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Preface

As the Preface, to this essay and the two following essays plus one postscript, I would like the reader to know that can each essay can be seen to act as relatively self-contained, whilst, at the same time, falling within the confines of a relatively separate book titled: The Pragmatic Prospect itself situated within Volume III of this continuing work titled The Pursuit of Philosophy as a Discipline. (i)


Volume III, titled The Prescience of Philosophy as a Discipline is ambiguously subtitled Beyond Criticism. Over the course of my philosophical research I have discerned how we need to make a distinction between the relatively ‘critical’ and the relatively ‘radical’, and, contrast the same with respect to the relatively ‘pre-critical’ (all within the context of a philosophy of transformational retreatment). (ii)

The Pragmatic Prospect was written in order to delineate just what form my thoughts would take on the articulation of a pragmatic philosophy in the light of my previous researches. (iii)

Part I is more concerned with a ‘critical’ introduction to this philosophical sub-discipline of the pragmatic (which, in my ordered scheme of trans-cognitive forms of judgment I have already noted as being entailed in the ‘Fourth Order’). Hence the sub-title: Approaching a Critical Appreciation of this Topic. Such an approach operates on a particular level of delineation (in distinction to hermeneutic ‘generality’ and existential ‘specificity’) and is more closely associated with phenomenological approaches to the topic to hand. However, as an introduction it also takes a generalist approach to this topic by introducing an historical overview, or, rather, a snapshot of its recent historical thematization over the last one hundred years or so. (iv) 

Part II links three problematic areas of concern that arose in a first reading of Part I, namely, questions concerning how we might go about formulating of a pragmatic ethics; differentiating a positive nihilism from a negative nihilism; and articulating just what is ‘pragmatic’ about such a pragmatic philosophy in a more practical direction whilst differentiating such a philosophy from merely expounding some form of expediency or utilitarian set of calculations, or similar. In order to articulate a reply, I invoked a pro-relational, existential dimension of living-experience (textualized as lived-experience) entered into through the auspices of a ‘transcendental suspension’ (more fully explored under the heading of an ‘extensive suspension’). Given this aspect of experience is ‘specific’ in its focus hence the sub-titles: The Simulation of Simulation..?? Approaching a Radical Re-Appreciation of this Topic. This existential sphere being seen as both relatively ‘radical’ and resulting from ‘simulation’, as the simulation of simulation, of the relatively non-textual aspect of the textual economy. As a test of such ideas, I invoke the practice of remonstration (after a short excursion through my take on this idea in a Confucian setting). (v)

Part III takes a more general, hermeneutical approach by examining the nature of the re(-)interpretative economy.
 In this essay I also concentrate on setting up a relatively radical ‘re-reading’ of Richard Rorty’s Contingency, irony, and solidarity published in 1989. In this re-reading, I take to heart that ‘doing philosophy’ is a ‘relatively incommensurable disciplinary pursuit’ but, because I treat such incommensurabilities as only ‘relative’ that the potential insightfulness and fruitfulness of that discipline can spill over into the wider world of the secular and other disciplines therein, when and where relevant, in a manner that can also be ‘potentially insightful and fruitful’ (contrary to the apparent positioning being explored by Rorty). In this re-reading I have had to re-understand that economic facets of an economy, likewise, are also relatively incommensurable, but, must also possess forms of relatively invariant, transformational isomorphism in order for there to be the apparent integrity of that distinctive economy in question, indeed, of all economies (where ‘economies’ are to be understood as ‘articulated systems involved in the circulation of certain relatively distinctive form of e/valuational formation’). In the light of this observation, namely, of the relatively incommensurable nature of both disciplines and the economic aspects or moments within a disciplinary economy, I have had to delineate the economy of re(-)interpretation as also involving three distinctive phases of a relatively pre-critical interpretation, a relatively critical reinterpretation, and a relatively radical re-interpretation, and, where each dialectical moment in this economy needs to be approached quite differently given such relative incommensurabilities. Of course, given such ‘relativity’, we can also overcome such incommensurability through also observing a deeper stratum or a set of deeper strata that also allows us to delineate the overall nature of that same economy in question. Hence the nature of this dialectical approach set up in Part III (through the auspices of this exploration of re(-)interpretation). (vi)

In a Postscript, I briefly look at both the nature of ‘existential(ly oriented patterns of) intervention’ and the ramifications it has on the nature of ‘freedom’, namely, as that ‘to de discerned only in an economy that is engaged through(-)others’. Articulating, in effect, the optimistic insight that the existential nature of a pragmatic philosophy cannot be reduced to one of ‘mere expediency’. (vii)

I have enjoyed writing these essays and hope my reader might also find some enjoyment in the broad sweep of their river-like meanderings and in the focus bought to bear on how we might be able to cross a number of the difficulties confronted in these various ramblings being explored within this topic of the pragmatic prospect.
 (viii)







      Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 22.6.22.
2W. The Pragmatic Prospect? Part I:

The Pragmatism of Pragmatism..??
Approaching a Critical Appreciation of this Topic* 

0. Pre-Introduction and Introduction

An observant person, who is conversant with certain earlier essays posted by myself, might recall that the formula ‘x of x’ is answered by ‘not-x, non-x or meta-x’.
 In a mischievous sense asking what is ‘not-pragmatism’ or ‘non-pragmatism’ or ‘meta-pragmatism’? But, then, they might further ask of themselves why are there two question marks? The dots suggest a ‘point suspensive’ that is answered (by the fourth implicit dot) by two levels of interrogation, namely, asking just ‘what is pragmatism?’ as a distinctive style of philosophical practice, and, ‘what are the limits of pragmatism?’ In this essay I hope to explore both areas of concern in what, ostensively, is a first foray into this philosophy of pragmatism where I will address some of the philosophical anxieties it earnestly seeks to resolve, approach a broad introduction to its historical origins and later mutations, scrutinizing both its effectiveness and its apparent limitations (on the understanding that all disciplines, including that of the pragmatic philosopher, are scoped by the natural limitations of all forms of discursive thinking and thought). Hence the raison d’être of this introductory and exploratory essay. (0)

First, I will formulate a provisional definition of what is entailed in a pragmatic sense of positioning. Then, I will outline certain anxieties that this type of position appears to address. Third, I will note the historical introduction of this expression ‘pragmatism’ as formulated by some of its key exponents, namely, Charles Sander Pierce, William James, and John Dewey, and, then sketch what is entailed in its gestation as a form of ‘neo-pragmatism’ as typified by a philosopher like, e.g., Richard Rorty. Then, I will ‘explode’ various ideological sections of the philosophical landscape in order to create a level playing field for a more critical appreciation of this type of philosophizing. In this ‘suspended sense of space and time’ I will conduct a number of philosophical observations and thought experiments in order to test the stylistic limits of this philosophical approach, and, in the process, tentatively advance a provisional, qualified form of retreatment where this philosophical style will be treated as a form of hermeneutics in conjunction with its necessary and mutual cooperation with phenomenological and existential forms of philosophical critique. By such means promoting a ‘critical philosophy’ worthy of that appellation that will also have potentially radical ramifications over the course of its skillful application and productive utilization. My intention, here, being that the philosopher has to return to the lived-reality of a concrete confrontation with lived-experience where they will need to get their hands metaphorically ‘dirty’ in their being of service to others as disciplinarians proffering their services to a world in need of more ‘respectful forms of an engaged re-directedness..?!’(1)
*    
For latest version of this paper: www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noelshomepage5.html
1. Definition
Pragmatism:

Noun:

1. A pragmatic attitude or policy.

2. A style of philosophy – an approach that evaluates theories or beliefs in terms

of the success of their practical application. (2)

In an expansion on this second definition:

‘Pragmatism’ is ‘a philosophical tradition that considers words and thoughts as tools and instruments for prediction, problem solving, and action, and rejects the idea that the function of thought is to describe, represent, or mirror reality. Pragmatists contend that most philosophical topics—such as the nature of knowledge, language, concepts, meaning, belief, and science—are all best viewed in terms of their practical uses and successes’.
 (3)
2. Addressing Anxieties through a Reconciliation of Anti-Skepticism and Fallibilism


What are the problematic philosophical drivers, as perceived ‘narrational anomalies’, that seem to promote this pragmatic ‘tack’ or ‘turn’ (away from, say traditional ideological forms of philosophical treatment, e.g., as would be found in approaches characterized as classical forms of realism, idealism, empiricism, et al
)?

Hilary Putnam has suggested that the reconciliation of anti-skepticism and fallibilism
 is the central goal of American pragmatism. Although all human knowledge is partial, with no ability to take a "God's-eye-view", this does not necessitate a globalized skeptical attitude, a radical philosophical skepticism (as distinguished from that which is called scientific skepticism). Peirce insisted that in reasoning, there is the presupposition, and at least the hope, that truth and the real are discoverable and would be discovered, sooner or later but still inevitably, by investigation taken far enough, and contrary to Descartes' famous and influential methodology in the Meditations on First Philosophy, doubt cannot be feigned or created by verbal fiat to motivate fruitful inquiry, and much less can philosophy begin in universal doubt.
 Doubt, like belief, requires justification. Genuine doubt irritates and inhibits, in the sense that belief is that upon which one is prepared to act. It arises from confrontation with some specific recalcitrant matter of fact (which Dewey called a "situation"), which unsettles our belief in some specific proposition. Inquiry is then the rationally self-controlled process of attempting to return to a settled state of belief about the matter. Note that anti-skepticism is a reaction to modern academic skepticism in the wake of Descartes. The pragmatist insistence that all knowledge is tentative is quite congenial to the older skeptical tradition
 

(4)

Taking Putnam seriously here would imply that pragmatists in general, and not just American pragmatists, are trying to steer a middle path, through some form of reconciliation, over this ‘no-man’s-land’, as an ‘every-person’s-land, in between these two anxiety forming attitudes perceived by philosophers as problematic. I.e., translated to a nautical allusion, performing an heroic attempt to sail between these two rocks of anti-skepticism and fallibilism… without being smashed on either of these two obstructions, natural impediments to the making of a safe philosophical passage. (5)

‘Anti-skepticism’, as I would see it, is a seemingly natural reaction to the thought of a totally skeptical attitude as typified, e.g., by the rhetorical manoevures of Réné Descartes in his Mediations. In effect, a refusal to credit that we don’t have some form of access to knowledge in some suitable form or other. (6)
In a subtle contrast, ‘fallibilism’ is the philosophical principle that propositions concerning empirical knowledge can be accepted even though they cannot be proven with certainty, or in short, that no beliefs are certain.
 (7)
I must confess my attitude to such worries is to say “so what!” Get a life, and get on with it..! I perceive ‘doubt’ as being central to the genuine asking of each and every question. The interrogative economy, as exercised in the very asking of a question, devolves from the resolution of a dis-conjunctive suspension of the ‘either/or’. Methodological doubt is crucial to our potentially making any progress whatsoever in sorting out the truth determinations of those propositions invoked when talking about our world as framed either in a disciplinary format or in a more secular, non-disciplinary format. Without framing a question around a well-formed ‘either/or’ we would not be able to recognize the (metaphorical) answer (as a first reply) to the question. Furthermore, if we were philosophically honest, and not merely indulging in short-sighted conundrums for the simple-minded, we should quickly note that the normally perceived truth values of propositions are not equally affirmed, don’t all have the same sense of a truth status. Indeed, the propositional constitution of our social worlds are hierarchically structured with some propositions being almost inconceivable to think otherwise and then hold their ensuing historical ramification to be consequently and subsequently entirely mistaken. As I have quipped before, we may not know what Julius Caesar had for breakfast or lunch or as an evening meal the day he crossed the Rubicon but we do know that he did ‘cross the Rubicon’ (even if he had sailed from Northern Italy to Rome given that his ‘crossing over’ or ‘having passed’ this river was a de facto declaration of his commencing a civil war. A momentous point in history that radically altered the political nature of the Roman state). Yes, we could entertain the thought that we, and every historian down to the present, might have got things wrong. But, then we would still have to contend with the fact of the Roman state as having had an existence, that there was such an individual called Julius Caesar, and so on. So, naturally historians take a path of less resistance, if not the least resistance, in such matters and only question things that might be more profitable and far less problematic. Even Descartes pointed out that we can question anything and everything, more or less, but that we are not really entitled to question the fact of our questioning, our being able to question such considerations. So, yes, we can operate from this imperfect position. It is obvious that we do not have access to indubitable knowledge. But, such a fact does not stop us from living our lives given that we have a reasonable access to social understandings as needed as we navigate and negotiate the many complexities of our daily lives! ‘Turned around’ we can see that this openness to the world about us does not absolutely forbid us from successfully accessing and assessing non-indubitable truths, even if only apparent, provisional, and probable in complexion. (8)

I would also contend that given that not all truth values are equal in status that this inequality gives us a terrain over which we can pass with some degree of ‘insurance and assurance’. The ‘insurance’ that ‘if we get something wrong we can retrace our steps to find a place with a greater degree of assurance’ from which we can then move forward, once again, with some further degree of ‘assurance’ that ‘such retracing is ever possible and able to re-meet effective degrees of either confirmation (in real-time) or verification (in non-real-time’) (that, then, through re-iteration can find probably forms of iterative conformation and, by such means, find a relative advancement in their truth status).
 (9)

This attitude of mine demonstrates, in effect, a relatively pragmatic approach given that it is based on an ascertainment of what works we are then more inclined to keep. Or, ‘that which seems to have more value is that which is to be cashed in so to speak’ echoing a much misinterpreted observation expressed by William James:

Many of James' best-turned phrases—"truth's cash value" and "the true is only the expedient in our way of thinking" —were taken out of context and caricatured in contemporary literature as representing the view where any idea with practical utility is true. William James wrote: It is high time to urge the use of a little imagination in philosophy. The unwillingness of some of our critics to read any but the silliest of possible meanings into our statements is as discreditable to their imaginations as anything I know in recent philosophic history. Schiller says the truth is that which "works." Thereupon he is treated as one who limits verification to the lowest material utilities. Dewey says truth is what gives "satisfaction"! He is treated as one who believes in calling everything true which, if it were true, would be pleasant.
 
 (10)
3. Historical Origins


I am sure pragmatic attitudes have been with us the very first day a person decided to reflect upon the nature of their situatedness. However, the expression ‘pragmatism’ was coined as follows:

Pragmatism began in the United States in the 1870s. Its origins are often attributed to the philosophers Charles Sanders Peirce, William James, and John Dewey. In 1878, Peirce described it in his pragmatic maxim: "Consider the practical effects of the objects of your conception. Then, your conception of those effects is the whole of your conception of the object." 
Pragmatism as a philosophical movement began in the United States around 1870. Charles Sanders Peirce (and his pragmatic maxim) is given credit for its development, along with later 20th-century contributors, William James and John Dewey. Its direction was determined by The Metaphysical Club members Charles Sanders Peirce, William James, and Chauncey Wright as well as John Dewey and George Herbert Mead.

The first use in print of the name pragmatism was in 1898 by James, who credited Peirce with coining the term during the early 1870s. James regarded Peirce's "Illustrations of the Logic of Science" series (including "The Fixation of Belief" (1877), and especially "How to Make Our Ideas Clear" (1878)) as the foundation of pragmatism. Peirce in turn wrote in 1906 that Nicholas St. John Green had been instrumental by emphasizing the importance of applying Alexander Bain's definition of belief, which was "that upon which a man is prepared to act". Peirce wrote that "from this definition, pragmatism is scarce more than a corollary; so that I am disposed to think of him as the grandfather of pragmatism". John Shook has said, "Chauncey Wright also deserves considerable credit, for as both Peirce and James recall, it was Wright who demanded a phenomenalist and fallibilist empiricism as an alternative to rationalistic speculation."
 (11)


Now, it can be a bit confusing as to what might philosophically differentiate these three philosophers, namely, Peirce, James, and Dewey, so let me supply the following short summaries. (12)
i. Charles Sanders Pierce (1939-1914)
Peirce developed the idea that inquiry depends on real doubt, not mere verbal or hyperbolic doubt, and said that, in order to understand a conception in a fruitful way, "Consider the practical effects of the objects of your conception. Then, your conception of those effects is the whole of your conception of the object", which he later called the pragmatic maxim. It equates any conception of an object to the general extent of the conceivable implications for informed practice of that object's effects. This is the heart of his pragmatism as a method of experimentational mental reflection arriving at conceptions in terms of conceivable confirmatory and disconfirmatory circumstances—a method hospitable to the generation of explanatory hypotheses, and conducive to the employment and improvement of verification. Typical of Peirce is his concern with inference to explanatory hypotheses as outside the usual foundational alternative between deductivist rationalism and inductivist empiricism, although he was a mathematical logician and a founder of statistics.

Peirce lectured and further wrote on pragmatism to make clear his own interpretation. While framing a conception's meaning in terms of conceivable tests, Peirce emphasized that, since a conception is general, its meaning, its intellectual purport, equates to its acceptance's implications for general practice, rather than to any definite set of real effects (or test results); a conception's clarified meaning points toward its conceivable verifications, but the outcomes are not meanings, but individual upshots. Peirce in 1905 coined the new name pragmaticism
 "for the precise purpose of expressing the original definition", saying that "all went happily" with James's and F. C. S. Schiller's variant uses of the old name "pragmatism" and that he nonetheless coined the new name because of the old name's growing use in "literary journals, where it gets abused". Yet in a 1906 manuscript, he cited as causes his differences with James and Schiller, and, in a 1908 publication, his differences with James as well as literary author Giovanni Papini. Peirce in any case regarded his views that truth is immutable and infinity is real, as being opposed by the other pragmatists, but he remained allied with them on other issues.
 
      (13)

An important point to note here is Pierce’s self-ascription as a ‘pragmaticist’ rather than as a ‘pragmatist’ who is more concerned with an anti-representationalistic stance:
Pragmatic maxim: Whether one chooses to call it "pragmatism" or "pragmaticism"—and Peirce himself was not always consistent about it even after the notorious renaming—his conception of pragmatic philosophy is based on one or another version of the so-called "pragmatic maxim". Here is one of his more emphatic statements of it: Pragmaticism was originally enounced in the form of a maxim, as follows: Consider what effects, that might conceivably have practical bearings, you conceive the objects of your conception to have. Then, your conception of those effects is the whole of your conception of the object (CP 5.438). 
In the 1909 Century Dictionary Supplement, the entry for pragmaticism by John Dewey was pragmaticism (prag-mat′i-sizm), n. [pragmatic + ism.] A special and limited form of pragmatism, in which the pragmatism is restricted to the determining of the meaning of concepts (particularly of philosophic concepts) by consideration of the experimental differences in the conduct of life which would conceivably result from the affirmation or denial of the meaning in question.

He [the writer] framed the theory that a conception, that is, the rational purport of a word or other expression, lies exclusively in its conceivable bearing upon the conduct of life… To serve the precise purpose of expressing the original definition, he begs to announce the birth of the word "pragmaticism." C. S. Peirce, in The Monist, April, 1905, p. 166.
 (14)

His pragmatism also bears no resemblance to "vulgar" pragmatism, which misleadingly connotes a ruthless and Machiavellian search for mercenary or political advantage. Rather, Peirce's pragmatic maxim is the heart of his pragmatism as a method of experimentational mental reflection arriving at conceptions in terms of conceivable confirmatory and disconfirmatory circumstances—a method hospitable to the generation of explanatory hypotheses, and conducive to the employment and improvement of verification to test the truth of putative knowledge.

Peirce's pragmatism, as method and theory of definitions and the clearness of ideas, is a department within his theory of inquiry, which he variously called "Methodeutic" and "Philosophical or Speculative Rhetoric". He applied his pragmatism as a method throughout his work.

Peirce called his pragmatism "the logic of abduction", that is, the logic of inference to explanatory hypotheses.
 As a method conducive to hypotheses
 as well as predictions and testing,
 pragmatism leads beyond the usual duo of foundational alternatives, namely:

· Deduction from self-evident truths, or rationalism;

· Induction from experiential phenomena, or empiricism.

His approach is distinct from foundationalism, empiricist or otherwise, as well as from coherentism, by the following three dimensions:

· Active process of theory generation, with no prior assurance of truth;

· Subsequent application of the contingent theory in order to clarify its logical and practical implications:
· Testing and evaluation of the provisional theory's utility for the anticipation of future experience, and that in dual senses of the word: prediction and control. Peirce's appreciation of these three dimensions serves to flesh out a physiognomy of inquiry far more solid than the flatter image of inductive generalization simpliciter, which is merely the relabeling of phenomenological patterns. Peirce's pragmatism was the first time the scientific method was proposed as an epistemology for philosophical questions.

A theory that proves itself more successful than its rivals in predicting and controlling our world is said to be nearer the truth. This is an operational notion of truth employed by scientists.
 (15)

We might wish to make here a distinction between ‘pragmaticism’ and ‘pragmatism’ by noting either party might use abduction but the former insists that through such a process of approximations we come closer to ‘the being of a reality’, in its ‘truth’, by insisting such approximations can be conducted with reference to this realistic imputation of such a reality. But, are we entitled to make such a claim? If that with which we can get closer through approximations can never be got at then why make such a claim. As its ‘obtainment’ or ‘full appropriation’ can never be met then why bother with such a claim?
 On the other hand, perhaps taking a strict anti-representationalistic stance is just as problematic? Surely, as a ‘working tenet of practice’, that we can always do better in our approximations it stands to reason that perhaps we should not throw out the baby with the bath water so to speak? A bit like a good rule to observe in chess by asking ourselves, ‘is there a better move than the one you are currently contemplating’, as I have found, to be good rule to operate with. However, given the ultimate move or set of moves is to ensure your checking of the other player’s king is already written as a definitive possibility on the board this example somewhat deconstructs in this regard. The horizon of possibilities on a chess board are closed, finite in number and fully able to be determined even if best left to the computations of a suitably programmed computer, whereas, in lived-experience, we should be open to possibilities that have not yet announced themselves but are brought to our attention in one way or another… perhaps through the skillful invocation of such a fruitful fiction? (16)
ii. William James (1842-1910)

James defined true beliefs as those that prove useful to the believer. His pragmatic theory of truth was a synthesis of correspondence theory of truth and coherence theory of truth, with an added dimension. Truth is verifiable to the extent that thoughts and statements correspond with actual things, as well as the extent to which they "hang together," or cohere, as pieces of a puzzle might fit together; these are in turn verified by the observed results of the application of an idea to actual practice.
 (17)

Moreover…
James held a world view in line with pragmatism, declaring that the value of any truth was utterly dependent upon its use to the person who held it. Additional tenets of James's pragmatism include the view that the world is a mosaic of diverse experiences that can only be properly interpreted and understood through an application of 'radical empiricism.' Radical empiricism, not related to the everyday scientific empiricism, asserts that the world and experience can never be halted for an entirely objective analysis; the mind of the observer and the act of observation affect any empirical approach to truth. The mind, its experiences, and nature are inseparable. James's emphasis on diversity as the default human condition—over and against duality, especially Hegelian dialectical duality—has maintained a strong influence in American culture. James's description of the mind-world connection, which he described in terms of a 'stream of consciousness,' had a direct and significant impact on avant-garde and modernist literature and art, notably in the case of James Joyce. In "What Pragmatism Means" (1906), James writes that the central point of his own doctrine of truth is, in brief:
Truths emerge from facts, but they dip forward into facts again and add to them; which facts again create or reveal new truth (the word is indifferent) and so on indefinitely. The 'facts' themselves meanwhile are not true. They simply are. Truth is the function of the beliefs that start and terminate among them.

Richard Rorty made the contested claim that James did not mean to give a theory of truth with this statement and that we should not regard it as such. However, other pragmatism scholars such as Susan Haack and Howard Mounce do not share 

Rorty's instrumentalist interpretation of James. 
In The Meaning of Truth (1909), James seems to speak of truth in relativistic terms, in reference to critics of pragmatism: "The critic's trouble … seems to come from his taking the word 'true' irrelatively, whereas the pragmatist always means 'true for him who experiences the workings.'" However, James responded to critics accusing him of relativism, scepticism, or agnosticism, and of believing only in relative truths. To the contrary, he supported an epistemological realism position.
 (18)


But, how should we interpret this agreement with reality given that a correspondence theory is implied but that such a theory as its stands is not sufficient for James? (19)
James's book of lectures on pragmatism is arguably the most influential book of American philosophy. The lectures inside depict his position on the subject. In his sixth lecture, he begins by defining truth as "agreement with reality." With this, James warns that there will be disagreements between pragmatics and intellectualists over the concepts of "agreement" and "reality", the last reasoning before thoughts settle and become autonomous for us. However, he contrasts this by supporting a more practical interpretation that: a true idea or belief is one that we can blend with our thinking so that it can be justified through experiences.
  (20)

Of course, we could also continue to insist that having both a correspondence theory and an theory of coherence is all very well, but, if we are going to insist that an agreement with reality is ‘a pragmatic agreement with what works, has more value, can be cashed in’ we might wonder to what extent the former need be held except as fruitful fictions to inspire us to keep more steadfastly on a pragmatic middle path..? (21)


But, the complexity of James’s overall positioning, barely presented in this essay, can be found noted in the following:

James names four "postulates of rationality" as valuable but unknowable: God, immorality, freedom, and moral duty. 
In contrast, the weak side to pragmatism is that the best justification for a claim is whether it works. However, a claim that does not have outcomes cannot be justified, or unjustified, because it will not make a difference.

"There can be no difference that doesn't make a difference."
 (22)
iii. John Dewey (1859-1952)

Dewey sometimes referred to his philosophy as instrumentalism rather than pragmatism, and would have recognized the similarity of these two schools to the newer school named consequentialism. In some phrases introducing a book he wrote later in life meant to help forestay a wandering kind of criticism of the work based on the controversies due to the differences in the schools that he sometimes invoked, he defined at the same time with precise brevity the criterion of validity common to these three schools, which lack agreed-upon definitions:

But in the proper interpretation of "pragmatic," namely the function of consequences as necessary tests of the validity of propositions, provided these consequences are operationally instituted and are such as to resolve the specific problem evoking the operations, the text that follows is thoroughly pragmatic.
 (23)


Dewey was also a founding member of functional psychology along with a belief that a ‘hands-on’ approach was to be preferred (in educations, e.g.). In effect, they should come to an understanding of lived-reality as it comes to be lived. He was also a philosopher who proposed a pragmatic ethics:

Pragmatic ethics is a theory of normative philosophical ethics and meta-ethics. Ethical pragmatists such as John Dewey believe that some societies have progressed morally in much the way they have attained progress in science. Scientists can pursue inquiry into the truth of a hypothesis and accept the hypothesis, in the sense that they act as though the hypothesis were true; nonetheless, they think that future generations can advance science, and thus future generations can refine or replace (at least some of) their accepted hypotheses. Similarly, ethical pragmatists think that norms, principles, and moral criteria are likely to be improved as a result of inquiry.
 (24)


Given this association with instrumentalism and consequentialism we can note:
According to instrumentalists, a successful scientific theory reveals nothing known either true or false about nature's unobservable objects, properties or processes. Scientific theory is merely a tool whereby humans predict observations in a particular domain of nature by formulating laws, which state or summarize regularities, while theories themselves do not reveal supposedly hidden aspects of nature that somehow explain these laws. It is a perspective originally introduced by Pierre Duhem in 1906. (25)

And w.r.t. consequentialism:

Consequentialism is a class of normative, teleological ethical theories that holds that the consequences of one's conduct are the ultimate basis for judgment about the rightness or wrongness of that conduct. Thus, from a consequentialist standpoint, a morally right act (or omission from acting) is one that will produce a good outcome. Consequentialism, along with eudaimonism, falls under the broader category of teleological ethics, a group of views which claim that the moral value of any act consists in its tendency to produce things of intrinsic value. Consequentialists hold in general that an act is right if and only if the act (or in some views, the rule under which it falls) will produce, will probably produce, or is intended to produce, a greater balance of good over evil than any available alternative. Different consequentialist theories differ in how they define moral goods, with chief candidates including pleasure, the absence of pain, the satisfaction of one's preferences, and broader notions of the "general good".

Consequentialism is usually contrasted with deontological ethics (or deontology), in that deontology, in which rules and moral duty are central, derives the rightness or wrongness of one's conduct from the character of the behaviour itself rather than the outcomes of the conduct. It is also contrasted with virtue ethics, which focuses on the character of the agent rather than on the nature or consequences of the act (or omission) itself, and pragmatic ethics which treats morality like science: advancing socially over the course of many lifetimes, such that any moral criterion is subject to revision.
 (26)


John Dewey was a very influential philosopher, educationalist, etc. We might suppose that his pragmatic vision, tending towards instrumentalism and consequentialism, and, consequently, has him being the more anti-representationalistic of these ‘three pragmatists’. (27)

iv. An Overview of the Pragmatistic Agenda

A few of the various but often interrelated positions characteristic of philosophers working from a pragmatist approach include:

· Epistemology (justification): a coherentist theory of justification that rejects the claim that all knowledge and justified belief rest ultimately on a foundation of noninferential knowledge or justified belief. Coherentists hold that justification is solely a function of some relationship between beliefs, none of which are privileged beliefs in the way maintained by foundationalist theories of justification.

· Epistemology (truth): a deflationary
 or pragmatic theory of truth; the former is the epistemological claim that assertions that predicate truth of a statement do not attribute a property called truth to such a statement while the latter is the epistemological claim that assertions that predicate truth of a statement attribute the property of useful-to-believe to such a statement.

· Metaphysics: a pluralist view that there is more than one sound way to conceptualize the world and its content.

· Philosophy of science: an instrumentalist and scientific anti-realist view that a scientific concept or theory should be evaluated by how effectively it explains and predicts phenomena, as opposed to how accurately it describes objective reality.

· Philosophy of language: an anti-representationalist view that rejects analyzing the semantic meaning of propositions, mental states, and statements in terms of a correspondence or representational relationship and instead analyzes semantic meaning in terms of notions like dispositions to action, inferential relationships, and/or functional roles (e.g. behaviorism and inferentialism). Not to be confused with pragmatics, a sub-field of linguistics with no relation to philosophical pragmatism.

· Additionally, forms of empiricism, fallibilism, verificationism, and a Quinean naturalist metaphilosophy are all commonly elements of pragmatist philosophies. Many pragmatists are epistemological relativists and see this to be an important facet of their pragmatism (e.g. Joseph Margolis), but this is controversial and other pragmatists argue such relativism to be seriously misguided (e.g. Hilary Putnam, Susan Haack).
 (28)

Obviously, the pragmatist school is a broad church and, like most large organizations, a wide variety of opinions and ideas can be found therein. However, despite such differences certain characteristics remain that allow both outsiders and insiders to see those who appear to make a similar ‘profession of faith’. (29)
Some of these common themes (in variations) include the anti-reification of concepts and theories, and a propensity to argue for a naturalism and an anti-Cartesianism:

Dewey in The Quest for Certainty criticized what he called "the philosophical fallacy": Philosophers often take categories (such as the mental and the physical) for granted because they don't realize that these are nominal concepts that were invented to help solve specific problems. This causes metaphysical and conceptual confusion. Various examples are the "ultimate Being” of Hegelian philosophers, the belief in a "realm of value", the idea that logic, because it is an abstraction from concrete thought, has nothing to do with the action of concrete thinking.

David L. Hildebrand summarized the problem: "Perceptual inattention to the specific functions comprising inquiry led realists and idealists alike to formulate accounts of knowledge that project the products of extensive abstraction back onto experience."  
 (30)
Re Naturalism and anti-Cartesianism we can note:
From the outset, pragmatists wanted to reform philosophy and bring it more in line with the scientific method as they understood it. They argued that idealist and realist philosophy had a tendency to present human knowledge as something beyond what science could grasp. They held that these philosophies then resorted either to a phenomenology inspired by Kant or to correspondence theories of knowledge and truth. Pragmatists criticized the former for its a priorism, and the latter because it takes correspondence as an unanalyzable fact. Pragmatism instead tries to explain the relation between knower and known.

In 1868, C.S. Peirce argued that there is no power of intuition in the sense of a cognition unconditioned by inference, and no power of introspection, intuitive or otherwise, and that awareness of an internal world is by hypothetical inference from external facts. Introspection and intuition were staple philosophical tools at least since Descartes. He argued that there is no absolutely first cognition in a cognitive process; such a process has its beginning but can always be analyzed into finer cognitive stages. That which we call introspection does not give privileged access to knowledge about the mind—the self is a concept that is derived from our interaction with the external world and not the other way around. At the same time he held persistently that pragmatism and epistemology in general could not be derived from principles of psychology understood as a special science: what we do think is too different from what we should think; in his "Illustrations of the Logic of Science" series, Peirce formulated both pragmatism and principles of statistics as aspects of scientific method in general. This is an important point of disagreement with most other pragmatists, who advocate a more thorough naturalism and psychologism.
 (31)
4. Neo-Pragmatism

Pragmatism enjoyed renewed attention after Willard Van Orman Quine and Wilfrid Sellars used a revised pragmatism to criticize logical positivism in the 1960s. Inspired by the work of Quine and Sellars, a brand of pragmatism known sometimes as neopragmatism gained influence through Richard Rorty, the most influential of the late 20th century pragmatists along with Hilary Putnam and Robert Brandom. Contemporary pragmatism may be broadly divided into a strict analytic tradition and a "neo-classical" pragmatism (such as Susan Haack) that adheres to the work of Peirce, James, and Dewey.
 (32)

i. Richard Rorty (1931-2007)
Richard Rorty expanded on these and other arguments (as noted above) in Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature in which he criticized attempts by many philosophers of science to carve out a space for epistemology that is entirely unrelated to—and sometimes thought of as superior to—the empirical sciences. W.V. Quine, instrumental in bringing naturalized epistemology back into favor with his essay "Epistemology Naturalized", also criticized "traditional" epistemology and its "Cartesian dream" of absolute certainty. The dream, he argued, was impossible in practice as well as misguided in theory, because it separates epistemology from scientific inquiry.
 (33)

Expanding on this critique of much of Western Philosophy Rorty notes:
Rorty saw the idea of knowledge as a "mirror of nature" as pervasive throughout the history of western philosophy. Against this approach, Rorty advocated for a novel form of American pragmatism (sometimes called neopragmatism)[5] in which scientific and philosophical methods form merely a set of contingent "vocabularies" which people abandon or adopt over time according to social conventions and usefulness. Rorty believed abandoning representationalist accounts of knowledge and language would lead to a state of mind he referred to as "ironism", in which people become completely aware of the contingency of their placement in history and of their philosophical vocabulary. Rorty tied this brand of philosophy to the notion of "social hope"; he believed that without the representationalist accounts, and without metaphors between the mind and the world, human society would behave more peacefully. He also emphasized the reasons why the interpretation of culture as conversation (Bernstein 1971) constitutes the crucial concept of a "postphilosophical" culture determined to abandon representationalist accounts of traditional epistemology, incorporating American pragmatism with metaphysical naturalism.
 (34)

In this notion of ‘social hope’ Rorty is an obvious optimist. Unfortunately, disciplinarians of all stripes and spots are not noted for their sometimes over-earnest and all too zealous disputatiousness. However, he has a point that if our ontological commitments (and epistemological commitments) were to be treated in a more contingent, more as a ‘sign of the time’ ethos, then people may well become less contentious about their holding of such positions (once their inherent relativity is recognized). On the other hand, from an ethical perspective it behooves us from time to time to take a more committed sense of positioning in order to demonstrate, if only to ourselves, that we can try to be ‘authentic’ in that regard. Ethical situations sometimes need to be treated in such a manner. Entertaining a commitment not so much to truth per se but in our aspiring to do the right thing, upon careful reflection, both for others and ourselves. At the same time pragmatically recognizing our natural limitations and that if we need to change our minds on a certain topic that we should also be able to do so..? (35)
Rorty wrote in his Contingency, Irony, and Solidarity (1989):

Truth cannot be out there—cannot exist independently of the human mind—because sentences cannot so exist, or be out there. The world is out there, but descriptions of the world are not. Only descriptions of the world can be true or false. The world on its own unaided by the describing activities of humans cannot."
 (36)

As for Rorty’s sense of place in the philosophical world (given his movement away from Analytical Philosophy to moving more towards a so-called Continental Philosophy)...
Views like this led Rorty to question many of philosophy's most basic assumptions—and have also led to him being apprehended as a postmodern/deconstructionist philosopher. Indeed, from the late 1980s through the 1990s, Rorty focused on the continental philosophical tradition, examining the works of Friederich Nietzsche, Martin Heidegger, Michel Foucault, Jean-François Lyotard and Jacques Derrida. His work from this period included: Contingency, Irony, and Solidarity (1989); Essays on Heidegger and Others: Philosophical Papers II (1991); and Truth and Progress: Philosophical Papers III (1998). The latter two works attempt to bridge the dichotomy between analytic and continental philosophy by claiming that the two traditions complement rather than oppose each other.

According to Rorty, analytic philosophy may not have lived up to its pretensions and may not have solved the puzzles it thought it had. Yet such philosophy, in the process of finding reasons for putting those pretensions and puzzles aside, helped earn itself an important place in the history of ideas. By giving up on the quest for apodicticity and finality that Edmund Husserl shared with Rudolf Carnap and Bertrand Russell, and by finding new reasons for thinking that such quests will never succeed, analytic philosophy cleared a path that leads past scientism, just as the German idealists cleared a path that led around empiricism.
 (37)
5. Deconstruction and Reconstruction of the Philosophical Arena


And now for some serious philosophy… (and a little less reliance on the convenience of cutting and pasting from Wikipedia). (38)

First, let me simultaneously deconstruct, through the following arguments, both realist and idealist aspirations.
 To do this let me outline the configuration of an intentional economy, albeit in accordance with my understanding of the intentional economy (as viewed from a gestalt-like perspective, etc.). (39)

In the following sections, I am going to be linking through parallelism (economic accommodations through economic complexification) and a variety of contrasts (economic correlations through economic differentiation) the simulated ‘space’ over which (economic) transformations can be charted in general, particular, and specific terms of reference (respectively). (40)


Or, put more simply, I am going to show that viewed through a trimodal economic lens what might be treated as linguistically distinct, and self-referentially distinctive, cannot be so over-treated when viewed through a critical (and potentially radical) perspective for philosophically re(-)viewing such matters. Given that all things are viewed in and thorough suitable relationships for such viewings we must cease thinking along such non-relational, atomistic terms of reference, and, that this same ruling also applies to the apparent integrity of systems, frames of reference, the semblance of an overall world, and so on. That, furthermore, and similarly, that despite the obvious experiential uniqueness of subjectivity and issues concerning the continuity of both identity and self-identity, such a co-associated facet of the intentional must also be reinterpreted through this call for non-hypostatization or non-reification of all forms of intentional identity-formation. In essence, what is impossible to interact with cannot be encountered, cannot be recognized, nor can it be engaged! I.e., that which is intentionally focused upon cannot be ‘extracted’ from its fields of phenomenological presentation; that fields, likewise, cannot be completely ‘segregated’ from one and another; and, the co-associated relativity of the former should not be ‘overlooked’ in all projected imputations of subjectivity. As philosophers, or fellow disciplinarians, or secular, non-disciplinarians, our treatment of the world should always be qualified by an acceptance of such natural limitations…  and our non-transgression of such limits! (41)

Or, simplified even further, I am going to point out that there are commonalities about envisaging the nature of the intentional process (as an intentional economy) that parallel the asking of a question (in an interrogative economy), that seeking the realization of our intentions (in an aspirational economy) casts a subtle contrast  with a philosophical economy engineered to oversee the cooperation between hermeneutical, phenomenological, and existential perspectives… that seem to imply that a pragmatic approach is better seen through a hermeneutic lens (rather than through either phenomenological and existential perspectives, but, equally, not at the expense of such contrasting perspectives). That, in effect, through such parallels and contrasts, a place for the pragmatic (in this scheme) can be thematized that clarifies both its range of applications and its limitations… along with its apparent economic correlativity in such a scheme that will subtly accommodate such relatively distinctive aspects…. (42)
i. An Appreciation of the Philosophical Ramifications of an Intentional Economy


The intentional act can be defined from three ‘economic’ perspectives, forming an ‘intentional economy,’ namely, a noematic aspect that ‘sees’ the act intending towards the intentional object(ive);
 the noetic aspect that has enacted a functional semblance of intent, and, the ever-co-associated sense and semblance of intentional subjectivity (which from a transcendental perspective can also be read as ‘transcendental subjectivity’) whose characterization reflects the ‘apparent’ nature of its current intentional objectivity. (43)

So, e.g., if the intentional subject is looking at a perceptual object in a perceptual field then they become a ‘perceptual perceiver’; and, in this instance, as a ‘visual perceiver’. Hence, furthermore, the intentional object of ‘that being seen’; the functionality of the field in which that being seen is being seen within its (hermeneutically) selected intentional ambit; and, the co-associated sense of subjectivity reflecting both that being seen and the nature of the intentional field involved in that act of intending. That these three aspects, as necessary co-associated intentional aspects, could be abbreviated as ‘focus’, ‘field’ and ‘frame’ (or ‘framing’, i.e., ‘how that intentional subject is framing its apparent viewing in that field of that being seen’). (44)

We could consider the situation where a certain person, or ourselves, in looking at an apple becomes ‘a visual perceiver of an apple image’. Or, again, if a certain person were to entertain an image of an apple in a dream then they become ‘the dreamer entertaining an apple image’. Or, similarly, if they were thinking about a wonderful apple experience (had, say, in China) then they become ‘the remember of a wonderful apple experience (once had in China)’. Then, again, we could also simply imagine what it is like to eat an apple, albeit as based on an imaginative reconstruction of previous experiences, and then we entertain an apparent sense of subjectivity that automatically reflects this phenomenological fact that we are ‘merely imagining ourselves as if we were someone who is eating an imaginary apple’. (45)
Now, a (transcendental) phenomenologist would argue that these different types of experience, say, as had in these intentional acts of seeing, dreaming, remembering and imagining, all have distinctively different phenomenological profiles. Therefore, they could argue, contra Descartes, that the (transcendental) phenomenologist in their analysis of (transcendental-)phenomenological experience, i.e., merely observing the apparently distinctive features of a certain type of phenomenological experience would note that different types of experience are productive of different types of subjective experience. So, eating a non-virtual apple may not be as exciting as that remembered apple (as that Pink Lady as once eaten in China), still, a non-virtual apple will relieve physiological pangs of hunger, whereas, in a crucial contrast, a dream apple, as a virtual apple, to be quite honest, is only good for dieting, as long as you do not wake up in such a hungry state that you then have to have one or two apples for your next meal. (46)
That granted, the point I would like to make next is that we cannot entertain an intentional object, such as, e.g., an ‘apple’ (regardless of whether  it is either virtual or non-virtual in the overall set of phenomenological modalities about to be experienced) without this noetic act of also having the intent to entertain that same apple appearance as an intentional object(ive). Then, moreover, without the accompanying and corresponding sense of intentional subjectivity, this entire experience of experiencing an apple could not be formed. Period! Neither encountered, recognized nor engaged! (47)
Without this triangle of the intentional object(ive), intent, and intentional subjectivity there is just no phenomenological experience whatsoever. Just as nothing to see –nothing seen; with no act of seeing – then nothing seen; and, no one seeing – then there is no one there to see. (48)
A bit like the infamous fire triangle forever reiterated by officers for the prevention of fires, etc. I.e., that a fire needs all three factors for combustion, namely, fuel, heat and oxygen (or air). If any one of these is absent there will be no fire, either initiated or sustained, under such deficient circumstances for this process of combustion. (49)

However, this analogy, like all analogies, has it limits since I am also arguing for an intentional correlativity between these non-separable imputations of an ‘objective, intent and subjective agency’ with the implication that there can be, e.g., no intentional objective that can be merely added as a discrete ‘object’ in this recipe given that we also need the matched simultaneous co-existence of both ‘intent’ and ‘agency’. I.e., that these three senses of the intentional must not only co-exist but must also be co-present in order to dialectically define each other at the same time… to the extent we can say that the intentional objective is both not intent and the intender, etc… where each dialectical party must be defined through a conjunct negation of the other two parties along with the net transformational activity to be found occurring within the emergent extent of that same economy, albeit as both immersed in the entire totality of its epistemological functioning as also socially situated within a relational world that must inescapably encompasses, in its open entirety, the world of others… (50)
Now, I can say the same type of thing more simply by invoking a parallel with the ‘economy’ of visual perception. (51)
In the visual field, I focus on that which catches my visual attention, say, this apple on this nearby branch of an apple tree which I would like to pick and eat. What is focused upon, effectively, is the intentional objective, which, in this instance, is an ‘apple object’. In de-focusing my visual attention, I get to see the apple tree with this nearby branch upon which I have chosen the apple that I think would be nice to pick and eat. Supervising this process of imaginatively perceiving this relationship between a foreground and a background is my sense of self as a ‘visual perceiver’ who is also a ‘good judge of ripened apples’, and, as a ‘hungry person’, who also ‘desires to be the eater of this same apple as chosen by them to be picked from this nearby branch’. (52)
Obviously, we also need to recognize that economies, given the right orientation and connections, can also overlap. In this situation I am not only a visual perceiver focusing on an apple, but, also, a judger of apples in terms of their edibleness, and, an aspirer who desires to eat an apple, and who hopes to choose an apple to eat that is not only edible but also delicious to eat at the same time. etc. (53)

We could compare this to our reviewing a landscape painting… with a conventionally depicted foreground along with a section of the painting that is perceived as the background, and, where we, the viewer, imagine a middle ground that might be either depicted or not depicted, but, in being imagined then establishes us as ‘the person visually seeing a painted landscape’ as a ‘painted landscape’… despite the fact that the painting is constructed over a two-dimensional surface and where we all know that ‘landscapes’ are ‘three-dimensional (if not four-dimensional)’. (54)
Now, why articulate this gestalt-like nature of the intentional as an analogical correlate in our philosophical understanding of an intentional state of affairs? Because, as critical philosophers, and potentially as radical philosophers as well, we need to understand the economic nature of intentionality and how such trimodal structural-functions are at the root of all economies. E.g., as might be found in our explorations of the interrogative economy. Just what might we infer happens, metaphorically, etc., when we ask a question, indeed, entertain any type of question? (55)

But, first we need to explode, indeed, blow up, seriously deconstruct and dismantle a few of the many traditional misunderstandings that permanently blight what, otherwise, would be the honourable and worthwhile discipline of philosophy! (56)

Given that there can be no intentional objective (in the first sense of the intentional economy) without the co-existing presence of an intentional intent (in the second sense of the intentional economy) there never was, is or could be one without the other! So, that granted, there could be no priority of one dialectical party over the other. Therefore, the short-sighted focus of a realist on the intentional objectivity of intentional experience is just as impossible as the long-sighted gaze of an idealist who concentrates on either the background field of intentional intent or the equally impossible form of intentional subjectivity that is conjured up to exist as if existing purely both for itself and by itself. Why do so many philosophers attempt such impossible tasks and then tie themselves up in an array of knots trying to defuse the ensuing conundrums inevitably generated by such self-contradictory, incoherent, non-applicable, altogether impossible, ideological nonsense?! (57)

Thus, please, in light of this overall argument let us observe no truck whatsoever with ‘ideological extremists’ like so-called ‘realists’ and so-called ‘idealists’… along with those who hold a vast array of other positions also cast in such impossible realms of sheer nonsense. Indeed, this additional list is endless… empiricists, rationalists, materialists, noumenalists, dualists, relativists, absolutists, and so on and so forth…! (58)

But, back to the lived-reality of our critically oriented, and ever-potentially radical, philosophical explorations. Central to all forms of inquiry, philosophical or otherwise, is the simple act of asking a question… (59)

ii. The Interrogative Economy 

As an inquiry, an act of interrogation from an economic perspective, in mirroring the intentional economy (or the hypothetical archetypal economy constructed along gestalt lines as just noted), we need to look for three facets as (necessarily) pertaining to this process of questioning (or ‘enquestioning’, i.e., the questioning of an act of questioning). To immediately spring to mind, in this regard, we might propose, quite reasonably, the question itself, and its answer. However, upon much reflection I would like to propose that there are in fact two answers to the ‘rhetorical nature of a question’, namely, ‘the metaphorical first replay’, and a more ‘literal second reply’. Let me briefly explain my reasoning for this important pronouncement. (60)

If I were to remark to someone that “that person over there looks like John? And then ask “is that person John?” Of course, I am assuming that this other person, to whom this question was addressed, also knows this same person called ‘John’. We both look more closely and come to the conclusion that that person certainly does look like John. I.e., this reply has taken a metaphorical flavour… yes, that person does look ‘like’ John. But, “is this person actually John?” is the next question we must now ask ourselves. So, we head closer to where this person who looks like John is standing to then note that it is indeed John, the person we both know as ‘John’. We both wave to John, and, John waves back at us in what seems to be an act of mutual recognition. In this instance, in a second reply, we now take a more literal standpoint and claim this person ‘not only looks like John’ but ‘is John’! Hence this dialectic of enquestioning, or interrogation, has ‘one rhetorical question’ and ‘a metaphorical first reply’ along with ‘a second literal or apparitional reply (in which the metaphorical ‘like’ then becomes ‘is’ [through ‘as if…’])’. (61)

You might be pleased to know that this is short version. Usually I note the three different types of suspension involved in this economy of circulation. Indeed, by re-asking if this person who looks ‘like John’ and ‘is John’ ‘is actually the John we both know?’ is to re-continue this economy until such a point of time is reached, hopefully, when we are quite certain that this person is indeed that ‘John’ known to both of us (or, alternatively, is not this person we both know as ‘John’). (62)

That, as an observation here, it is important to both philosophically understand the dialectical nature of the specific economy in question, but, also, the very manner of its cessation, i.e., as to whether that be in some form of resolution whose truth determination is yet another economic matter for us to consider, or, through some form of deferral where no truth determination has as yet been resolved. (63)
iii. The Philosophical Economy of the Hermeneutical, etc.

In the gestalt economy, I noted the three economic factors of ‘field’, ‘focus’, and ‘frame’ (or ‘framing’). In the interrogative economy, I noted the three factors involved in the performance of a question as ‘the rhetorical question’, ‘the metaphorical first reply’, and ‘the literal (or apparitional) second reply’.  Diagrammatically, I can depict these two economies side by side:
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Through a process I call ‘economic complexification’ I would argue that economies can be aligned in terms of their archetypal features, namely, in terms of their field, focus, and frame. Or, we might wish to co-assign the following aligned expressions, namely, the dialectical moments of World, Object and Ego. Combining the previous economies under this latter nomenclature we find the following diagrammatical form of integration:
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As a philosophical tool, this process of economic complexification, in effect, argues that we can enrich our understanding of a certain economy by aligning it with a relevant second or third economy, etc., that then acts as a series of commentaries on the first economy through this correlation of co-associated epithets. In the above instance, we can see, e.g., that the archetypal World moment is concerned with field phenomena, taking a rhetorical stance, etc. (or, basically, as that operating with a hermeneutical approach to the situatedness under such scrutiny). Or, the Object moment is concerned with an intentional semblance of focus (that, properly exercised, takes on a phenomenal-phenomenological orientation). Or, again, that the Ego moment takes on through its engagement with the literal, concrete, historical specificity of (the simulation of) lived-experience (in what basically, in effect, is an existential attitude, or, at least, the beginning of an existential orientation [should a pro-relational, contra-material, type of attitude be progressively refined through a dynamically balanced suspension of all three moments as they find their correlative thematization vis-à-vis each other
]). (66)

Why become involved with this detailed type of exposition? Because I am going to suggest that a pragmatic philosophy, in contrast to phenomenological and existential forms of philosophical practice, is basically a type of hermeneutics concerned with functions, meta-textual facets of textual experience
 like, e.g., genres, narratives, etc., and  is intimately involved with intentional intent and activity rather than phenomenological passivity that, hopefully, then also leads on to suitable forms of existential engagement in that situatedness in question. (67)

In this scheme of World, Object and Ego I have also defined a critical philosophy (and potentially also a radical philosophy) as a form of disciplinary practice that integrates hermeneutical, phenomenological, and existential approaches to the form of philosophical interrogation being undertaken (with a view to determining its truth status). (68)

Such a philosophical attitude can also be ‘self-correcting’ given economic correlativity between these dialectical moments of the hermeneutical, the phenomenological and the existential (as well as being further ‘self-corrected’ through economic complexion, etc.). Moreover, this progression (as argued elsewhere on numerous occasions) from World to Object to Ego can also be sequentially read as a harmonic progression (of consonance, dissonance and resolution, respectively) where forms of resolution (of either the problematic or problematized) maybe realized either in part or in full. (69)

Moreover, as these economic inputs are correlatively constituted in and through their requisite economies it follows that whatever limits their dialectical interaction equally limits their significance generation. So, in focusing on the phenomenological, e.g., we are preferencing a focus on a metaphorical-like input at the relative expense of both rhetorically oriented hermeneutical input and literal (or apparitional) (non-systematic) existentially oriented input. Interestingly, if I am right in these theoretical matters, it then follows that in perception, e.g., phenomenological forms of focus deal only with metaphorically oriented forms of input. Consequently, a scientific interest in so-called ‘sense data’, etc., can only deal with ‘like’ and not a literal or apparitional ‘is’. In other words, we are not much better off than merely ‘measuring’ the phenomenal-phenomenological form of our intentional constitution. Just as a glass of icy water when drunk has an icy degree of temperature, so, too, does it progressively diminish over time as that water warms towards the temperature of its surroundings. Such observations also explains why that, despite being an intentional objective, phenomenal-phenomenological objectivity will never see either quantum particles or quantum waves per se, etc. Such phenomena need to be simulated across the range of available inputs and can then only be existentially encountered through engaged processes of non-textual simulation. (70)
iv. The Aspirational Economy


All too often, philosophy is exercised as if from some very comfortable and expensive armchair, be that either literally or metaphorically the case. All disciplinarians, at least hypothetically, have work to do, and, a merely passive, phenomenological appreciation of the world as the world passes by is just not good enough! How do we rectify this non-engaged passivity with this world at large? Through the formation of aspirations to engage this same world at large. How might we expedite our more direct involvement in this regard? Through exercising an aspirational economy, i.e., forming the desire as either a personal ambition or as a social aspiration to do something, preferably something that is positive, something that contributes to the richness and enrichment of our existences as we stand with(-)others passively, before(-)others actively, and, through-others in a truly engaged, existential manner of comportment. (71)

Ok, by now you should know the drill. Economies are tripartite, trimodal in their constitution. So, just what three dialectical-like inputs should we conceive as relevant here? However, to short-circuit such a distraction, let me compare an aspirational economy to a journey that must begin somewhere, go somewhere, and, by some means or other, get to where we are hopefully heading. For convenience we could call these three types of economic input, respectively, as ‘realistic, idealistic and pragmatic contributions’. (72)

‘Realistic’ in the sense that we need to accurately know from where we start. ‘Idealistic’ in the sense of where we wish to aspire, and, ‘pragmatic’ in the sense of practically understanding how we are going to get there. Hence, mnemonically, this necessary confluence of ‘where (and when’), ‘why’ and ‘how’. (73)


Again, why am I describing such an aspirational economy? Because if we are to become philosophically active, and, hopefully, engaged with the lived-reality of our topic then it behooves us to more fully and competently subscribe to the necessary and sufficient making of such ‘contributions’ over the course of our research! (74)

The more perceptive will realize that I am, in effect, carving out a pragmatic ‘space’ for how we are going to go about the realization of our aspirations (which to be quite honest will also need to be inserted into a socially oriented ‘economy of arbitration’ given that we have little freedom to do anything simply through our own efforts. Indeed, we have to avail ourselves of the vast swarth of cooperation needed through our interactions with others, be that both enjoyed and suffered in terms that are both mutual and not so mutual in orientation, but, which just cannot be avoided given the complex nature of our cultural-intercultural emplacement in this overall semblance of a life-world). (75)

Hence our work in the world is through entertaining a skillful mix of such ‘realism’, ‘idealism’, and ‘pragmatism’ in cooperation with others (through the requisite forms of social arbitration). (76)


As philosophers, or, either as disciplinarians and/or non-disciplinarians, just how might we engineer these potentially productive forms of interaction? Through, I would suggest, either an intuitive and/or conventional appreciation of what it means to serious research the topic of our enquiry… in a process I would nominate as an ‘economy of transformational retreatment’. (77)
v. The Economy of Transformational Retreatment

In a shortened version of this critical (and potentially radical) approach we deal with the dialectical moments of pre-critical pretreatment, critical treatment, and post-critical retreatment. (78)

In pretreatment, we start with the general form of our prejudices as ‘prejudgments’. (79)


In treatment, we make our start with such materials and by various, critical strategies, e.g., through suspensions that co-opt processes of deconstruction, logical harmonization, passive forms of observation, etc., we tentatively hammer out a provisional set of findings. Judgments entered into under this economic aspect have a rather atemporal, ahistorical tenor or flavour, and, hopefully, are conducted with a sense of ‘realism’, working with the facts to hand, and so on. (80)

However, every suspension automatically invokes a de-suspension that immediately returns us to the full, concrete historical specificity of lived-experience. Here we deal directly, through such confrontation, with a simulated-simulation of lived-reality and progressively refine the ensuing productivity of such research. Hence the transformational retreatment of that research project or program which, in turn, as a form of posttreatment, can then be put forward as the reformed content for a recontinued process of pretreatment in which we now find ourselves dealing with functions that are both ‘hermeneutical’ and ‘pragmatical’ in their economic orientation. (81)

Through entertaining a clear understanding of the economics of this process of transformational retreatment we are now in a position to better clarify just what a pragmatic (aspect of a comprehensive) philosophy should do and should not do! (82)


First, let me diagrammatically represent this critical, and potentially, radical approach. Moreover, (through economic complexification) let me add some more economically aligned epithets:

Ego

Frame

Literal
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(Radical) Retreatment

‘Why’
Specificity
World





Object
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Rhetorical 




Metaphorical

Hermeneutics




  Phenomenology

             Pre-Critical Pretreatment


       Critical Treatment

           ‘How’



              ‘ Where and When’
      Generality



                 Particularity (83)

Now, using this template and perceiving the pragmatic as coinciding with the hermeneutics of the World moment implies that we should treat this aspect of the aspirational economy as actively functional, being rhetorically concerned with meta-textual genres and narratives, and other meta-textual consideration that act as the material for a more formal sense of critical treatment, be that conducted either phenomenologically and/or through some other mode of critical treatment. Conversely, we need to rule out forms of instrumentalism as directly implicated in the pursuit of the pragmatic since measurement is primarily the preserve of the phenomenological sphere of influence. Similarly, and equally, pragmatism should have no direct truck with either forms or degrees of ‘realism’ or ‘idealism’ given that such defective philosophies are impossibly constituted but being also initially coincident with the Object moment or pole and the Ego moment or pole, respectively (although some forms of idealism can also be over-associated with the apparent integrity of our experience of ‘world’ through the extended imputation of an apparent transcendental unity of that field/s, etc.). (84)

We can also make a number of other differentiations. E.g., I would argue that in a representational economy (consisting of phenomenological presentation, hermeneutic representation, and [potentially chaotic, and radical] existential re-presentation) the hermeneutical sphere of influence does directly entail a qualified form of representationalism, but, more as the pre-critical material for a process of treatment, etc. In this qualified sense, an anti-representationalism can then be taken up as the limits of such qualified representationalism beyond which we should not transgress. Or. As Kant might put it, we should not go beyond the reasonable levels of its empirical employment… (85)

Pragmatics is also often reviewed in and through a functional perspective. It is more what we do, what results from doing something, or doing nothing, or not being able to decide what to do, etc.
 It is the set or series of consequences that devolve from exercising a certain stance in the world before others. Consequences that could be entailed through our reasonably holding certain future expectations and more immediate forms of anticipation. On the other hand, consequences are more directly entertained under an existential orientation given an automatic and inescapable confrontation, and ‘eternal return’, to this historical world of the concrete. However, as the hermeneutic has a future orientation we may surmise, in that regard, that ‘consequences’ are pragmatically envisaged in and through reasonable expectations (rather than the immediacy of our existentially oriented anticipations
). (86)

In a similar vein, we should also dismiss pragmatics as a continual process of mere, endless deferral of syntactical functions. On the other hand, in an existential moment, processes of resolution are arrived at through either the partial resolution of the economy in question or as ensuing from the complete collapse of that economy.
 The former is more probable, but, we should not overlook the latter. The implication being that resolution, or what works for us, may well be more the result of that process of existential resolution rather than hermeneutics of our pragmatic interactions. Of course, economic correlativity means that we cannot absolutistically separate such economic moments from each other. On this question of a mistreatment of the pragmatic meaning as just functions, mere functional processes equally devoid of both phenomenological sense (as semantically mapped) and existential meaningfulness arrived at through processes of intentional (and trans-intentional or judgmental) resolution let me introduce my take on the thought experiment known as the Chinese Room as first disseminated by John Searle in 1980. (87)
vi. The Thought Experiment of The Chinese Room

The Chinese room argument holds that a digital computer executing a program cannot have a "mind", "understanding" or "consciousness", regardless of how intelligently or human-like the program may make the computer behave. The argument was presented by the philosopher John Searle in his paper, "Minds, Brains, and Programs", published in Behavioral and Brain Sciences in 1980. 
Similar arguments were presented by Gottfried Leibniz (1714), Anatoly Dneprov (1961), Lawrence Davis (1974) and Ned Block (1978). Searle's version has been widely discussed in the years since. The centerpiece of Searle's argument is a thought experiment known as the Chinese room.
 (88)

My take on this type of thought experiment is that intentional appreciation, conscious awareness of both self and others, etc., cannot be conceived of in either functional or computational terms of reference, or, by extension, in pragmatic terms of reference, as mere functions, as constituted through such a(n impossible) lens. (89)
Specifically, the argument is intended to refute a position Searle calls strong AI: "The appropriately programmed computer with the right inputs and outputs would thereby have a mind in exactly the same sense human beings have minds." 
Although it was originally presented in reaction to the statements of artificial intelligence (AI) researchers, it is not an argument against the goals of mainstream AI research, because it does not show a limit in the amount of "intelligent" behavior a machine can display. The argument applies only to digital computers running programs and does not apply to machines in general.
 (90)

The beauty of the following thought experiment is that a person can do exactly as a computer does but if the performer is not a Chinese speaker then they would still have no idea of what is actually occurring (through not being a ‘Chinese speaker’, etc.). (91) 
Searle's thought experiment begins with this hypothetical premise: suppose that artificial intelligence research has succeeded in constructing a computer that behaves as if it understands Chinese. It takes Chinese characters as input and, by following the instructions of a computer program, produces other Chinese characters, which it presents as output. Suppose, says Searle, that this computer performs its task so convincingly that it comfortably passes the Turing test: it convinces a human Chinese speaker that the program is itself a live Chinese speaker. To all of the questions that the person asks, it makes appropriate responses, such that any Chinese speaker would be convinced that they are talking to another Chinese-speaking human being.

The question Searle wants to answer is this: does the machine literally "understand" Chinese? Or is it merely simulating the ability to understand Chinese? Searle calls the first position "strong AI" and the latter "weak AI".
Searle then supposes that he is in a closed room and has a book with an English version of the computer program, along with sufficient papers, pencils, erasers, and filing cabinets. Searle could receive Chinese characters through a slot in the door, process them according to the program's instructions, and produce Chinese characters as output. If the computer had passed the Turing test this way, it follows, says Searle, that he would do so as well, simply by running the program manually.

Searle asserts that there is no essential difference between the roles of the computer and himself in the experiment. Each simply follows a program, step-by-step, producing behavior that is then interpreted by the user as demonstrating intelligent conversation. However, Searle himself would not be able to understand the conversation. ("I don't speak a word of Chinese," he points out.) Therefore, he argues, it follows that the computer would not be able to understand the conversation either.

Searle argues that, without "understanding" (or "intentionality"), we cannot describe what the machine is doing as "thinking" and, since it does not think, it does not have a "mind" in anything like the normal sense of the word. Therefore, he concludes that the "strong AI" hypothesis is false.
 (92)
Interestingly, Searle has not been along in making this type of argument:

Gottfried Leibniz made a similar argument in 1714 against mechanism (the position that the mind is a machine and nothing more). Leibniz used the thought experiment of expanding the brain until it was the size of a mill. Leibniz found it difficult to imagine that a "mind" capable of "perception" could be constructed using only mechanical processes.
 (93)

This type of position also seems to be an indirect critique of the ‘universe as a mere machine or clock’, and, therein and thereby, also contra a strict determinism. If the mind, similarly, is not a ‘machine’ then it need not be necessarily subjected to deterministically understood rules of causation? (94)
Searle's version appeared in his 1980 paper "Minds, Brains, and Programs", published in Behavioral and Brain Sciences. It eventually became the journal's "most influential target article", generating an enormous number of commentaries and responses in the ensuing decades, and Searle has continued to defend and refine the argument in many papers, popular articles and books. David Cole writes that "the Chinese Room argument has probably been the most widely discussed philosophical argument in cognitive science to appear in the past 25 years".
Most of the discussion consists of attempts to refute it. "The overwhelming majority", notes BBS editor Stevan Harnad, "still think that the Chinese Room Argument is dead wrong". The sheer volume of the literature that has grown up around it inspired Pat Hayes to comment that the field of cognitive science ought to be redefined as "the ongoing research program of showing Searle's Chinese Room Argument to be false".
Searle's argument has become "something of a classic in cognitive science", according to Harnad. Varol Akman agrees, and has described the original paper as "an exemplar of philosophical clarity and purity".
 (95)

My take on this thought experiment is as follows. If we were to suppose that understanding only arose through the mere following of rules the accumulated impact of such a collection of functions would still not be capable of producing semantic understanding. In other words, syntax could never be capable of creating semantic comprehension merely in terms of syntactical functions. (96)
On the other hand, into this (pre-)suppositional framework, we might insert the observation that the human person, when alive, is the net result of a veritable mass of rule following behaviours from muffled echoes of a beating heart to the regularities of digestion, from the crossing of synapses towards higher, more organized levels of neural processing, and, in the opposite direction, from higher, more organized, levels of neural process to less organized levels of neural functioning, and so on. How might we account otherwise for such epistemological (and ontological) organization? (97)

I believe we have access to an escape clause that, by being taken up, actually proves this point by default, namely, a functional approach is not capable of supplying through sheer reduction a seemingly non-reducible form of functional behaviour. (98)

If we were to suppose that from a network of functions a higher order of emergent functions could arise, then, therein and therefrom, we are no longer beholden to a reductive thesis that just insists that psychic behaviours can be reduced merely to physiological behaviours. By invoking emergent phenomena, we are now bridging the gap but in doing so dispense with the inhibiting reductionism that was first being exhibited. (99)

In other words, a pragmatic philosophy cannot resort to a mere functionalism or computationalism, nor, for that matter, any form of either behviourism or any other form of reductivism in this same regard. (100)

Just like a computer, a person could follow all the rules but comprehend very little of what is actually going on in the ‘significance’ being generated through such rule-based transactions. I note that that person might ‘comprehend very little’ of what is actually transpiring in the world of Chinese speakers, on the other hand, in an agreement with Georg Gadamer, our comprehension can never be absolutistically nothing since the person involved, in playing along with these ruled-based patterns of behaviour is also doing so as a willing participant who understands they are taking place in that form of an experiment. Something comparable to the conundrum of a philologist being asked to translate a long dead language, still, despite a plethora of seemingly well-formed texts, their translation must be deemed impossible unless some form of an accessible ‘dictionary’ can also be found in which expressions in that dead language find forms of translation in a language that is accessible? For me, this does seem to be a total conundrum, where, on one hand, my optimism suggests that with an excessively large number of texts and a large amount of time and effort we should be able to eventually translate those texts? And on the other hand, that this task is just doomed to sheer failure until such a ‘dictionary’ can be found or prepared? Still, yet again, as per Gadamer, the sheer fact that we can recognize intentional behaviour in the creation of those texts, in an important sense, sees this hermeneutic project as having already begun.??
 (101)

In this same article we find the following that may be of interest to the reader:
Russian cyberneticist Anatoly Dneprov made an essentially identical argument in 1961, in the form of the short story "The Game". In it, a stadium of people act as switches and memory cells implementing a program to translate a sentence of Portuguese, a language that none of them knows. The game was organized by a "Professor Zarubin" to answer the question "Can mathematical machines think?" Speaking through Zarubin, Dneprov writes "the only way to prove that machines can think is to turn yourself into a machine and examine your thinking process." and he concludes, as Searle does, "We’ve proven that even the most perfect simulation of machine thinking is not the thinking process itself."

In 1974, Lawrence Davis imagined duplicating the brain using telephone lines and offices staffed by people, and in 1978 Ned Block envisioned the entire population of China involved in such a brain simulation. This thought experiment is called the China brain, also the "Chinese Nation" or the "Chinese Gym".

Although the Chinese Room argument was originally presented in reaction to the statements of artificial intelligence researchers, philosophers have come to consider it as an important part of the philosophy of mind. It is a challenge to functionalism and the computational theory of mind, and is related to such questions as the mind–body problem, the problem of other minds, the symbol-grounding problem, and the hard problem of consciousness. 
Searle identified a philosophical position he calls "strong AI":

The appropriately programmed computer with the right inputs and outputs would thereby have a mind in exactly the same sense human beings have minds. 
The definition depends on the distinction between simulating a mind and actually having a mind. Searle writes that "according to Strong AI, the correct simulation really is a mind. According to Weak AI, the correct simulation is a model of the mind." 
The claim is implicit in some of the statements of early AI researchers and analysts. For example, in 1955, AI founder Herbert A. Simon declared that "there are now in the world machines that think, that learn and create". Simon, together with Allen Newell and Cliff Shaw, after having completed the first "AI" program, the Logic Theorist, claimed that they had "solved the venerable mind–body problem, explaining how a system composed of matter can have the properties of mind."[24] John Haugeland wrote that "AI wants only the genuine article: machines with minds, in the full and literal sense. This is not science fiction, but real science, based on a theoretical conception as deep as it is daring: namely, we are, at root, computers ourselves."
Searle also ascribes the following claims to advocates of strong AI:

· AI systems can be used to explain the mind; 
· The study of the brain is irrelevant to the study of the mind; and

· The Turing test is adequate for establishing the existence of mental states. 
Strong AI as computationalism or functionalism(?)
In more recent presentations of the Chinese room argument, Searle has identified "strong AI" as "computer functionalism" (a term he attributes to Daniel Dennett). Functionalism is a position in modern philosophy of mind that holds that we can define mental phenomena (such as beliefs, desires, and perceptions) by describing their functions in relation to each other and to the outside world. Because a computer program can accurately represent functional relationships as relationships between symbols, a computer can have mental phenomena if it runs the right program, according to functionalism.

Stevan Harnad argues that Searle's depictions of strong AI can be reformulated as "recognizable tenets of computationalism, a position (unlike "strong AI") that is actually held by many thinkers, and hence one worth refuting." Computationalism is the position in the philosophy of mind which argues that the mind can be accurately described as an information-processing system.

Each of the following, according to Harnad, is a "tenet" of computationalism:
· Mental states are computational states (which is why computers can have mental states and help to explain the mind);

· Computational states are implementation-independent—in other words, it is the software that determines the computational state, not the hardware (which is why the brain, being hardware, is irrelevant); and that

· Since implementation is unimportant, the only empirical data that matters is how the system functions; hence the Turing test is definitive.

Searle holds a philosophical position he calls "biological naturalism": that consciousness and understanding require specific biological machinery that are found in brains. He writes "brains cause minds" and that "actual human mental phenomena [are] dependent on actual physical–chemical properties of actual human brains". Searle argues that this machinery (known to neuroscience as the "neural correlates of consciousness") must have some causal powers that permit the human experience of consciousness. Searle's belief in the existence of these powers has been criticized.
Searle does not disagree with the notion that machines can have consciousness and understanding, because, as he writes, "we are precisely such machines".[5] Searle holds that the brain is, in fact, a machine, but that the brain gives rise to consciousness and understanding using machinery that is non-computational. If neuroscience is able to isolate the mechanical process that gives rise to consciousness, then Searle grants that it may be possible to create machines that have consciousness and understanding. However, without the specific machinery required, Searle does not believe that consciousness can occur.

Biological naturalism implies that one cannot determine if the experience of consciousness is occurring merely by examining how a system functions, because the specific machinery of the brain is essential. Thus, biological naturalism is directly opposed to both behaviorism and functionalism (including "computer functionalism" or "strong AI"). Biological naturalism is similar to identity theory (the position that mental states are "identical to" or "composed of" neurological events); however, Searle has specific technical objections to identity theory. Searle's biological naturalism and strong AI are both opposed to Cartesian dualism, the classical idea that the brain and mind are made of different "substances". Indeed, Searle accuses strong AI of dualism, writing that "strong AI only makes sense given the dualistic assumption that, where the mind is concerned, the brain doesn't matter." 
Searle's original presentation emphasized "understanding"—that is, mental states with what philosophers call "intentionality"—and did not directly address other closely related ideas such as "consciousness". However, in more recent presentations Searle has included consciousness as the real target of the argument.[3]
Computational models of consciousness are not sufficient by themselves for consciousness. The computational model for consciousness stands to consciousness in the same way the computational model of anything stands to the domain being modelled. Nobody supposes that the computational model of rainstorms in London will leave us all wet. But they make the mistake of supposing that the computational model of consciousness is somehow conscious. It is the same mistake in both cases. 
— John R. Searle, Consciousness and Language, p. 16

David Chalmers writes "it is fairly clear that consciousness is at the root of the matter" of the Chinese room.
Colin McGinn argues that the Chinese room provides strong evidence that the hard problem of consciousness is fundamentally insoluble. The argument, to be clear, is not about whether a machine can be conscious, but about whether it (or anything else for that matter) can be shown to be conscious. It is plain that any other method of probing the occupant of a Chinese room has the same difficulties in principle as exchanging questions and answers in Chinese. It is simply not possible to divine whether a conscious agency or some clever simulation inhabits the room.
Searle argues that this is only true for an observer outside of the room. The whole point of the thought experiment is to put someone inside the room, where they can directly observe the operations of consciousness. Searle claims that from his vantage point within the room there is nothing he can see that could imaginably give rise to consciousness, other than himself, and clearly he does not have a mind that can speak Chinese.
 (102)
vii. Syntax versus Semantics, and v.v?


I have mentioned this relatively incommensurable relationship between syntax and semantics, between rule-based behaviours and more epistemologically organized behaviours of comprehension? Surely, given their mutual necessity, for the other party to co-occur, how might some overall form of commensurability be envisaged? (103)

To explore this conundrum let me explicate my understanding of the semantic from a phenomenological perspective, then relate it to the hierarchical mapping of genres of behaviour and their expressions of functional sequences as forms of economic correlativity, and, then, by extension, again impute through economic correlation a(non-systematic) existentially oriented semblance of a simulated sense of an equivalence. Then, relate the above to a semantic theory of truth determination (that leaves open the need for a comprehensive theory for how truth, in a propositional form, can be evidentially presented as the relationship between the relative meta-languages and their related object-languages, etc.). (104)

Just what occurs when we entertain any form of phenomenological reflection (as pioneered by Husserl, e.g?)? (105)


Take our experience of salty water, e.g. Imagine shutting our eyes and being given, or giving ourselves, a sip of salty water. We have tasted before many things that have a salty taste. We clearly perceive this taste to be salty. This is, in effect, is our experiencing of a relatively atomic essential-like experience. I say ‘relatively atomic’. It cannot be broken down any further, yet, it is already being presented in a molecular format, namely, ‘salty-water’. Is it possible to view ‘water’ as non-relatively atomic phenomenological presentation, i.e., as absolutistically atomic, as a pure simple (if I am allowed to invoke what is actually nonsense masquerading as having sense if only through its syntactic or linguistic form). No, we are already apprehending that ‘water’ as a ‘glass of water’ or as a ‘mouthful of water’ or as a ‘drop of water’, etc. However, it true, that the phenomenological is being experienced in a relatively atomic form that through semantic rules of just what is linguistically and semantically acceptable in the forming of molecular-like compounds can we then phenomenal-phenomenologically move on to more complex forms of relatively molecular phenomenological experience. (106)

In declaring this salty experience of salty-water to be both ‘salty’ and ‘watery’ we have to ask, “is this an experience of salty-water?” (and you will notice I have invoked an interrogative economy). To do so we must invoke an ‘overall transcendental suspension’ which I do not intend to go into too much detail in this essay. Suffice to say that this overall process of suspension involves an economy consisting of a dynamic balance between a rhetorical suspension of the either/or plus a metaphorical suspension based on ‘like’ to be read as ‘both like and not like’ plus an ongoing balance of the previous suspensions in the form of an apparitional suspension based on the ‘as if as if as if’. As already noted, to escape from being trapped in a suspension, of any form, we can invoke the corresponding, automatic invocation of a de-suspension that then suspends that suspension (through a suspension of that suspension). Now, in reflection upon this relative atomic scenario just outlined we can then impute a hierarchical mapping of such relatively atomic semantic inputs along with the rules for their possible semantic couplings, i.e., those molecular possibilities that are deemed to be semantically possible. So, e.g., we can have salty-water, and, a glass of salty-water, etc., but, we cannot have those combinations that break those semantic rules. So, no ‘round table-tops that are also square at the same time’; no ‘glass objects that can be drunk but only drunk from’; that ‘glassy objects should not be ingested’, but, ‘their contents can be ingested’ but ‘should not be ingest if those contents are poisonous’, etc., etc. Thence the mapping and generation, and v.v., of a very complex set of sematic rules. (107)
Here we are dealing primarily with texts and the generation of texts. However, no text can be generated without invoking its relevant meta-textual genres. I.e., those semantic rules for just which texts can be sensibly be written and read in that overall language in question. Moreover, a generation of texts that can also be translated (or paraphrased) within the original language and between languages. But, these collections of relevant meta-textual rules, in effect, form genres of behaviour for both such writing and reading. Hence a correlativity between the semantic side of these forms of natural exploration of the world at large and a hermeneutic correlation in the co-mapping of such rulings. E.g., in drinking from a glass with salty water I am invoking the genre of ‘drinking from a glass’ which is a sub-genre in the super-genre of ‘drinking’ which, in turn, is a sub-genre in the super-genre of ‘ingestion’, etc. Thence the entirety of our world as lived is mapped out for us through languages and their cultural-intercultural giving of a sense of place in this overall semblance of a world as lived. (108)
From this exposition we can derive the fact that there is already an inescapable economic correlativity between the phenomenological as semantically mapped and its generation of texts, and, these hermeneutic correlates in the form of meta-textual genres of behaviour involved in the writing and reading of textual propositions, etc. (109)
Moreover, through the existence of meta-language and object language relationships in such a scheme we are already in a position to introduce a Tarskian semantic theory of truth determination. I.e., the meta-proposition P’ is true (T) if and only if (iff) p in the object language is ‘evidentially’ present: 

I.e., P’ is T iff p (110)

Of course, what is meant by “‘evidentially’ present” is another issue. On the other hand, we could suggest, economically, all parties to this truth-determining economy need to be co-present, etc. Or, from a critical, and potentially radical philosophical perspective we need a hermeneutics, a semantically oriented phenomenology and an existentialism to be co-present, and, in such a form where such parties are neither over-promoted nor under-promoted, and, exercised in such a manner so as not to destroy the full significance generation to be expressed through such mutually engendered, underlying economic correlativity, etc. (111)
The moral being, if not already intuitively apperceived, is that no philosophical economy should ever be conceived of entirely in, say, pragmatic terms of reference, or in any unimodal or bimodal terms of reference, and most certainly not as a series of functions endless deferring to each other without the emergence of relevant forms of comprehension, etc! (112)
6. ‘Pragmatism’ as ‘Hermeneutics’

Should we make this connection between the pragmatic and the hermeneutic? Yes, and no. Hermeneutics is not pragmatism per se, but, is and should be pragmatically oriented in the overseeing of its interpretative functions, etc. Hermeneutics is also contextually oriented, and the importing of different contexts can also give us a wider range of interpretative treatments. It then behooves us to ask, ‘which of those different processes of contextualization appear to proffer greater degrees of e/valuational formation?’ Obviously, one way to be pragmatic in those situations where we are not quite certain as to the form of contextualization that is more relevant to our interpretative reading/s of that situation in question. (113)

This moral of productive economic cooperation can also be extended more broadly. Earlier, I noted that instrumentalism is not directly implicated in a pragmatic attitude as, more correctly, it falls more under a phenomenal-phenomenological department given the phenomenological is metaphorical and measurement, through comparison, is none other than metaphorical in this sense. On the other hand, as an adjunct to a more pragmatic openness to a critical, and potentially radical, form of philosophical exploration it makes better sense to utilize the entire army of our philosophical tools at our disposal rather than limiting ourselves to the ensuing poverty of just a few relatively limited strategies. Of course, a great artist might only feel the need to use a few colours in the execution of their current painting, but, then, adopt a different palette in the completion of their next artwork. So, do use what works, but do not through habit merely use only that which has worked in the past. By all means, if felt to be suitable, invoke non-ideologically treated philosophical approaches like instrumentalism, functionalism, coherentism, and so on, if they should prove to be profitable in your philosophical explorations, but, at the same time, do not neglect more fundamentally important phenomenal-phenomenological, hermeneutical and existential strategies given their corelative access to the economic nature of the intentional economy, and so forth! (114)
7. The Necessary Conjunction of Hermeneutics, Phenomenology and Existentialism


By ‘conjunction’ is mean their ‘economic correlativity’ along with its ‘(transcendental) possibilities for the (pro-relational, existential) transformational formation of lived-experience’. This, in essence, is my main provisional conclusion. The implication being that pragmatism is an important ingredient in critical, and sometimes radical, philosophical (and other disciplinary and non-disciplinary, secular forms) of exploration and primarily can be seen to fall under the heading of hermeneutics. That, for an existential orientation to proceed a suspension of the relevant economy is necessary which implies that no economic party should be either absolutistically treated preferentially or absolutistically be non-preferentially treated! Otherwise the formation of an existential complexion is undermined along with the observation that a pragmatic approach equally should not be mistreated either through preferential over-treatment or the oversight of an undertreatment!! (115)
8. Provisional Conclusion


The title of this essay is ‘The Pragmatism of Pragmatism..??’ I admit to being somewhat mischievous is using this format of ‘x of x’ as a double interrogative since I am questioning both ‘what is pragmatism?’ and ‘what is not-pragmatism, or non-pragmatism, or meta-pragmatism?’ In other words, to what extent pragmatism as a viable phenomenon (or as a set of phenomena) exists and, as well, under what limits pragmatism cannot exist. In effect circumscribing the extent a pragmatic-like phenomenon or set of phenomena can suitably function. (116)

In exploring the intentional economy, the interrogative economy, the aspirational economy, the philosophical economy of the hermeneutical, the phenomena-phenomenological, and the existential (sub-economies)… I am proposing an economic scheme that allows me to argue to what extent a pragmatic philosophical phenomenological situation can both exist and not exist. (117)

Cautiously, I see a pragmatic approach, albeit in all its complexity, as falling somewhat within the performativity of a hermeneutics.
 Although primarily concerned with functions it cannot be reduced merely to some form of functionalism… nor to a computationalism, nor to a host of other (potentially useful) adjunct methodologies such as, e.g., instrumentalism, coherentism, and so on. (118)

Why this association, but not a full equivalence, with hermeneutics? (119)

Because I do see a close association between pragmatically oriented philosophical approaches with the functions of genres, the utility of suitable forms of contexutalization, the use of narratives, the sequential instructions involved in the utilization of these meta-textual devices, etc.
 (120)

Just as in the aspirational economy there must be a productive cooperation between a ‘realistic’ sense of ‘where and when’ (since we need to know where we really happen to be in this world at large in order to successfully proceed), an ‘idealistic’ sense of an aspirational ‘why’ (that is sensibly constructed as an aspirational goal that can be reached and obtained, and is found to be worth attaining), and the ‘pragmatics’ that will get us from ‘where and when’ to the realization of that (arbitrated) ‘why’ through the necessary importation of an appropriate sense of a methodical ‘how’ (given that our freedoms in this world at large are basically derived through arbitrated forms of behaviour)! Obviously, the moral can be none other than this experiential fact that no aspirations can be realized without such productive forms of cooperation between all relevant inputs! And, by extension, we need to recognize a pragmatic need to invoke the full, critical and potentially radical philosophical utilization of hermeneutical, phenomenological and existential approaches (given their mutual economic correlativity and co-thematization, etc.). Or, in effect, adopting and adapting a qualified, integrated and skillfully conducted uptake of much modified forms of realism, idealism and pragmatism… constructing suitable working strategies without appropriating their impossible to exercise, totally misguided ideological forms of traditional practice. (121)

That given the relative subsuming of pragmatics under the wing of a raft of possible hermeneutic approaches, therefore, it behooves us not to either over-look or under-look the important role a pragmatic sense of positioning must also play over the course of our philosophical researches. Moreover, as noted in a passing comment (albeit highlighted in bold),
 a balanced, dynamic interplay of all economic facets is a necessary pre-condition for the existentialization of our behaviour in our pro-relational encountering, recognition and engagement with others… wherein we find both the richness and ongoing re(-)enrichment of our relationships as they evolve in and through our engagements in this world-of-others… through which we find our value, and being valued, by self and others, in this world of others… through whom we have our only access to an augmentation and enhancement of our freedoms to be in this world at large. (122)

To what extent, then, are we allowed to represent the lived-reality of such a world of lived-experience? Given that some pragmatists do not dismiss a representationalism, in some form or other, say, Pierce and James, and, others can be vehemently supportive of an anti-representationalism, say, Dewey and Rorty, just where should we stand in this much contested debate, or, should we dare to think that there is a sensible middle path to be ‘pragmatically’ taken between such potentially disastrous rocks of contention? Given, as a general rule, that all extremes should be carefully avoided? (123)

There is trivial sense of representation that most people do not find to be problematic. In the fruit bowl in the kitchen, I can count six apples that all look nice to eat. If I am looking at this bowl of apples, I can also declare this statement to be a true statement. I can see those apples, and, in counting them, again, I find that there are indeed six. (124)

Now, I go for a long walk in the afternoon and regret not having taken one of those delicious apples with me. In my imagination, I can visualize myself bringing one of those apples with me and that this bowl would then have five apples and not six. In effect, I have a mental ‘representation’ of a situation that cannot be either accessed or assessed through the immediacy of sense-perception. Moreover, I am able to transform this representative map, as in this instance, by imagining that I had been proactive enough to have taken one of those apples with me on my walk. (125)

Surely, maintaining such an attitude should not be controversial? So, then, how does this type of mental scenario become problematic? In echoing Kant, I would suggest that this occurs through an extrapolation of this type of metaphor beyond its theoretical deployment, practical employment and critical re-deployment!!! (126)


Mapping is a form of metaphor. E.g., these contours on this topographical map depict the similar elevations on that landscape even though on that landscape, itself, you will not find such contour lines. (127)

That it is only through an ‘unsuitable’ extrapolation of our metaphors, rhetoric, literal or apparitional treatment of the world do we set ourselves up to do a few more impossible things. Of course, I am being ironic here because impossible things are just that, namely, impossible! (128)

Much of what passes for ‘philosophy’ needs to be expertly detonated and deconstructed accordingly. In this vein, e.g., when a so-called ‘empiricist’ tells you that they trans-empirically ‘know’ that the perceptual ideas they entertain ‘match’ the things of this world we might politely sigh, and quickly head off in another direction. Or, if a ‘realist’ insists on the so-called priority of material objects that they experience by intentional means perhaps it might be advisable to absent yourself, and then look for a strong cup of coffee. Or, if an ‘idealist’ were to tell you that there is a so-called priority with conscious experience without recognizing that intentional experience is also objectively focused in its intentional constitution then perhaps it might be timely to excuse yourself as you have an appointment (with reality) that needs to be quickly attended to. Or, again, if we were to meet a disciplinarian who insist that they were a ‘pragmatist’ because we only deal with practical processes in an endless circulation of continual deferral then it might be time to retire in the hope that, in waking, that upon the morrow we might happen upon a meeting with more sensible friends… (129)

But, let me be the first to admit that we all have our own philosophical blind-spots, ways of being either short-sighted or long-sighted, of seeing things that do not exist and not seeing things that do exist, indeed, sometimes right before us, and so on. (130)

Now, as it is understood that we should not extrapolate our metaphors, etc., in directions that go beyond the limitations of such strategies, does this mean, by default, that an anti-representationalistic stance is the only one left standing, so to speak, if I might be allowed to torture one more metaphor? As I prefer to rigidly maintain the principle that ‘to insistently assert that all extremes, in all forms of reification, are both impossible and bad for our mental health’ it now behooves me to demonstrate that this positioning, albeit defined more by default, is likewise defective if only through being too over-obsessively pronounced? That, in effect, anti-representationalism, in any hard form of a pronouncement is equally deficient, being either impossible to contemplate and/or defective in the performance of the heavy work being thrust upon it. Let me tentatively elaborate upon this possible observation? Am I able to demonstrate this conjecture (that anti-representationalism is also a defective form of positioning, etc?)? (131)

Let me focus, for a few moments, on what I perceive to be the apparent motivation for the holding of a pragmatic position and this additional position of anti-representationalism. Over centuries of debate between so-called ‘realists’ and ‘idealists’ it is quite understandable that more sensible souls might contemplate some exit from the controversies surrounding these interminably undecided ‘tennis matches’ endlessly entertained generation after generation. Earlier on I demonstrated that both types of positioning are impossible and arise through a simple misconstruing of the complex nature of intentional experience. The realist, e.g., prioritizes the intentional object(ive) in the Object moment in a first sense of the intentional economy, and, the idealist, e.g., either prioritizes a sense of intent or subjectivity in the reified imputation of an apparent ‘integrity of experience’ actively observed in either the World moment and/or (pro-relationally) engaged in the Ego moment as ‘represented’ and ‘re-presented’ in the second and third senses of the intentional economy. For the sake of a schematic convenience, let us just assume that idealists are more interested in reifying the imputed integrity of subjective experience and that this leaves a false exit for escape through pragmatists taking an ideological fixation on the functional nature of the World moment along with its apparent hermeneutic implications, etc. I.e., that an ‘escape’ from this general type of realist-idealist controversy is to now insist on a functionalist approach that merely claims we can dispense with both the misguided notions of the ‘reality of objective reality’ and the ‘ideality of subjective existence’ by merely insisting on a ‘functional, hermeneutical approach to declarations on sense, meaning and meaningfulness as engendered through the creativity of language production’. Or, effectively, that words just function through endless forms of deferral, but, that what emerges, non-reductively, are only useful applications of language that should be attended to – nothing more and nothing less! But, that in itself is a form of reductionism that can only head off into an impossible territory once again. (132)

As for anti-representationalism, it can easily win its argument/s by default. So, we think ‘we see this world as if looking out through our eyes as if windows of the soul’. This formulation can make for some wonderful poetry, but, as a metaphor, it cannot be treated literally. So, behind my eyes is a ‘little person’ who sees through their eyes my eyes as if a ‘window’. Of course, this solves nothing and only begins an infinite regress which proves just this point that literalizing this metaphor is just impossible. On the other hand, does the reification of an anti-metaphor or meta-metaphor do any better in this same regard? Are we now merely dealing with only a simulation of the world? Let me explore the possible ramifications of this ‘anti-metaphor’ or ‘meta-metaphor’. (133)

‘If representation is merely a simulation’ then it would be natural to ask, ‘a simulation of what?’ Now, it would appear that we have two answers to this question, namely, either as a simulation of that which is not being simulated (say, a photograph of a worldly situation, or, say, the photocopy of a photo), or, as a simulation of a simulation (say the photocopy of a photocopy, or, say, its representation in a digital format).
 In the first instance, if that which is not being simulated in and through intentional consciousness is something that cannot be observed then this imputation has no pragmatic value whatsoever. That which is not there for us might as well not be there for us (and, in a theological perspective, we need not be there for it). On the other hand, in the second instance, if a simulation is merely a simulation then how might we differentiate one simulation from another, and so on? A (transcendental) phenomenologist could easily answer that type of question by asking, “what is the modal complexion and apparent status of that representative set of representations
 in a comparison with our expectations in terms of the imputed modal status that we believe should be present?” I.e., finding, in this regard, distinctive phenomenological differences between, say, sense perception, dreaming, remembering and imagining, etc. So, e.g., if I am looking at my bowl of six apples and salivating over the thought of eating one of them, this simulation is quite different from my merely thinking about those apples when I went out for my long afternoon walk. What else can we say? That, when we are in a relationship with x, whether being thought of as a simulation or not as a simulation, we are in a direct relationship with that simulation whatever its apparent, or truly understood, truth status. Indeed, not a jot of difference between ‘the simulation of myself to myself in that relationship with that being simulated’ whatever its phenomenological status and the apparent truth of that same sense of identity. No internal worlds and no external worlds, no conceivable separation between ‘my current sense of subjectivity and the objectivity of that which I am now in a direct relationship to’ (be that ‘objectivity’ either perceived as objective and/or subjective in orientation
)! That, if this be the case, then we are effectively back to square one, albeit somewhat rectified from a relatively purified philosophical point of view. Or, in other words, we can see a misplaced philosophical emphasis on representations as effectively ‘deluded’, and an anti-representationalistic stance as therapeutically pragmatic as long as we do not commit a similar mistake by reifying that meta-metaphor in turn as presenting a world that is not there at all and only exists as a mere simulation (whatever that might be meant to mean given that we entertain a choice to either pursue the impossible or merely return to the concrete mundanity of the world as lived). We ‘live in the world’ and through the ‘automatic de-suspension of our suspensions’ we are ever thrust back into the concrete embrace of both our historicity and facticity as people engaged in a world where we must live together through processes of arbitrated resolution in order to experience the full freedoms that are possible for(-)us there that can be experienced through lived-experience in a world ‘pragmatically’ shared with(-)others. Living out what it precisely means to ‘be a person in this overall world of life’ through finding such freedoms that are there to be had through(-)others and, I repeat this point, only through(-)others.!! (134)

What is this philosophical phenomenon of pragmatism (despite also being, ‘collectively, a set of distinctive phenomena’) and what are its limits that scope this phenomenon (despite being ‘collectively a set of distinctive phenomena’) from the informative contrast of a non-pragmatism? (135)

Pragmatism is not, nor should be, a form of realism, and, equally, pragmatism is not, nor should be, a form of idealism! Then pragmatism, equally, should not be or become a mere form of functionalism (or instrumentalism, or coherentism, logicalism, psychologism, linguistic reductionism to syntax, etc.)! Similarly, pragmatism, should be neither a representationalism nor an anti-representationalism! Then, what should pragmatism be for the critical and radical philosopher who seeks to use such a methodology? One very important type of philosophical tool that needs to be effectively used with other useful philosophical forms of practice. Just as in my exposition of the aspirational economy, I noted that qualified forms of modified realism, idealism and pragmatism were collectively needed to realize the objectives of our aspirational-ambitions, so, too, should we also seek to obtain our disciplinary objectives in a similar manner. Meaning, working with others to competently achieve our objectives, ‘pragmatically’ utilizing a variety of philosophical tools as we pursue the worthwhile objectives of our respective disciplines, and, by extension, those mutually arbitrated objectives as sought for in a secular world, hopefully, enacted in and through a pro-relational, existential orientation that suitably oversees both the richness and ongoing re(-)enrichment of our lives as inescapably lived through our working though(-)others…. (136)





                 
          Noël Tointon, Penrith, 25.3.22.

Appendix A: A More Formal Presentation of the ‘Chinese Room’ by Searle

Searle has produced a more formal version of the argument of which the Chinese Room forms a part. He presented the first version in 1984. The version given below is from 1990. The only part of the argument that should be controversial is A3 and it is this point that the Chinese room thought experiment is intended to prove. 

He begins with three axioms:

(A1) "Programs are formal (syntactic)."

A program uses syntax to manipulate symbols and pays no attention to the semantics of the symbols. It knows where to put the symbols and how to move them around, but it doesn't know what they stand for or what they mean. For the program, the symbols are just physical objects like any others.

(A2) "Minds have mental contents (semantics)."

Unlike the symbols used by a program, our thoughts have meaning: they represent things and we know what it is they represent.

(A3) "Syntax by itself is neither constitutive of nor sufficient for semantics."

This is what the Chinese room thought experiment is intended to prove: the Chinese room has syntax (because there is a man in there moving symbols around). The Chinese room has no semantics (because, according to Searle, there is no one or nothing in the room that understands what the symbols mean). Therefore, having syntax is not enough to generate semantics.

Searle posits that these lead directly to this conclusion:

(C1) Programs are neither constitutive of nor sufficient for minds.

This should follow without controversy from the first three: Programs don't have semantics. Programs have only syntax, and syntax is insufficient for semantics. Every mind has semantics. Therefore no programs are minds.

This much of the argument is intended to show that artificial intelligence can never produce a machine with a mind by writing programs that manipulate symbols. The remainder of the argument addresses a different issue. Is the human brain running a program? In other words, is the computational theory of mind correct? He begins with an axiom that is intended to express the basic modern scientific consensus about brains and minds:

(A4) Brains cause minds.

Searle claims that we can derive "immediately" and "trivially" that:

(C2) Any other system capable of causing minds would have to have causal powers (at least) equivalent to those of brains.

Brains must have something that causes a mind to exist. Science has yet to determine exactly what it is, but it must exist, because minds exist. Searle calls it "causal powers". "Causal powers" is whatever the brain uses to create a mind. If anything else can cause a mind to exist, it must have "equivalent causal powers". "Equivalent causal powers" is whatever else that could be used to make a mind.

And from this he derives the further conclusions:

(C3) Any artifact that produced mental phenomena, any artificial brain, would have to be able to duplicate the specific causal powers of brains, and it could not do that just by running a formal program.

This follows from C1 and C2: Since no program can produce a mind, and "equivalent causal powers" produce minds, it follows that programs do not have "equivalent causal powers."

(C4) The way that human brains actually produce mental phenomena cannot be solely by virtue of running a computer program.

Since programs do not have "equivalent causal powers", "equivalent causal powers" produce minds, and brains produce minds, it follows that brains do not use programs to produce minds.

Replies to Searle's argument may be classified according to what they claim to show: 

· Those which identify who speaks Chinese

· Those which demonstrate how meaningless symbols can become meaningful

· Those which suggest that the Chinese room should be redesigned in some way

· Those which contend that Searle's argument is misleading

· Those which argue that the argument makes false assumptions about subjective conscious experience and therefore proves nothing

Some of the arguments (robot and brain simulation, for example) fall into multiple categories. (137)
Appendix B: An Ordered Differentiation of Hermeneutics and Pragmatism, etc.

Recently, I have had to make what, at first, must seem to be a relatively esoteric set of distinctions between ‘pragmatics’ and ‘hermeneutics’. Over the course of this essay, for convenience, I have equated them, but, here, must disentangle somewhat that identification. (138)

In an ordered scheme on a trans-cognitive level of judgmental, trans-intentional/trans-cognitive e/valuational formation there is an obvious difference between these two fields in value formation by virtue of the fact that I distinctly assign pragmatics to a fourth order and hermeneutics to a fifth order. This occurs in a sixfold economy based on the preferential/de-preferential treatment of the archetypal moments of Object, Ego and World. In this scheme, I have categorized ‘pragmatics’ as the ‘subtle preferential treatment of both the Ego and World moments (and the consequent subtle de-preferential treatment of the Object moment)’, and, ‘hermeneutics’ (in its interpretative world of possibility) as the subtle preferential treatment of the World moment alone (and the consequent subtle de-preferential treatment of both the Object and Ego moments)’. For me, that is relatively unproblematic. (139)

However, from the trimodal philosophical economy of the hermeneutical, the phenomenal-phenomenological, and the existential we can treat hermeneutics as primarily operating from the fifth order of the hermeneutical whilst being supplemented by the fourth order of the pragmatical and the sixth order of the factual (or ontical). It is in this economy of the philosophical that I have lumped in hermeneutics and pragmatics (where the latter is a secondary adjunct in this regard). However, in treating hermeneutics as also centered on functional considerations of the intentional economy (in its second intentional sense) it would be natural to co-associate both hermeneutics and pragmatics as functionally oriented in the intentional economy, the trans-intentional economy of judgment, and through economic complexification, with any other economy, etc. So, in overall e/valuational formation we find a co-association of hermeneutics with ‘functions’ or ‘functionality’ (with a secondary pragmatic connection); phenomenology with intentional content, i.e., ‘identity’ or ‘identification’; and, the non-systematic existential moment with considerations of value (primarily in a deontological orientation and, secondarily, with both aesthetics and pragmatics). (140)


To complicate things a little further, I also propose that the (implicitly passive) critical, and potentially radical, philosophical economy is centered on the 1st, 3rd, 5th orders and that the (implicitly active) aspirational economy is (actually) centered, instead, on the 2nd, 4th, and 6th orders. An overall (engaged) economy integrating and suspending the overall combination of the former. (141)
The following diagram should clarify these distinctions through their being mapped upon the archetypal economy of World, Object and Ego, etc. The trans-cognitive orders are numbered 1- 6 (being, respectively, the Semantic (or Pre-Essential), the Aesthetical, the Deontological, the Pragmatical, the Hermeneutical and the Factual (or Ontical). (142)
A Diagram of the Archetypal Economic Moments, Six Orders,

Plus the Superimposed Philosophical Economy of the Hermeneutical, etc.,
And Their Characteristic Orientations (as Identity, Value and Function)
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Note, in the Critical/Radical Philosophical Economy we have the following sub-economies where:


Phenomenal-Phenomenology is ‘primarily order 1 plus, secondarily, 2 & 6’,


Hermemeutics is ‘primarily order 5 plus, secondarily, 4 & 6’,
Existentialism is ‘primarily order 3 plus, secondarily, 2 & 4’. (143)
Appendix C: Three Insightful Comments Raised in the Reading of this Essay


I consider my self to be very fortunate in having been able to have read this paper and to have had it closely critiqued. For me, I found three very important ideas that need to be further addressed and intend to do so in a second essay which will be titled The Simulation of Simulation..?? Part II: Approaching a Radical Re-Appreciation of this Topic (of Pragmatism). (144)
Those three ideas were:


1. A need to recognize the importance of an ‘epistemic humility’,


2. A need to seriously define a working ‘pragmatic ethics’, and,


3. A need to thematize the nature of an anti-representationalism. (145)

Let me very briefly outline why I feel that these three ideas need to be followed up in detail, and, furthermore, how they might interact to flesh out a viable pragmatical philosophy without exclusively focusing on this particular form of philosophical practice alone. (146)

This concept or attitude of ‘epistemic humility’, as disseminated, e.g., by Richard Rorty, is very important. It indirectly recognizes that one of the problems with philosophy, as practiced by over-zealous practitioners, is how over-commitment is not conducive to the performance of ‘good philosophy’, and certainly not the performance of what should be a well-thought out form of pragmatism, etc. That, more directly, a pragmatist should come round to the position and opinion that as there is no definitive philosophical positioning, only working variants attempting to re-define themselves more productively should have already called for an understanding that there is room for other positions and opinions and that to exclude this possibility is not the type of positioning that rightly could or should belong to a tradition that defines itself as ‘pragmatic’. In this observation we need only recognize that all perspectives are just that, certain aspects on a certain topic, and, furthermore, that we should understand that even our close and critical appreciation of a certain perspective cannot be exhausted. That, therefore, given this impossible task of exhausting our understanding of a certain perspective is impossible to realize so much more so must be the case when our understanding, effectively, is a complex interaction of a(n unknown) number of perspectives forming a relatively stable island of disciplined integrity. To correctly know that a perspective is definitely exhausted I would need to inspect such imputed exhaustion from a meta-positioning in order to determine the truth status of such a(n impossible) claim. But, then, I would have to do likewise from a meta-meta-positioning in order to confirm the to-be-perceived (impossible) veracity of such a(n impossible) claim, and so on. Ipso facto, if no one perspective could be knowingly exhausted definitively then such so-called ‘islands of relative integrity’ must be treated likewise! Hence there is always room for other epistemic possibilities and, therefore, we should be epistemically humble in order to recognize that other relevant perspective must exist whilst all perspectives, relevant or otherwise, are all equally subject to such epistemic forms of limitations that cannot nor should be ignored and overlooked! That it is in our own interests to remain ever ‘open’ to the (simulated) semblance of a lived-world, one that can never be exhausted in lived-experience through its evolving interpretations, that, both individually and collectively, cannot be closed and could never be closed, i.e. exhausted!  (147)

A second issue that the pragmatist would need to face is that a viable pragmatics must be able to proffer a viable ethics! Just how should the pragmatic philosopher go about describing, prescribing and proscribing what naturally passes for an ethical domain. A philosopher, like all disciplinarians, is working in the world, ostensively, for the benefit of others. Otherwise, why should such a person, if a professional, get paid? In Part II, let me explore how this possibility might be thematized, for a start, by exploring how the existential treatment of a pro-relational attitude might be a preferred point of commencement for an ethically oriented reconsideration of relational trajectories within the context of an open pragmatism? (148)

As a third issue to focus upon, in my opinion, is the necessity to establish and flesh out in detail just what might be implied in the adoption and adaptation of an anti-representationalism that is not just a deconstruction of a representationalism and which can sketch out the contours of its landscape without, on one hand, falling into some form of ideological extremism, and, on the other hand, is able to avoid either a retreat to representationalism by default or some misguided duality as might be erected on some false and impossible dichotomy re-envisaged, say, between appearance and reality, or similar. As noted in this essay, that because there are different types of simulation, and, moreover, that all simulations are different, it follows that simulations qua simulations must be treated likewise. The domain of an anti-representationalism, therefore, cannot be either mono-thematic or bi-thematic, but, in being given an economic flavor must, at the very least, either implicitly or explicitly, be tri-thematic, and so on. Furthermore, such a domain, in recognizing a necessary need for ethical forms of transformation, must rule out pure forms of a uni-modalism invoked to inform an impossible passivity as well as all impossible forms of a pure bi-modalism invoked to engineer forms of activity, but, instead, in subscribing to processes of economic transformation would need to accept the fact that a necessary tri-modalism would be implicated, at the very least, as progressively involved in all ensuing transformations, be they relatively ethical or otherwise. (149)

Hence the three concerns that will be taken up in Part II. There, I will detail these three areas of re(-)consideration and, through exploring their possible modes of interconnection, attempt to thematize, albeit provisionally, a viable pragmatic anti-representationalism that is both relevant and non-ideological in tenor. (150)







        N.T., Wentworth Falls. 29.3.22.
� 	My use of the nomenclature ‘(-)’ indicates that an economy is being signalled.


� 	The pragmatic prospect as situated within the philosophical prospect, as the philosophical live-world, in which some philosophers might view as both entirely encompassed by and coincidental with this pragmatic prospect? But I leave such a controversial consideration to the reader to resolve and, perhaps, defuse.


� 	E.g., Pursuit, Vol I,12.1: Twelfth Essay: The Philosophy of Philosophy as ‘No Philosophy’… As the Philosophy of Freedom and the Freedom of Philosophy!?





� 	Wikipedia.


� 	Refer to paragraphs 76, 84, 121, 136.


� 	Originally, fallibilism (from � HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Medieval_Latin" \o "Medieval Latin" �Medieval Latin�: fallibilis, "liable to err") is the � HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Philosophy" \o "Philosophy" �philosophical� principle that propositions concerning � HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Empirical_evidence" \o "Empirical evidence" �empirical knowledge� can be accepted even though they cannot be proven with � HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Certainty" \o "Certainty" �certainty�, or in short, that no beliefs are certain. The term was coined in the late nineteenth century by the American philosopher � HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Charles_Sanders_Peirce" \o "Charles Sanders Peirce" �Charles Sanders Peirce�, as a response to � HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Anti-foundationalism" \o "Anti-foundationalism" �foundationalism�. Nowadays, theorists may also refer to fallibilism as the notion that empirical knowledge might turn out to be false. Fallibilism is often juxtaposed with � HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Infallibilism" \o "Infallibilism" �infallibilism�. As per Wikipedia.


� 	This point is debatable. Witness Edmund Husserl and his invitation to run global suspensions of the world as a productive method for dealing with the apparent constitution of this semblance of a world and its complex presentation of a vast variety of situations, albeit as to be discerned in their apparently constituted forms of situatedness. Bracketing as a universal epoché (e.g., as per Ideas, etc.) in distinction to a more local (more practical and pragmatic) form of an epoché (e.g., as per Logical Investigations, etc.). On the other hand, this observation does have a certain truth about it given that the attempted performance of a global or universal form of doubt could well paralyze the person entertaining such a strange sense of position in postionlessness (although the suspension also proffers a fulcrum about which that suspension is conducted). However, in my analysis of the suspension, the automatic invocation of an opposite and equal de-suspension prevents the non-psychotic person from being eternally trapped in that suspension.


� 	As per Wikipedia.


� 	Originally, fallibilism (from � HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Medieval_Latin" \o "Medieval Latin" �Medieval Latin�: fallibilis, "liable to err") is the � HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Philosophy" \o "Philosophy" �philosophical� principle that propositions concerning � HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Empirical_evidence" \o "Empirical evidence" �empirical knowledge� can be accepted even though they cannot be proven with � HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Certainty" \o "Certainty" �certainty�, or in short, that no beliefs are certain. The term was coined in the late nineteenth century by the American philosopher � HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Charles_Sanders_Peirce" \o "Charles Sanders Peirce" �Charles Sanders Peirce�, as a response to � HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Anti-foundationalism" \o "Anti-foundationalism" �foundationalism�. Nowadays, theorists may also refer to fallibilism as the notion that empirical knowledge might turn out to be false. Fallibilism is often juxtaposed with � HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Infallibilism" \o "Infallibilism" �infallibilism�. As per Wikipedia.


� 	Invoking some suitable form of a Tarskian semantic theory of truth. Refer to paragraph 110.


� 	As per Wikipedia.


� 	We might tentatively suggest here ‘that what works’ is ‘that which works better in a certain philosophical context with philosophical ramifications that are relative greater than those that might be incurred if they were to be derived within other, less productive philosophical and non-philosophical interpretations, etc.’ So, e.g., we can say, “the sun still ‘rises’ each morning,” but, if we were to set out to launch a satellite to orbit the sun then our frame of reference now needs to be solar-centric and not geo-centric. 


� 	As per Wikipedia.


� 	It is my hope to deal with ‘pragmatiscism’ in Appendix B in Part III (Pursuit, III.2Y.B)


� 	Ibid.


� 	Ibid.


� 	It was Peirce's own maxim that "Facts cannot be explained by a hypothesis more extraordinary than these facts themselves; and of various hypotheses the least extraordinary must be adopted." After obtaining possible hypotheses that may explain the facts, abductive validation is a method for identifying the most likely hypothesis that should be adopted. As per Wikipedia.


� 	Abductive validation is the process of validating a given hypothesis through abductive reasoning. This can also be called reasoning through successive approximation. Under this principle, an explanation is valid if it is the best possible explanation of a set of known data. The best possible explanation is often defined in terms of simplicity and elegance (see � HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Occam%27s_razor" \o "Occam's razor" �Occam's razor�). Abductive validation is common practice in hypothesis formation in � HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Science" \o "Science" �science�; moreover, Peirce claims that it is a ubiquitous aspect of thought:


Looking out my window this lovely spring morning, I see an azalea in full bloom. No, no! I don't see that; though that is the only way I can describe what I see. That is a proposition, a sentence, a fact; but what I perceive is not proposition, sentence, fact, but only an image, which I make intelligible in part by means of a statement of fact. This statement is abstract; but what I see is concrete. I perform an abduction when I so much as express in a sentence anything I see. The truth is that the whole fabric of our knowledge is one matted felt of pure hypothesis confirmed and refined by induction. Not the smallest advance can be made in knowledge beyond the stage of vacant staring, without making an abduction at every step.


� 	Despite many possible explanations for any physical process that we observe, we tend to abduce a single explanation (or a few explanations) for this process in the expectation that we can better orient ourselves in our surroundings and disregard some possibilities. Properly used, abductive reasoning can be a useful source of � HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Prior_probability" \o "Prior probability" �priors� in � HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bayesian_statistics" \o "Bayesian statistics" �Bayesian statistics�. As per Wikipedia.


� 	Ibid.


� 	The type of claim that a misguided empiricist would make thinking that the ideas they entertain empirically super-empirically match or correspond with the non-perceivable reality of such realities. Still, it could be treated as a working principle to the extent that, when we look, again are we more accurately interpreting the world as seemingly first perceived, and so on? In effect, taking a pragmatic turn…


� 	As per Wikipedia.


� 	Ibid.


� 	Ibid.


� 	Ibid. William James; Pragmatism (1907), p. 45


� 	As per Wikipedia.


� 	Ibid.


� 	Ibid.


� 	In philosophy and logic, a deflationary theory of truth (also semantic deflationism or simply deflationism) is one of a family of theories that all have in common the claim that assertions of predicate truth of a statement do not attribute a property called "truth" to such a statement.


Tarski thought of his theory as a species of correspondence theory of truth, not a deflationary theory. On the basis of Tarski's semantic conception, W. V. O. Quine developed what eventually came to be called the disquotational theory of truth or disquotationalism. Quine interpreted Tarski's theory as essentially deflationary.


� 	Ibid.


� 	Ibid.


� 	Ibid. Psychologism was a form of philosophy much criticized by Husserl (along with logicalism).


� 	Ibid.


� 	Ibid.


� 	Ibid.


� 	Ibid.


� 	Ibid. We can also add, as per Wikipedia: While pragmatism started simply as a criterion of meaning, it quickly expanded to become a full-fledged epistemology with wide-ranging implications for the entire philosophical field. Pragmatists who work in these fields share a common inspiration, but their work is diverse and there are no received views. In paragraph 132, etc., I am going to argue that form a perspective of possible motivation I see the overall philosophical practice of pragmatism as straddling both pragmatic and hermeneutic concerns (as well as attempting to deal with issues centered on a critique of representationalism).





� 	Doing the same later, also, to stand alone pragmatist-type of positions as well. However, recovering to some extent the metaphorical basis of such ideas, etc., without then resubscribing to their ontological and epistemological reifications.


� 	I prefer the technical expression ‘objective’ because the noematic nature of the intentional object need not be an empirical-like object since it could be, instead, a perceptual situation or state, or, an abstract concept, as an abstract objective, etc.


� 	I use the expression ‘phenomenal-phenomenological’ to indicate that I am not running an idealistic economy where all phenomenological experience is merely generated from the perspective of the intentional subject, themselves, but is inescapably linked to the phenomena in question whose representations, etc., are quite capable of also reconstjtuting this experience from the imputed point of view or perspective of that being interacted with. So, e.g., when I drink a glass of icy cold water that that water constitutes itself in phenomenological experience as if ‘icy cold’ (for me/for us) without our having to do so except in this passive sense of an ongoing intentional re(-)constitution.


� 	Or, in other words, making a distinction between the so-called third moment of the ‘non-systematic existential’ and the overall induction of an existentially oriented complexion that I have termed elsewhere as a ‘systematic (sense of the) existential’.


� 	Treating a ‘textual economy’ to the ‘intentional deposition of texts’ within ‘relevant meta-textual genres of behaviour that then allow us to non-textual simulate the apparent intent of such an economy’. ‘Non-textual’ to the extent we ‘cease to think we are reading or writing a text per se and merely entertain the simulation of that process’. 


� 	I use the expression ‘phenomenal-phenomenological’ to indicate that I am not running an idealistic economy where all phenomenological experience is merely generated from the perspective of the intentional subject, themselves, but is inescapably linked to the phenomena in question whose representations, etc., are quite capable of also reconstituting this experience from the imputed point of view or perspective of that being interacted with. So, e.g., when I drink a glass of icy cold water that that water constitutes itself in phenomenological experience as if ‘icy cold’ (for me/for us) without our having to do so except in this passive sense of an ongoing intentional re(-)constitution of that as it ‘appears’..


� 	As entailed in my concept of ‘enaction’.


� 	I.e., as defined, by myself, we have future ‘expectations’ versus present or near-present ‘anticipations’.


� 	With an intended, partial allusion to that objective collapse of the wave function in quantum physics.


� 	As per Wikipedia.


� 	Ibid.


� 	Ibid.


� 	Ibid.


� 	Ibid.


� 	Another way to view this ‘problem of the dead language’ is to take an economic viewpoint. In order to find economic correlativity between syntax (seen as meta-textual functions) and the text (seen as semantic input from a textualized point of view) then text qua text must be suitably reinserted sufficiently within the requisite economy. Until this happens there can be no ‘working commensurability’ (despite our recognition of the text qua text as text (minus its co-associated semantic mapping, etc.). Implied, therefore, are two senses of texts, namely, a semantic, economically connected sense and as a non-connected textual deposition that merely has the appearance of being a text. This example also shows that complete incommensurabilty is absent given that the apparent text is seen as a ‘text’, albeit in this second sense of being a ‘mere textual deposition’. However, in this type of instance we do not find a working form of commensurability. Then, there is also the situation of forms of ‘double economic insertion’ as in the instance, e.g., of a crossword with a hidden meaning as an acrostic or a covert coded keyword co-associated with some pre-conceived set of instructions, or a parable with an inner meaning, etc. In the light of these reflections, we might note that a text is either sufficient in its economic embodiment or economic contextualization or relatively disembodied economically through being dis-economized; with every shade in between these impossible extremes of the completely economized and the completely dis-economized.


� 	The Chinese room is designed to show that the Turing test is insufficient to detect the presence of consciousness, even if the room can � HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Behaviourism" \o "Behaviourism" �behave� or � HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Functionalism_(philosophy)" \o "Functionalism (philosophy)" �function� as a conscious mind would. As per Wikipedia.





� 	For a closer look into this point refer to Appendix B.


� 	But I also perceive ‘pragmatical considerations’ to be a ‘fourth trans-cognitively ordered order’ whereas ‘hermeneutics’ is a ‘fifth trans-cognitively ordered order’. Refer to Appendix B.


� 	Paragraph 115.


� 	My examples seem to suggest that there is no difference (through the directly related nature of interaction?). Only if this ontological ‘difference’ is not taken as absolutistically and impossibly different? That phenomenological interactions are only different in terms of their different types of phenomenological constitution, etc.


� 	Given that such phenomenal-phenomenological ‘re(-)presentations’ are arrived at through retention, adumbration, processes of imputation, perspectives, shifts in perspective, considerations of context, apperceived intent, etc. ‘Re(-)presentations’ being arrived at through ‘a re/presentational economy of presentation, representation and re-presentation, etc.’


� 	People are embodied and so can be treated in either an objectively and/or subjectively oriented modality.


� 	Ibid.





