, etc., through this prism of pretreatment, etc. At the heart of this approach is the dialectical-like recognition that treatment realizes a transformational product that is elevated by one meta-degree, but, that through the ensuing suspension of the implicated suspension, as a form of de-suspension, we are also automatically returned to the world at the initial object-level of our enquiries and where in the process we obviate the need for the excessive replication of increasing meta-levels of complexity. Applying this critical point of view to this conundrum leads to its total defusement as a problematic issue. Let me explicate this sense of resolution. [87]

That it is possible to be philosophical about being philosophical since such meta-philosophical treatment can be rendered as philosophical through retreatment. Problem solved! Every time I think about a certain problem means I am thinking about the thinking of that problem, which, through retreatment, returns to being that original problem albeit as it has been rethought, otherwise how could any problem per se ever find a point of resolution should that be possible? Indeed, how could any problem be solved?! [88]

So, on the strength of this resolution, even a philosopher can be philosophical about their own philosophical attitudes. A state of affairs that needs to be both recommended and encouraged; just as each and every disciplinarian needs to philosophically attend to the conventional form and limitations of their own critically evolving sets of practices that distinctively circumscribe the uniqueness of their disciplines.
 In effect, explain how it is equally possible for there to be a ‘philosophy of history’ and a ‘philosophy of philosophy’, and so on. [89]
The important insight to be gained from an inspection and resolution of this first conundrum is that ‘philosophical exploration’ is entered into in and through ‘the meta-determination of the truth conditions associated with our topic, as economically situated, albeit as subjected to a process of retreatment that will automatically return us to the concrete, specificity of this world of lived-experience given that such philosophical treatment is immediately refracted through those processes of retreatment’.
 [90] (158)
8. A Second Conundrum (Revisited)

With so many topics, potentially infinite in number, just how does the philosopher address such complexity if at all? [91]
How might we deal with this surplus of riches? I would politely suggest that all problems that have solutions can be solved in an infinite number of ways. Of course, some solutions are more practical, or more effective, or more efficient, or more relevant or efficacious (should that dilemma in question be existential in character and centrally resident in lived-experience and pertinent to how we might better interpret such lived-reality, etc.), etc.
 [92] 

For me, it is quite simply the case of philosophically dealing with what is already being ‘found to hand’ means we must take what is to hand and sequentially operate on that pre-given understanding along with an acceptance of both its conventional horizons and limitations. That, in essence, we can more or less, only conduct one logical sequence at a time (in a process of treatment), but, that in doing so, we should also be aware of the possibilities of encountering, first, forms of error correction, or, second, a practical awareness that we are moving in the right direction (in terms of our exercising relatively productive genres of behaviour), and, third, that we might meet with relatively radical chaotic processes of re-configurations of that same material either through chaotic bifurcations or chaotic processes of emergence (all conducted within an ensuing process of retreatment). Therefore, problem solved… [93]
The following implication will also need to be addressed, namely, that each and every disciplinarian, in being critical about the operations of their own discipline, will, by such necessity, need to observe a philosophical or philosophical-like approach in either their critical and/or radical re(-)appreciation of their own disciplinary practices. Implying, that the critical and/or radical disciplinarian must take such an inter-disciplinary approach to the suitable enactment of the exercise of their own discipline. Or, in other words, herein lies a fruitful province for the philosopher to mutually engage those of other disciplines in a philosophical strengthening of both disciplines. Where the philosopher, hopefully, proffer a clarity of form for the non-philosopher, and, where the non-philosopher proffers materials for fruitful forms of philosophical treatment/retreatment through such mutual modes of non-symmetrical collaboration?! [94]
The insightful point of the resolution of this conundrum is, that despite the complexity of the world, along with the uniqueness of each and every imaginary point therein, still, we continue to face a comprehended continuity of experience in and through our ability to appreciate the apparent constitution of that currently to hand as that already ‘to-hand’ and from which, incremental operation by incremental operation, through such sequences, we are able to reasonably transform the simulation of such a representative state of affairs through such re(-)simulations. 
    [95] (159)
9. A Third Conundrum (Revisited)

With so much complexity in the non-philosophical arena, along with so many philosophical subdisciplines, just how could the philosopher even attempt to successfully marshal such a plethora of resources to deal with this veritable tsunami of potential topics and possible modes of treatment? [96]
In a similar manner to the resolution of the second conundrum, but, this time, we are to be sequentially observant of the envisaged transformations of those more probable virtual pathways that appear to promise to sufficiently address and redress the currently problematic nature of our enquiries. I.e., the very hermeneutic constitution of the problematic nature of that topic in question should have already outlined the conventional manner of its resolution by having already supplied various suitable modes of response be such possibilities thematized through our reflections upon a mix of observations, explanations, testimony, habits, logical inferences, expectations and anticipations, preset patterns of interpretation, etc. In a recognition of the differential relevance of such apparent possibilities for suitable forms of resolution it merely behooves us to virtually conjecture and envisage as to which of those solutions would, comparatively, be more productive in their carefully considered e/valuation, and, to then responsibly adopt and adapt the prescriptive instructions of those solutions as presented through such comparative virtual simulations. Therein and thereafter, hoping that such responses deliver the requisite degree of e/valuation as to be anticipated through their instantiated expedition. I.e., by such means, through such parallel entertainment, we can take up the more prominent of those seemingly relevant transformational possibilities in the hope that such expected fruitfulness be found immediately anticipated through such selective and exercised instantiation. That, by such means, through such virtual proportional comparisons, we find ourselves hopefully meeting, non-virtually, with an anticipated satisfaction of our intentions in line, to the same or a similar degree, with those reasonably ascertained expectations. (98)


Or, more put succinctly, our very ability to address ‘what-is-to-hand’ in the form of a rhetorical question gives to us at the same time our very ability to redress the problematic nature of that as ‘found-to-hand’. In other words, our questioning invites a co-associated probable answer or a set of possible answers, where each is in the form of an immediately anticipated response somewhat in line with such expectations. Finding an eventuated, ongoing process of re(-)alignment through the forms of alignment found between our expectations and their realized anticipations. Or, in working with what ‘is-to-hand’ we can come to find what else is ‘to-be-found-to-hand’, and so on. [99]
Or, in other words, our ability to comprehend certain aspects of the complexity of this world is considerably simplified through the selective, perspectival manner of our appropriation given, effectively, that we can only see the world through one lens at a time, and, similarly, operate, therein and thereupon, one sequential step at a time! [100] (160)

10. A Fourth Conundrum

That, despite this excessively diverse surfeit of philosophical topics, along with an extensive array of philosophical and non-philosophical disciplines, each with their innumerable sub-disciplines, why is the world generally experienced, for the most part, as something that is just not problematic, indeed, neither non-philosophically problematic nor philosophically problematic?! [101]
Then, in some, perhaps interrelated measure, why is it the case that the philosophical attitude for a small number of people is just not there for them as a way of seeing the world? But, in this instance, why even philosophers with the removal of their philosophical hats, so to speak, also do not find the world problematic despite their all too often endlessly entertaining a succession of interminable controversies, conundrums, paradoxes, dilemmas, and other traditional and non-traditional instances of an aporia? [102]
That the world, in the mundane course of lived-experience, is just not problematic for the same reason that the possible and impossible complexities of the world are just not discerned through our more focused, habitual forms of appropriation where ‘what is seen and handled’ is not much more nor much less that just that ‘which we wish to see and wish to handle’. Only when we operate with crossed purposes, or we are not clear in in our ambitions and aspirations, or challenged through extreme circumstances, or we find ourselves venturing into a disciplinary field without a clear semantically (in)formed map of its topics, functions and aspirational targets do we stumble upon such seemingly problematic or problematized ground. Then, it would seem, we must work overtime in order to make up for our current inability to proffer some simplistic solution when a process of resolution appears to demand a lot more of us in that same regard. [103]
Yes, we can be caught flat-footed, but, it would seem, some of us more permanently flat-footed so to speak. So, how do we account for an apparent absence of a philosophical ability, on the part of some, to appreciate and evaluate the constitution of the world as experienced through our philosophical reflections on lived-experience? [104]
`I suspect that a resolution of this observation should assist us to make better sense of that central conundrum as to ‘what it means to be philosophical’ and ‘why some are less able or unable to appreciate a philosophical perspective or point of view?’ 
[105] (161)
11. A Provisional Resolution of this Central Conundrum 
In thinking through these conundrums I have noted that although the definition of a philosophical attitude is an appreciation resident in ‘the meta-determination of truth determinations’ the form of this appreciation is not just restricted to meta-determinations, or meta-meta-determinations, etc., or, for that matter, the enactment of truth determinations per se since through automatic processes of retreatment we will be returned to the concrete, historical specificity of lived-experience albeit as refracted through such critical (or radical, or, non-critical or non-radical) forms of treatment. Moreover, the complexity of the world is somewhat simplified for us, rhetorically, for through the act of questioning ‘what is to hand’ we have already framed the terms of reference of ‘what is to-be-found-to-hand’ (more or less). The resolution of the third conundrum suggesting that what ‘works for us’ ‘work-for-us’ in that same regard, and, what ‘works better for us’ is seemingly that which ‘works-better-for-us’… [107]
The fourth conundrum noted that for most people most of the time the world is ‘neither non-philosophically problematic nor philosophically problematic?!’
 Of course, in situations of crisis and survival this observation would not hold. But, in an absence of such stresses and strains the world is not viewed problematically. Then, it was added as a qualification, in the form of a rhetorical question, ‘why is it the case that the philosophical attitude for a small number of people is just not there for them as a way of seeing the world?’
 How might we resolve the two facets to this aspect, namely, that the world is not normally viewed through a problematic disciplinary lens, be that philosophical or non-philosophical in character, and, that for some people even this possibility of being philosophical on any occasions, when seemingly conjured up in an apparent process of reflection, is just not there to be invoked, does not and cannot appear, is just not available; neither encountered, recognized nor engaged? [108]
As a solution to this puzzle, I would like to fall back on my speculative observation that in acts of reflection we are immediately returned to ‘this world of concrete, historical specificity’ through the automatic force of the de-suspension that immediately removes us from ‘being ever trapped and paralyzed in the transcendental suspension’ (at the economic basis of all rhetorical, metaphorical and literal thinking
). That, as we can only deal with that which is intentionally constituted by-us, for-us, as ‘presented’ in that as found-to-hand, so, it would follow that only that being ‘represented’ could be found in that as found-to-hand, and, given the limitations of thought, and, given, more or less, that we can only sequentially operate one step at a time, moment to moment, only on some of those momentary occasions would we meet with processes of chaotic ‘re-presentation’ where we would be immediately re-directed to relatively superficial alterations in the overall constitution of such intentional processes that may or may not appear to have taken on relatively radical shifts in both semantic signification and ensuing consequences (a fact that would be more directly experienced if it were the case that these alterations in intent were to be acted out in a causally directed process of non-virtual enactment). [109]
In other words, given this default mode of a ‘concrete, historical specificity’ if there is no need to avail ourselves of a philosophical attitude then we would be more inclined to remain where we are, namely, in this habitual state of our current concrete, historical specificity. Given this relatively natural state of ‘concreteness’, in a secular sense of world, along with its co-associated semblance of a ‘concrete inertia’ then it is no wonder that we make most of our passing through this world focusing on the prevailing specificity of such lived-experience. Then the ‘concrete’ nature of this inertia might also explain why some people seem utterly incapable of entering into any form of philosophical reflection and engaging with any form of philosophical awareness. Let me finesse this imputation or psychological inference. [110]
In effect, the philosophical manoeuvre consists in dialectically moving from a concrete level of pretreatment to an abstract level of treatment entailing the apparent appreciation of the truth conditions that appear to prevail or not prevail at the levels of either pretreatment and/or treatment, and, our immediate ever-recurring return to the concreteness of the world of retreatment albeit as refracted through the consequences observed at the level of treatment (and either their prospectively expected, immediately anticipated  and/or retrospectively interpreted ‘impacts’, regarded as iterated processes of non-chaotically and chaotically oriented causal re(-)direction/intentional (re)directedness as imputed in this world of the concrete). Or, in effect, giving us a fourth definition of the philosophical through this additional overlay of retreatment. Namely, that the ‘philosophical attitude’ is ‘the meta-determination of our appreciation of the valid truth conditions for truth determination (etc.) as revealed through the ensuing consequential processes of retreatment’. [111] (162)

But, the necessity of needing to observe an existential dimension gives us a fifth approach or sense of re-positioning:

Thus, at this point we can provisionally conclude that the abstract nature of the philosophical attitude, as a fifth attempt to pin down this distinctive phenomenon, is ‘the appreciation of the meta-determination of the valid conditions for truth determination subject to forms of retreatment that are both existential and non-existential in orientation (but, preferably, with a non-obstructed, self-presenting preference for the former)’. [119] (163)
12. Part III: Philosophical Non-Comprehension and its Therapeutic Treatment?
What are the possible therapeutic implications and potential consequences of the instantiation of this definition of the philosophical?’ and, ‘how might we treat the absence of this ability to enact and exercise a beneficial philosophical attitude?’ [120] (164)


The root problem in this regard was viewed as a general inability to entertain the necessary degree of abstract thinking (in order to navigate such pretreatment, treatment, retreatment, and, discern an existential orientation along with the conflation of the with its concrete specification in lived-experience:

However, to what extent can such existential insightfulness be therapeutic for those who do not recognize an existential dimension in the coursing of their relationships, in the coursing of all relationships? Or, for those people who do not seem able to access an adequate degree of abstract thinking, to what extent can such philosophical insightfulness be made apparent either directly or indirectly in the coursing of their own relationships? [140] (165)


Using as a metaphor the treatment of colour blindness, or, rather colour deficiency it was metaphorically suggested we could reverse engineer designs to determine colour blindness in reverse (but, it would seem, only for those with a mild version of this defect in sensory perception. It was also suggested that existential treatment itself was also therapeutic in its intentional operations, etc. (166)
13. Running a Double Tarskian Scheme in the Semantic Truth Determination


It was also suggested that we could run a double Tarskian form of semantic analysis (in order to reinforces ongoing processes of overall phenomenological alignment). I.e:

Philosophically, we might take this process of pretreatment, etc., along the following lines. In pretreatment we ask is it the case that ‘this egg (e) is fresh?’ (f); in treatment we note the state of freshness is in place if we have evidence for this state of affairs; because we have evidence for this attribution; hence, in retreatment this egg is fresh (because the statement this ‘egg is fresh’ is demonstrably true (and found conformally true through this meta-Tarskian approach) (where E/e = egg/s & F/f = the predicate/relation freshness:

E”/F’’ is T iff E’/F’ & E’/F’ is T iff e/f. [132] (167)

14. Part V: Just what Might Be Entailed in the ‘Philosophical Attitude’?
…As noted, this attitude has within its rhetorical embrace three questions, namely, ‘what does it mean to be philosophical?’, and, ‘why is it so difficult to articulate what is involved in such an attitude?’ and ‘why is it the case that some people, it would seem, just cannot exercise a philosophical sense of perspective?’
  In essence, it was argued, through the necessary prism of abstract thinking, that in the light of a tentative resolution of the paradox at the center of the first conundrum, in which, e.g., if it were the case that ‘a philosopher could be philosophical about either their own work as a philosopher or the work of some other philosopher’ then the simple definition of ‘an appreciation of the meta-determination of the truth conditions’ as found in that to hand meant, in effect, the meta-expansion of that expression ‘appreciation’ in order to include, when and where necessary, (the recursive reiteration of) “‘the meta-appreciation of those conditions for truth determination’, ‘the meta-meta-appreciation of the meta-determination of those conditions for truth determination’, and so on’.” However, to some considerable extent, we are saved from such (possibly excessive complex forms of recursive) reiteration through the automatic invocation of the de-suspension, with each inadvertent or advertent act of suspension, and its inevitable specification of the ensuing regularities or irregularities entailed in this overall mix of pre-critical pretreatment, critical treatment and potentially radical forms of retreatment. Or, put more bluntly, if our philosophical approaches to a certain topic are patently defective then our resultant research cannot be anything other than ‘equally defective’ (unless we mistakenly mistake the errors of our ways and unwittingly rectify a mistaken ‘wrong’ in and through that form of a double negation?
). [144]

In effect, a recursive approach is the left-handed solution to this first conundrum and the inevitably ensuing specification of ‘our’ researches in the historical exigencies of life-as-lived will take on its right-handed sense of resolution. Now, we may detach ourselves from our perspectives on this world to hand, but, we are equally thrown back into its midst in a form of retreatment that will reflect the quality of our lived-reflections. Moreover, this process can be nominated as ‘ours’ , as belonging to ‘us’, in a collectively intersubjective sense, since there is nothing we can do as an individual without its prior, intersubjective pre-establishment in cultural-intercultural terms of reference. The very thoughts we think borrow through an adoption and adaptation of the genres of behaviour already established and expressed through language (and, that granted, all so-called ‘mind-body problems’ and ‘problems over the reality of other minds’ are just misinformed problematizations of lived-experience after the fact of what is already necessarily pre-entailed, so to speak!). In this in this same vein, let me continue to explore the philosophical ramifications of this style of argumentation... [145] (168)
15. Is there a Distinctive So-Called ‘Philosophical Style of Narration’?

To date, the implications of this strand of argumentation is that complexity is obviously involved through recursive forms of meta-treatment, meta-meta-treatment, etc., and, that such complexity is also automatically conflated in lived-experience through forms of retreatment as we are thrust back into the distinctively shaped historical specificity of our experience of this ensuing simulation of lived-reality. Now, the ramifications of this simultaneously enacted left-handed and right-handed approach to our philosophical explorations is such that if we were suitably aware, philosophically speaking, then we would need to take on board the existential fact that we also need to finesse our existential, pro-relational appreciation of that current philosophical topic to hand lest we be mesmerized by that process of conflation in which pretreatment, treatment and retreatment are subsumed in a specified form of experience dominated, more than likely, by one or more of those facets of pretreatment, etc. E.g., if beholden primarily to pretreatment and we are then beholden only to our prejudicial forms of prejudgment!
 Or, if beholden merely to critical forms of treatment then we do so at the expense of understanding the relational con-textualization of their co-associated relationships in which such critical, pro-ideologically extreme interpretations might well be left to run amok just as a too rigid reading, say, of the law neither observes the spirit of the law nor is cognizant of the unintended consequences that may stem from such non-pro-human literalism that may well ensue from such seemingly unintended, anti-social judgments. Or, again, an uninformed pro-existential approach along a priori-lines could leave us as just as adrift before the sight of others when not historically rooted in the lived-reality of a shared sense of lived-experience! That, in effect, a philosophical attitude needs to exercise a suspension of such imbalances along with an awareness that a thoroughly philosophical attitude must also be cognizant of an existential dimension! Moreover, such an awareness cannot be entertained either in a merely passive sense of treatment, nor in the sheer activity of pretreatment, nor, for that matter, in some pre-conceived form of pure engagement that is also not rooted in the lived historical specificity of that topic per se.
 That the truly philosophical attitude demands nothing less than an ongoing, fully balanced suspension of such economic facets of pretreatment, treatment, and retreatment in order to more clearly appreciate the import of such an emergent dimension of the existential despite its natural conflation in lived-experience!
 [146]
In my examination of the progression from pretreatment to treatment to retreatment we need to recognize that this style of narrative is but one version of six economic possibilities. E.g., we could go in reverse from retreatment back to pretreatment via treatment, or, back from retreatment to treatment via pretreatment, etc. I.e., by starting at one economic pole and heading in either direction… giving us these six possibilities. That, ideally, pursing a state of suspension necessitates the dynamic balance of activity centered on all three poles and all their modes of operation, whilst also recognizing that through subtle forms of de-preferencing, arrived at through the de-preferential force of the suspension and through correlative, co-associated forms of preference issuing from the ensuing de-suspension, ordered forms of e/valuation can also be found superimposed upon such forms of appreciation (as explored elsewhere). That, in essence, from a trans-cognitive/trans-intentional perspective, we could say that whilst judgment has one deep form it also has these six distinctively ordered characterizations arrived at through such subtle forms of preferencing, etc., although, in lived reality, processes of judgments are rarely purely distinctive in their net orientations.
 [147]
In arguing for an overall, distinctive style of philosophical thinking and its expression through various forms of narration I am respectfully suggesting that in our dealing with all manner of representative ideation from a philosophical perspective that we need to be mindful, among other things, of ‘correlations, accommodations and transformations’.
 I.e., that the ‘correlations’ in question take a form that involves ‘the appreciation of the meta-determination of the valid truth conditions found associated with the topic under such review’ and where the aspect of ‘appreciation’, itself, ‘co-opts whatever necessary meta-levels of review are required in order to fully establish the full delineation of that philosophical sense of perspective’. I.e., by ‘accommodations’ we note that various subdisciplines stem from the distinctive economic nature of that type of disciplinary discourse and may present themselves in various blends, e.g., phenomenological-hermeneutical-existential; either epistemological and/or ontological; ordered considerations such as the pre-essential, essential/aesthetical, deontological, pragmatical, potential/hermeneutical, and factual; political-economics, politics, economics, stylistics, etc. I.e., by ‘transformations’ we can note that all forms of alteration and transition presuppose the dynamic nature of the suspension, etc., along with all ensuing patterns of pretreatment, treatment, retreatment/posttreatment, etc. Then, as counselled in Part I, we need to walk a middle path and avoid all forms of impossible absolutism and relativism, and, by extended implication, also avoid all extremist formulations of realism, idealism, and pragmatism (on the understanding that they involve the impossible isolation of economic poles when all such facets need to cooperate in order for ideation to proceed
 [just as the aspirational economy is dependent upon the full functioning of realistic, idealistic and pragmatic inputs in the formation of intentional ideation, etc., as the preconditional material for the further exercise of arbitration enacted between personal ambitions and social aspirations, with the latter as entertained, e.g., by families, communities, workplaces, marketplaces, nations, etc.]). Then, as noted earlier, we also need to be quite mindful of the fact that an ongoing specification of all forms of ideation, including the evolving nature of our philosophical researches, will be progressively imprinted on all such ideational formation through the conflation of retreatment with treatment, etc., and, that it behooves us to be ever critical, and sometimes radical, in this disentanglement of all relevant correlations, accommodations and transformations, preferably exercised from a suitable existentially enacted sense of perspective! [148]

That, in this preference for an existential orientation over the course of our philosophical research, and throughout all forms of disciplinary and secular interactions, it is necessary to observe an ongoing, dynamic balance between passive non-involvement, active involvement, and engaged forms of intervention (when and where we feel we must act on the behalf of our relationships) in order to create, preserve and conserve a richness of e/valuation formation (and not oversee processes of de-creation, non-preservation and non-conservation in e/valuational formation). That the thematization and enactment of a suitable appreciation of the existential dimension demands this ‘full consideration of observation’ as an ‘observance’ in its more replete sense that ‘balances such passivity, activity and engagement in an intuitively perceived alignment with the constitution and needs of those relationships carefully focused through such review’. Hence the benefit to be gained through a refinement of a philosophical attitude in which we clarify and explicitly delineate the existential implications to be found embedded in the coursing of our relationships as we arbitrate our passage, both individually and collectively, through this world at large, between both our personal ambitions and social aspirations of others, in cooperative instantiation of an evolving enhancement of our freedom that can only be found {therefore}with(-)others, before(-)others, and through(-)others..
 [149]

That, in essence, the philosopher is observant of these correlations, accommodations, and transformations that assist in their ‘appreciation of the meta-determination of the valid truth conditions of the topic/s in question’ whilst also ‘observing the emergence of an existential dimension through the course of such engaged-reflections’. In the process dynamically balancing pretreatment, critical treatment and retreatment and where the latter may or may not co-opt a more radical approach in the suitable re(-)consideration of such evolving retreatment..!! [150] (169)
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Brief Notes for Sequencing and ‘Concluding’ a ‘Second Presentation’ on this Topic

“What is Meant by the Expression 

“‘What it Means to Be Philosophical?’ from a Disciplinary Perspective?”
I finished writing this evolving essay quite late at night and went to bed thinking that I had finally put this paper ‘to bed’, that it was all ‘neatly wrapped and tied up’, to awake in the morning to find it had somewhat ‘unraveled, once again, at a rate of knots’. In ‘threading’ a sequence of ideas in the form of this second ‘second presentation’ on this topic I have had to re-present it once again…
 (170)
I had decided to unify this presentation around the idea of a contragram.  Contragrams were introduced in the first presentation, in Part I, to intuitively demonstrate the disciplinary difference between, say, ‘the philosophy of history’ and ‘the history of philosophy’… (171)

I.e., that there is a difference between ‘philosophy’ and ‘history’, and, that the philosopher needs to account for the (phenomenological) nature of that difference (from a disciplinary perspective). (172)

We can think of contragrams as “‘the x of y’ versus ‘the y of x’,” and, I had argued elsewhere (at various points in my current work titled The Pursuit of Philosophy as a Discipline) that phenomenal-phenomenological reality is somehow better represented at the psychic center of (an endless succession) of contragrams… and this insight will be taken up at the end of this presentation to re(-)present a sixth approach or re-positioning on my grappling with this central conundrum. This conundrum, or philosophical puzzle at the center of this extended essay, was summed up in the following quotation taken from this extended essay:
…let me roll the following three questions into the rhetorical embrace of this central conundrum, namely, ‘what does it mean to be philosophical?’, and, ‘why is it so difficult to articulate what is involved in such an attitude?’ and ‘why is it the case that some people, it would seem, just cannot exercise a philosophical sense of perspective?’ [106] (173)

Now, let me briefly recapitulate what was presented in the first presentation. (174)


I noted how my understanding of this topic had migrated through three evolving stages and that the critique of each of these takes on this topic would move us on to the next incarnation in this process:

In the past I understood by the ‘philosophical attitude’ an ‘appreciation how things might be better performed, be that theoretically, practically and/or critically’. We could call this a ‘first approach’. [11] 

A later approach took this ‘attitude’ to imply a ‘critical appreciation of its overall manner of truth determination’. We could call this a ‘second approach’.  

    [12] 

However, as a critique, we could argue that all disciplinarians, in their own way, ostensively, are ‘truth seekers out to be truthfully engaged in their respective form or forms of research’. [13]

Accepting such a critique would direct us to a ‘third position’, namely, as disciplinarians ‘seeking to determine under what conditions a certain process of truth determination both operates under and does not operate under; indeed, could not and should not be subscribed to, etc.’ [14]

Or, in effect, {through invoking forms of transformational retreatment}, giving us a fourth definition of the philosophical through this additional overlay of retreatment. Namely, that the ‘philosophical attitude’ is ‘the meta-determination of our appreciation of the valid truth conditions for truth determination (etc.) as revealed through the ensuing consequential processes of retreatment’. [111/152] 
    (174)

I also argued in this first presentation that we need to take a middle path by avoiding all forms of ideological extremism, especially, the fallaciously informed philosophies of absolutism (along with its impossible and unnecessary searching for indubitable truth or so-called ‘Truth’) and relativism (along with its evisceration of truth determination and all productive forms of e/valuation), and, by implication, the ever-seductive defective philosophies of uncompromising forms of realism, idealism and pragmaticism (on the grounds that their economic segregation and isolation of necessary polar features in the formation of intentional ideation utterly destroy our very ability to entertain such simulated processes at the center of lived-experience). (175)

Then having defined (in this fourth instance of re-positioning) a definition of the philosophical as the ‘philosophical attitude’ is ‘the meta-determination of our appreciation of the valid truth conditions for truth determination as revealed through the ensuing consequential processes of retreatment’ I opined (as an unintended cliff-hanger before the non-envisaged first version of the second presentation) the following ‘insight’:
But, in my attempting to be more precise, much has been left unsaid…. [45] 

  (176)


But this mistress of silence is a hard taskmaster for any philosopher to be subservient in any form of faithful fashion… and I succumbed to asking just what else needed to be explicated and hence my first version of a ‘second presentation’… and, so I am left here still working on this explication (at this very moment of writing)… (177)

The sting in the tail was unravelling the implications embedded in this concept of ‘retreatment’ and how it introduces an existential dimension that also needs to be confronted by the serious philosopher. In this regard, we might say, a philosopher needs to be critical, radical and existential in their confrontation of both philosophical problems and those topics that are philosophically problematized! (178)
I.e., that a philosopher needs to also account for this existential aspect central to our lived-experience of our relationships in this world at large. That through this pro-relational perspective we will better understand the involved specificity of value formation… as it arises for(-)us in and through e/valuational formation given that our freedom to be in this world is only orchestrated and mutually enhanced entirely through our relations as continually navigated, negotiated and arbitrated through(-)others..! (179)

Now, in this fourth approach or definition, as arrived at above, we must also confront a profound conundrum in the form of a paradox, namely, if it is possible for a philosopher to philosophically appreciate the work of an historian, as in the contragram of a ‘philosophy of history versus a history of philosophy’, then why would it not be possible for a (meta-)philosopher either to appreciate their own philosophical work or the work of some other philosopher? But, here we have a profound problem. If we define ‘being philosophical’, say, as ‘the appreciation of the meta-determination of the apparent validity of the presented truth conditions’ then this either applies to the philosopher or the meta-philosopher but most certainly not to both! (180)

Hence my need to introduce a fifth approach or retake as follows:
Thus, at this point we can provisionally conclude that the abstract nature of the philosophical attitude, as a fifth attempt to pin down this distinctive phenomenon, is ‘the appreciation of the meta-determination of the valid conditions for truth determination, etc., subject to forms of retreatment that are both existential and non-existential in orientation (but, preferably, with a non-obstructed, self-presenting preference for the former)’.
 [119] [152] (181)

By ‘etc.’ I am implying that we merely extend our meta-terms of reference in order to encompass both ‘the philosophical research being scrutinized’ and ‘the scrutiny being exercised by the meta-philosopher (etc.)’. (182)


However, my concept of retreatment also involves the existential fact that through the necessary invocation of a variety of integrated suspensions at the center of any intentional economy we are immediately thrust back into the world of lived-experience (on the object level of meta-employment) through the automatic force of the de-suspensions provoked through such each and every suspension. So, this subtly of meta-levels in explication is somewhat lost as we are ever returned, each and every moment, back into the concrete, historical specificity of lived-experience and its simulations of lived-reality as interpreted through the evolving definition and ongoing harmonization thematized through such re(-)iterated experience.
 (183)

Here made explicit, is this contragrammatical insight that lived-reality is ever thematized at the living-center of a succession of contragammatical-like experiences. That the philosophical recognition of this existential fact propels the philosopher to acknowledge a sixth approach or retake, as one more re(-)positioning on the problematic nature of this topic as to what it means ‘to be philosophical (in its disciplinary sense)’, namely:

‘The appreciation of the meta-determination of the valid conditions for truth determination, etc., subject to forms of retreatment that are both existential and non-existential in orientation, with a preference for the existentialization of the latter,
 whilst also acknowledging the difficult task of the philosopher requires them to both disentangle the conflation of treatment, etc., with retreatment, etc., whilst also re(-)entangling the same in the course of lived-experience in the hope of refining such existential appreciation in order to also refine all forms of existential intervention, and, further refine, therein and thereafter, our shared sense of a freedom to be entirely found in our relations with(-)other, before(-)others, and through(-)others’!
 (184)

Now, I do not expect such a complex definition to be immediately understood, so, let me pluck out some of the important implications buried in its very technical use of language. (185)

Such complexity in intentional ideation demands a highly involved use of abstract thinking, i.e., our ability to critically navigate metaphors, e.g., etc. Therefore, for those people who have a difficulty in comprehending non-concrete ideation they will certainly have a difficulty in both disentangling and re-entangling these evolving processes of pretreatment, treatment, retreatment, etc., operating at the very heart of the philosophical enterprise as the philosopher goes about attempting to determine such evolving processes of truth determination and discern the existential ramifications of such ensuing forms of retreatment! (186)

Moreover, as far as this process of truth determination is concerned, in this essay I have invoke the duplicated use of a Tarskian semantic theory of truth determination in order to engineer forms of alignment, etc., between such meta-levels being employed in these processes of treatment, etc. (187)

However, overlooking, for a few moments such subtleties, we might like to render the dialectical tensions (between pretreatment, etc., and their utilization of correlations, accommodations and transformations; by running arguments in a non-fallacious fashion; by conducting forms of consequential analysis; avoiding all forms ideological extremism, etc.) by noting an important tension between ‘the critical nature of treatment’ versus ‘the potentially radical nature of retreatment’. Let me illustrate this relationship (that demands correlational disentanglement and accommodational re-entanglement in the transformational context of a process of existentialization) by invoking an exploration of the following observation. (188)

If one were to serious scrutinize the formation of a legal philosophy, and its exercise in a court of law, one would also need to confront the ever-present tension between ‘the so-called letter of the law’ versus ‘the so-called spirit of the law’.
 That this observation, metaphorically, quite succinctly captures this same tension between my vision of ‘critical treatment of a certain philosophical topic or problem’ versus a potentially radical process of existential retreatment of that same topic or problem’. (189)

On that point, let me conclude by making one final observation, namely, that the philosopher, primarily, has the difficult task of critically disentangling the various strands that constitute lived-experience whilst also understanding their potentially radical re-entanglement in order to better understand the existential ramifications that ever ensue from such an ‘entangled web we are so want to weave’..!!
 (190)





    Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 25.11.21.
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� 	I am also the first to admit that my ideas are continually evolving and, so, every time I attempt this explanation of what ‘it means to be philosophical’ some thematic continuity might be expressed but with some considerable degrees of variation that have also re-constituted this same thin thematic thread of continuity (especially given the necessity, from time to time, to recognize the radically re-(self-)organized nature of such research, indeed, all research).


� 	Referencing Richard Rorty’s approach to the ‘edifying’ nature of constructive, pragmatic projects and programs when utilized in a skillfully contrived, heuristical treatment as would be utilized in this style of re-interpreting both philosophical and non-philosophical topics.


� 	The nomenclature of ‘(-)’ indicates an economic set of interactions, understood under the rubric of ‘processes of re(-) alignment’, namely, error correction through re-de-mis-interpreted forms of presentation; mere reiteration of representational interpretation through the invocation of appropriate meta-textual genres of behaviour; and, the chaotic patterns of re-presentation that invoke more radical forms of re-interpretation.


� 	Now, some might question whether we can have a ‘science of philosophy’. Discounting, the possibility of exercising indubitable truth determination, we might consider a scientifically exercised philosophy is one that carefully and correctly follows both critical and radical philosophical techniques. On the other hand, a ‘religion of philosophy’ might, for many, be beyond the proverbial pale.


� 	This radical aspect of the topic of ‘being critically philosophical’ will be addressed later in this essay. Refer to paragraphs 36, 39-41, 43.


� 	‘Economic’ in the sense of ‘being invoked in either an implicit or explicit gestalt-like field with trimodal terms applying, respectively, to focal foreground, background field, and the distinctive framing of the ensuing relationship being entertained between the former. In effect, arguing that our intentional appreciation is constituted, as a bare minimum, under the necessary interaction of such mutual, correlative terms of reference’.


� 	Defining ‘confirmation’ as ‘positive truth determinations exercised, more or less, in real time (i.e., as concurrent with intentional processes of experience dealing with, e.g., conceptions, perceptions, and judgments, etc.)’. ‘Verification’ being read as ‘positive truth determinations that are not exercised, more or less, in real time (i.e., as not concurrent with intentional processes of experience dealing with, e.g., conceptions, perceptions, and judgments, etc.)’. Any approach towards an absolutistical denial of our ability to make relatively scoped truth determinations is an orientation bordering on some form and degree of relativism.


� 	I.e., ‘propriety’ being arrived at through a ‘reasonable following of the conventionally understood rules for semantic e/valuation’ (as expressed textually). ‘Appropriateness’ being arrived at through a relevant adoption and adaptation of (meta-textual) genre rules, etc.’ ‘Appositeness’ when being productively realized, through surpluses of e/valuation, both non-existentially and existentially through (non-textual) modes of simulated valuational formation.


� 	The expression ‘suitable’ is code for proper, appropriate and apposite (along with its expansion to include phenomenal-phenomenological encounters, etc.).


� 	Noting, e.g., suitable forms of economic translation, economic correlativity, economic complexification, insurance and assurance, critical and radical forms of transformational retreatment, etc., etc.


� 	The technical expression ‘treatment’ is also making an allusion to the ‘transformational processes of re(-)treatment’ as explored elsewhere. I.e., the economic dialectic involved between pretreatment, treatment and retreatment/posttreatment and their utilization of suspension and de-suspensions, etc.


� 	E.g., through overlooking limitations; taking ideological positions through fostering forms of over-commitment or under-commitment of either epistemological and/or ontological attitudes, etc. In effect, exercising forms of literal treatment when such simulations should be philosophically treated as simulations qua simulations (and as non-textually oriented intentions ever-ready to be subjected to ongoing processes of suspension, etc. The ‘non-textual’ paralleling the third moment of the ‘existential moment’, etc.).


� 	Exercising an ordered approach to these six fields of enquiry (starting with the first trans-cognitive order, etc., as explored elsewhere).


� 	A formulation usually abbreviated as just ‘e/valuations’.


� 	Refer to paragraph 44, and footnote 13.


� 	A practice briefly alluded to in paragraph 57.


� 	As suggested, this could take a wide variety of approaches, but, basically, by merely interrogating the apparent constitution of your topic would commence this philosophical type of inquiry; by asking, e.g., is it really the case that either predicates, relations and/or logical subjects are as depicted; why; how, where; who and whom; etc?


� 	With considerable resonances for how we come to see the narrated discourses found circulating in a cultural-intercultural overlapping of live-worlds.


� 	E.g., the infamous textbook Malleus Maleficarum. Or, e.g., the book authored by King James VIth of Scotland/Ist of England who sought to prove to existence of witchcraft to other Christians through biblical teachings titled: Daemonologie (as per Wikipedia). Of course, this topic is more complex than black and white assertions or denials of the existence of witches and warlocks. I do not intend to be disrespectful to the beliefs of those people who believe either ‘they are witches or that there are such witches’, just that this topic should not have been utilized to enact legislature programs that authorized such inhuman institutionalized mistreatment and maltreatment that followed on in their wake, and v.v.


� 	An expression that is being ‘technical by not being technical’. I.e., this ‘world at large’ is just our conventional understandings of this world as lived in and through our interpretations of lived-experience’. It is conventionally treated as ‘there’, and as ‘open’, and as an ‘arena’ for the both the expected and unexpected to take place, etc., as ‘we encounter, recognize and engage with others, etc.’


� 	Obviously, e.g., not a chair that is already being sat upon by someone else, etc. 


� 	Where ‘suitable’ is code for’ phenomenologically proper (according to the semantically laid down identities carved out, encountered and located in our cultural-intercultural mappings), hermeneutically recognized as appropriate (as to the uptake of meta-textual genres being adopted and adapted to exigencies of our current con-textual  situatedness), and, the appositeness of existential specifics (as to be discerned through engagement and its ongoing re(-)e/valuations).


� 	Essentially running a Kantian argument that judgment must be trans-conceptual in orientation.


� 	I.e., subjected to processes of conformation.


� 	This relational ‘ambit’ is found in a ‘passive perspective on relational experience’. Dynamically we observe its ‘remit’, and, existentially, experience its ‘composite’ nature as an integrated set of relational experiences’ int his ‘composite orientation’.


� 	Just like a barber who cuts their own hair, unless bald or goes in for a complete shave, cannot professionally enact such a task given the impossibility of directly seeing the back of their own head (much like the other side of the moon remains invisible to us). Of course, anyone can cut their own hair, as I did when I was a student, but, from experience, never in a professional manner (that would not not need to be emended by the rectification of others). Like all analogies, this image should not be taken too far. 


� 	Certainly not in the limited terms of the definition supplied, namely, ‘the meta-determination of the truth conditions for truth determination’. Of course, this conundrum can be seen as being confected, still, it brings out the point that a qualification needs to be applied to this definition, namely, ‘that retreatment will ensure that philosophical treatment can be observed in the world, and, that the critical appreciation of the philosophical can also be observed on the same meta-level of the philosophical, and, thence, through further retreatment, can also be observed in the concrete, historical specificity of this world-as-lived viewed as the object-level as the primary end-point of such manoeuvres and machinations. I.e., in other words, the force of the de-suspension will automatically return us to the world of lived-experience, albeit as refracted through either a set of philosophical lenses and/or a set of non-philosophical lenses. Hence the insightful resolution of this philosophical problem posed as a conundrum and the primary point of this exercise as a way of introducing this necessary qualification, namely, the role that needs to be played by retreatment.


� 	As argued elsewhere under the headings, in each discipline, of a ‘disciplinary difference (or differential)’, ‘meta-disciplinary difference’, and a ‘non-disciplinary difference’.


� 	This provisional definition can be treated as a fourth variation or position/re-positioning in this regard. Refer to paragraph 14.


� 	Let me simply illustrate this conjecture. 2 = 1 + 1, but that 2 can be found by invoking 3 – 1, or 4 - 2, or by adding -4 with 6, etc., etc.


� 	Pursuit, III.2V.59.


� 	III.2V.102.


� 	III.2V.97.


� 	III.2V.100.


� 	III.2V.101


� 	I.e., in the ‘interrogative economy’ whose three dialectical moments of the rhetorical, etc., constitute an ‘overall transcendental suspension’ at the center of what I have defined as the ‘extensive suspension’ (given that we must also take into account both the import of the de-suspension [in an ‘extended suspension’] as well as our ability to observe a virtual-non-virtual transition in a causally oriented transformation in intentional directedness).


� 	The topic of ‘psychosis’ is explored in my book titled Beyond Therapy (2003).


� 	A more localized, psychotic-like psychological state both defined and described by myself as ‘a condition arising from either epistemological and/or ontological over-commitment/s’.


� 	Beyond Therapy, Section 3, On the Existence or Non-Existence of the Neurotic Condition (& the Stasic Condition). 


� 	We might like to review this more engaged, existential vision of the philosophical attitude as a ‘fifth instance in this process of provisional re(-)positioning’.


� 	That this maxim recognizes, in effect, that the ‘emergent whole’ cannot be reduced to the mere summation of its participating parts and must be greater than both the mere collation of parts and the mere synthesis of the whole taking on the dialectically engaged character of ‘parts-and-whole’, and, whose essential nature is both pro-relational and holistic in orientation; and where that same holism must also recognize, as well, the relational, hierarchical, embeddedness of that relationship in the open totality of its relational situatedness, which in turn, is further embedded, and so on and so forth.


�	On both this vision and version of what it means ‘to be philosophical’ and whether ‘being philosophical has any therapeutic potential?’ etc.


� 	Although not directly ‘true’ per se given its existence in the object language (and not in the meta-description of that object language where its truth as ‘true’ directly resides). That such a manoeuvre is to be accounted for, however, through retreatment where the object is now to be reviewed through the refraction of its truthfulness transformationally arrived at and ‘received’ in and through its retreatment, etc. 


� 	I.e., no situation should be existentially read entirely on its own terms given that its context (as a hermeneutical con-text that determines the appropriate invocation of apposite genres of behaviour) may well supply certain existential qualifications to that ‘reading’, etc. Just as a married man or wife might have an affair with some other person and be fine with that arrangement, but, find that that arrangement might be or might not be fine with their marriage partner or partners. In other words, all relationships need to be reviewed both in terms of that relationship per se and also as that relationship in question is to be found in its immediate relational situatedness per se, etc.


� 	As an adjunct in therapeutic treatment I have not discussed the important role that could be played through the developing the ability to conduct transcendental suspensions (especially in instances of a pseudo-psychosis where a diminution of preferential treatment in stated forms of over-commitment might progressively obviate the intensity of that psychosis?


� 	The imputation is also implied that an inability to think abstractly could also be implicated in more pervasive forms of ‘existential blindness’. Although, here, I am not formally arguing that position.


� 	The ‘essential’ being read, treated, through the critical-radical nature of a phenomenal-phenomenological lens/set of lenses (whilst also being incorporated in a critical-radical approach to both the hermeneutics of pretreatment and potentially transformational nature of existential retreatment).


� 	Noting that positive, non-chaotically incremental orchestration, on occasions, can be well surpassed by the impact of positive, chaotically oriented processes of existential enhancement. Hence the rationale for this last statement.


� 	Pursuit, III.2V.106.


� 	Countering the proverb ‘that two wrongs do not make a right’.


� 	Because the transcendental, ‘trans-cognitive’, judgmental act of suspension must be of materials brought to hand and where that material is pre-critical, prejudicial forms of prejudgment (as per Husserl, e.g.).


� 	I am allowed to make these observations because, in my vision of the economic, the phenomenological-semantic reception of atomic or molecular experience is passive in orientation versus the hermeneutic preoccupations of pursuing forms of activity through genres of behaviour versus more engaged forms of existentially oriented specificity.


� 	Indeed, it must be naturally conflated with lived-experience because ‘transcendental’ experience arises out of the ongoing harmonic resolution of the dissonant tensions being experienced in our simulated vision of a shared sense of reality being intimately co-related with the semblance of the relational because this relational dimension is born in and through the ongoing resolution of natural experience and, therefore, cannot be separated and segregated from the same. Or, put another way, that a process of existentialization arises from the existentialization (through ongoing harmonization) of the relatively non-existential, and v.v. Just as, conversely, de-existentialization arises from the relative de-existentialization of the relatively existential, and v.v. Unless stated otherwise, the expression ‘transcendental’ is equivalent to ‘trans-cognitive, trans-intentional, judgmental, pro-relational aspects of epistemologically oriented experience.


� 	As demonstrated in my much-cited example of the architect of a bridge who needs to balance deontological, pragmatical and, hopefully, aesthetical concerns in the successful expedition of such a project.


� 	This formula operates the understanding that we should be working with what is to hand in the form of correlations, etc., and, is designed as a counterplay to the impossible invocation of so-called first Philosophies and Last Philosophies, and other philosophical chimeras like extremist formulations of realism, etc.


� 	As argued for in the ideas surrounding the quest for Father Xmas as explored in Pursuit, II (Where is Father Xmas?)


� 	I.e., passively with(-)others, actively before(-)others, and in an existentially engaged manner through(-)others.


� 	Now, some might question whether we can have a ‘science of philosophy’. Discounting, the possibility of exercising indubitable truth determination, we might consider a scientifically exercised philosophy is one that carefully and correctly follows both critical and radical philosophical techniques. On the other hand, a ‘religion of philosophy’ might, for many, be beyond the proverbial pale.


� 	The expression ‘suitable’ is code for proper, appropriate and apposite (along with its expansion to include phenomenal-phenomenological encounters, etc.).


� 	Noting, e.g., suitable forms of economic translation, economic correlativity, economic complexification, insurance and assurance, critical and radical forms of transformational retreatment, etc., etc.


� 	The technical expression ‘treatment’ is also making an allusion to the ‘transformational processes of re(-)treatment’ as explored elsewhere. I.e., the economic dialectic involved between pretreatment, treatment and retreatment/posttreatment and their utilization of suspension and de-suspensions, etc.


� 	Exercising an ordered approach to these six fields of enquiry (starting with the first trans-cognitive order, etc., as explored elsewhere).


� 	Just like a barber who cuts their own hair, unless bald or goes in for a complete shave, cannot professionally enact such a task given the impossibility of directly seeing the back of their own head (much like the other side of the moon remains invisible to us). Of course, anyone can cut their own hair, as I did when I was a student, but, from experience, never in a professional manner (that would not not need to be emended by the rectification of others). Like all analogies, this image should not be taken too far. 


� 	Certainly not in the limited terms of the definition supplied, namely, ‘the meta-determination of the truth conditions for truth determination’. Of course, this conundrum can be seen as being confected, still, it brings out the point that a qualification needs to be applied to this definition, namely, ‘that retreatment will ensure that philosophical treatment can be observed in the world, and, that the critical appreciation of the philosophical can also be observed on the same meta-level of the philosophical, and, thence, through further retreatment, can also be observed in the concrete, historical specificity of this world-as-lived viewed as the object-level as the primary end-point of such manoeuvres and machinations. I.e., in other words, the force of the de-suspension will automatically return us to the world of lived-experience, albeit as refracted through either a set of philosophical lenses and/or a set of non-philosophical lenses. Hence the insightful resolution of this philosophical problem posed as a conundrum and the primary point of this exercise as a way of introducing this necessary qualification, namely, the role that needs to be played by retreatment.


� 	As argued elsewhere under the headings, in each discipline, of a ‘disciplinary difference (or differential)’, ‘meta-disciplinary difference’, and a ‘non-disciplinary difference’.


� 	This provisional definition can be treated as a fourth variation or position/re-positioning in this regard. Refer to paragraph 14.


� 	Let me simply illustrate this conjecture. 2 = 1 + 1, but that 2 can be found by invoking 3 – 1, or 4 - 2, or by adding -4 with 6, etc., etc.


� 	III.2V.100.


� 	III.2V.101


� 	I.e., in the ‘interrogative economy’ whose three dialectical moments of the rhetorical, etc., constitute an ‘overall transcendental suspension’ at the center of what I have defined as the ‘extensive suspension’ (given that we must also take into account both the import of the de-suspension [in an ‘extended suspension’] as well as our ability to observe a virtual-non-virtual transition in a causally oriented transformation in intentional directedness).


� 	Pursuit, III.2V.106.


� 	Countering the proverb ‘that two wrongs do not make a right’.


� 	I have economically explored narrations under the trimodal aspects of narrational facts, narratives, and narrational critiques (ostensively designed to progressively resolve [emotionally] perceived narrational anomalies).


� 	Because the transcendental, ‘trans-cognitive’, judgmental act of suspension must be of materials brought to hand and where that material is pre-critical, prejudicial forms of prejudgment (as per Husserl, e.g.).


� 	I am allowed to make these observations because, in my vision of the economic, the phenomenological-semantic reception of atomic or molecular experience is passive in orientation versus the hermeneutic preoccupations of pursuing forms of activity through genres of behaviour versus more engaged forms of existentially oriented specificity.


� 	Indeed, it must be naturally conflated with lived-experience because ‘transcendental’ experience arises out of the ongoing harmonic resolution of the dissonant tensions being experienced in our simulated vision of a shared sense of reality being intimately co-related with the semblance of the relational because this relational dimension is born in and through the ongoing resolution of natural experience and, therefore, cannot be separated and segregated from the same. Or, put another way, that a process of existentialization arises from the existentialization (through ongoing harmonization) of the relatively non-existential, and v.v. Just as, conversely, de-existentialization arises from the relative de-existentialization of the relatively existential, and v.v. Unless stated otherwise, the expression ‘transcendental’ is equivalent to ‘trans-cognitive, trans-intentional, judgmental, pro-relational aspects of epistemologically oriented experience.


� 	As demonstrated in my much-cited example of the architect of a bridge who needs to balance deontological, pragmatical and, hopefully, aesthetical concerns in the successful expedition of such a project.


� 	This formula operates the understanding that we should be working with what is to hand in the form of correlations, etc., and, is designed as a counterplay to the impossible invocation of so-called first Philosophies and Last Philosophies, and other philosophical chimeras like extremist formulations of realism, etc.


� 	As argued for in the ideas surrounding the quest for Father Xmas as explored in Pursuit, II (Where is Father Xmas?)


� 	I.e., passively with(-)others, actively before(-)others, and in an existentially engaged manner through(-)others.


� 	For a Second Presentation at the Second Mini-Conference to be held by The Continental Philosophy Group, 28 November 2021.


� 	On the grounds, e.g., ‘that we should preference what should be preferenced and not preference what should not be preferenced’. Arguing, further, ‘that the emergent nature of a relational totality deserved to be relatively preference over the parts and participants in that relationship’. Refer to paragraph 118.


� 	It could be argued that through this formula, as entailed in this fifth approach, we are entertaining a potentially fruitful, virtual dialogue between such philosophers as Kant and Hegel, e.g.


� 	Because ‘existentialization’ is ‘the existentialization of the relatively non-existential’ and ‘not the existentialization of the relatively existential’.


� 	A formula that notes passive, active, and engaged forms of interaction and intervention (as discussed, e.g., in paragraph 138).


� 	A task I hope to attempt in Pursuit, III.12B.


� 	This allusion to ‘tangled webs we weave’ is a distant paraphrase indirectly citing Sir Walter Scott and his epic poem Marmion: A Tale of Flodden Field: ‘Oh what a tangle web we weave/When we first practice to deceive.’





