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This essay, Part II, is a detailed response to three key comments or observations, posed as questions, that occurred over the course of the presentation of Part I. From a wide range of excellent, critical and insightful comments, for which I am most grateful, I have chosen to seriously address these three critiques as the primary drivers behind this paper. Namely, where and how is an epistemic humility configured in this enterprise of a pragmatic philosophy? Second, just how does a pragmatic philosophy provide the requisite ethical decisiveness for us to successfully live, and thrive, in this overall world-of-life, in this world at large? Third, just what need is there for representations, a representationalism, in a pragmatic philosophy that declares itself to be arguing for only an anti-representationalism? (i)

Now, if this essay were to be set to music, we would have the musical form of a rondo. A rondo of the form:


A + X + B + X + C + X…


…where A, B, C are these three critiques being addressed, and X is my radical re-interpretation of the Husserlian ‘transcendental suspension’. In effect, arguing that my exposition of this ‘transcendental suspension’ (synonymous with the ‘extensive suspension’ but which, I should add, is not synonymous with my expression of an ‘overall transcendental suspension’ as explicated in this essay and elsewhere) is the philosophical glue that allows me to travel from one theme to the next… and provide a relatively integrated reading of a ‘pragmatic anti-representationalism’. (ii) 


If I am allowed to say this, an anti-representationalism, as argued for in Part I, is to be understood as a ‘given’.  In this essay, it is not my desire to re-argue for this form of positioning, or re(-)positioning, but rather address just what is entailed in the adoption and adaptation of such re(-)positioning. Rather than define this form of philosophy as a ‘mere critique of representationalism’ I seek to understand what ramifications ensue through its adoption. In this regard I wish to explicate its connections with a ‘positive nihilism’, an ‘existential philosophy’, and how the appellation ‘pragmatic’, indeed, can be applied to its list of credentials. (iii)


Hence my motto or formula:

From epistemic humility… to ethical humanity… to existential honesty… the detailed formulation of a pragmatic anti-representationalism as refracted through the auspices of the transcendental suspension.!!! [144]( iv)

Another musical-like device running though this essay is that of a theme and variations, or, rather, various themes re-expressed through sets of evolving variations. Such obvious motifs as the ‘transcendental suspension’, and the recurring theme of the ‘existential’ along with the theme of ‘remonstration’ (as one way to test the ethical propriety of this type of philosophy, or, for that matter, the practical formulation of any philosophy or discipline)… (v)


 Throughout the course of this essay is to be found the ghost, or specter, of Richard Rorty. It is my hope, in an Appendix A, to suitably interpret in his own words just what might he mean by his understanding of a pragmatic philosophy. However, for variety of reasons, this economy of re(-)interpretation must rule against a mere interpretation given that the ideas of a philosopher are ever a work in progress, are continually being tested, remain as conversations to be had with their peers both within the same discipline and between disciplines, and, as well with the wider world at large. That such an exposition must inevitably spread itself across this economy of re(-)interpretation as a mix of near re-paraphrased interpretations, critical reinterpretations, and relatively radial re-interpretations. (vi)


As in Part I, I am again being rather mischievous by looking into the nature of the ‘simulation of simulation’ as being more a ‘non-simulation’ or a ‘meta-simulation’. I.e., by seeking to determine the limits of such ‘represented-simulations’ or ‘simulated-representations’… by noting that such intentional experiences are inescapable but, at the same time, should not nor need be overread through the impossible lenses of traditional forms of a misguided representationalism that have relegated much of the philosophical discipline, and other disciplines, to the somewhat shameful demotion of a second division. (vii)








        N.T., Wentworth Falls, 24.4.22.

2X. The Pragmatic Prospect? Part II:

The Simulation of Simulation..??
Approaching a Radical Re-Appreciation of this Topic* 
0. Pre-Introduction and Introduction

This essay is a detailed reply to three series of comments made to the reading of Part I: The Pragmatism of Pragmatism..?? In a second essay, on this topic of pragmatism, my answering those three comments, selected from a number of interesting and thoughtful responses, forms the backbone of this second paper. First, concerns a to be understood necessity for an ‘epistemic humility’; second, the construction of an ‘ethical pragmatism’ when and where epistemic humility has to be suspended in the face of a call for an apparent authenticity in the ‘pragmatic’ observing of an ‘ethical’ form of response and responsibility; and, third, the outlining of what is meant when closely delineating an anti-representational position on ‘simulation’ as collectively viewed through phenomenal-phenomenological, hermeneutical and existential perspectives. Moreover, this construction of a viable pragmatism will be regarded as a form of ‘positive nihilism’ that is neither absolutistically non-relative (or absolutistically positioned) nor relativistically (or negatively nihilistically positioned) in its overall re(-)formulation. Moreover, in the process, the ramifications of the conundrum that ‘a simulation of a simulation’ can be viewed as either ‘not a simulation, or a non-simulation, and/or a meta-simulation’ will also be explored. In the light of these objectives, this essay has the following headings:

1. Epistemic Humility,

2. Pragmatic Ethics,

3. Positive Nihilism,

4. Non-Extremist Re(-)Positioning,

5. Misinterpreted Propensities,

6. Provisional Conclusions. (0)


In Part I, using the example of the aspirational economy, at the basis of our desires to achieve certain personal ambitions and social objectives, the latter objectives usually being the price to be paid for the socially orchestrated arbitration of the former, etc., I argued for a form of pragmatism that cooperated with aspects and contributions that were somewhat realistic, idealist, and pragmatic in orientation. In other words, only through an alignment between the ‘realism’ of a ‘where and when’, the ‘idealism’ of a ‘why’ behind our intentional objectives, and the ‘pragmatism’ of ‘how’ to achieve the successful connections between the former do we make a successful passage from thematizing a certain set of intentional objectives and overseeing their eventual realization in the finalization of a certain project or longer-term program. Interestingly, in virtual terms of reference we can instantaneously imagine what we desire, but, in the real world of lived-experience, such non-virtual considerations can take considerable time to achieve if such an achievement is finally arrived at all. That, in this regard, our emplacement in the world is more a product of displacement and a prioritization of those patterns of goal directed behaviour that might eventually establish a form of de-displacement of such displacement. (1)
*    
For latest version of this paper: www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noelshomepage5.html 
1. That a Necessary Epistemic Humility is to Be Understood

Epistemic humility has had a long history, but, unfortunately, is more often than not eclipsed by forms of ‘epistemic arrogance’ or epistemic forms of ‘over-assurance’, and, in the same vein, ‘over-self-assurance’… that are neither justified nor self-justified. If the recent history of philosophy has anything to teach us it is that an indubitability of knowledge is neither possible nor actually needed. E.g., I am hopeful that the sun will appear to rise tomorrow morning assuming the day is not inclement. I cannot be absolutistically certain that this will occur. But, I will make my plans as if this will occur. Should it not occur, then in all probability Earth, as we know it, will not be configured as we currently know it. Either way we it should not bother us too unduly since if the day proceeds as usual then that is as expected, and, if it should not proceed in such an orderly fashion then I am sure we will not be alive to be bothered by this cosmic re-arrangement of our planetary system. Either way, ascertaining such indubitable knowledge is not something we have perfect access to, but, at the same time, it is not something, in the midst of our many anxieties, that we should be bothered about for the reasons as noted. On the other hand, if a comet or asteroid were to be heading our way then we might find the satisfaction of preparing for our probable demise. Or, in a similar vein of morbidness, if a nearby sun were to suddenly transform itself into a horrendously powerful supernova then we will probably be totally unaware of what had then literally hit us and dessiccated us in the instantaneously blinding blink of an eye.
  (2)

Let us be honest, whilst it is true that none of us can see around corners it is also true that we can have just as much trouble seeing what is actually to be found in front of us! Or, as a corollary, have what is laid out as an argument in clear terms with precise premises, a clarity of arguments, and conciseness of conclusions, and, yet, we can still fail to correctly induce a correct understanding of the full import of such ‘transparent’ argumentation. Be that either as that laid out by us or for us!
 (3)
This same attitude also needs to be present in the exercise of scientific research:

In the philosophy of science, epistemic humility refers to a posture of scientific observation rooted in the recognition that (a) knowledge of the world is always interpreted, structured, and filtered by the observer, and that, as such, (b) scientific pronouncements must be built on the recognition of observation's inability to grasp the world in itself. The concept is frequently attributed to the traditions of German idealism, particularly the work of Immanuel Kant, and to British empiricism, including the writing of David Hume. Other histories of the concept trace its origin to the humility theory of wisdom attributed to Socrates in Plato's Apology. James Van Cleve describes the Kantian version of epistemic humility–i.e. that we have no knowledge of things in their "nonrelational respects or ‘in themselves'"–as a form of causal structuralism. More recently, the term has appeared in scholarship in postcolonial theory and critical theory to describe a subject-position of openness to other ways of 'knowing' beyond epistemologies that derive from the Western tradition…
 (4)

Epistemic humility is contrasted with ‘epistemic confidence’ which, if extended beyond its reasonable grounds of both origination and employment becomes a form of ‘epistemic arrogance’ with a certain inevitable train of ramifications in its wake that range from pseudo-psychotic behaviours
 to patterns of behaviour that, at the very least, are quite disrespectful of the other… but, which at the same time, does the perpetrator of such a closed and inflexible attitude a total disservice as well!
According to philosopher of science Ian James Kidd, epistemic humility is a virtue that emerges from the recognition of the fragility of epistemic confidence–that is, of "the confidence invested in activities aimed at the acquisition, assessment, and application of knowledge and other epistemic goods." For Kidd, any given truth claim rests on three types of confidence conditions: cognitive conditions, or specialized knowledge in a particular knowledge domain; practical conditions, or the ability to perform certain actions required to ascertain the claim; and material conditions, or access to particular objects about which truth claims are made. Moreover, these confidence conditions operate on three levels: agential confidence (conditions for particular epistemic agents); collective confidence (conditions for groups of epistemic agents structured by disciplines, institutions, and other forms of community); and deep confidence (conditions for confidence rooted in 'deep' commitments, such as theories, theologies, or shared cultural inheritances). Kidd argues that the virtue of epistemic humility registers an appreciation for the complexity and contingency of this web of conditions required to make assertions, particularly scientific ones. In Kidd's words”
"Colleagues can let us down, shared epistemic practices can be abused, and institutions can be corrupted. The virtue of epistemic humility therefore builds in, at the ground level, an acute sense of the fact that epistemic confidence is conditional, complex, contingent, and therefore fragile." 
For Kidd, while recognition of the fragility of epistemic confidence is a necessary component of epistemic humility, it is not sufficient. Epistemic humility emerges as a virtue only when such recognition is combined with changes to one's epistemic comportment. That is to say, epistemic humility requires a "disposition to regulate one’s epistemic conduct in the light of one’s changing fulfilment of relevant confidence conditions. A humble enquirer is disposed, that is, to actively regulate their epistemic conduct, their personal ways of engaging in epistemic activities." Epistemic humility thus entails both recognition of the fragility of epistemic confidence and regulation of one's epistemic conduct accordingly.
 (5)


Admittedly, however much we might strive to perfect our seeing, we cannot see around corners without going to those corners themselves, or, alternatively, avail ourselves of those means that might give us such virtual forms of access. Still, as noted, even then we might either misperceive and/or misinterpret, or just overlook, what, ostensively, should be found as that there which is to be found before us. In this regard, no perfection in both our stance and in our reception will guarantee that what is ‘overlooked’ will be suitably ‘looked over’. Indeed, on constitutional grounds alone we are ever denied such perfected perception. (6)

As per Husserl, all intentionally directed perception (and apperception
) is perspectival. Moreover, no perspective can be exhausted through mere perseverance. Furthermore, its truth determination is the same likewise. Somewhat like ‘the impossibility of matter being able to travel at the speed of light’ given it ‘would need an infinite amount of energy to do so’, and that, comparatively, we are in a similar position since we would certainly need an infinite degree of psychic energy to absolutistically satisfy such an absolutistic type of criterion, say, in truth determination. E.g., we would need to invest in a certain finite degree of intentional work to determine a certain truth value, that, in turn, we would also need to invest in its meta-determination, and so on, ad infinitum… proving just this point, namely, that we would need an infinite amount of work, i.e., psychic energy, to just be absolutistically certain that the truth determination is indubitably true (or indubitably false). However, such an impossible budget is neither possible nor required. For a start, even though the totality of our knowledge can be suspended it cannot be absolutistically cancelled in its entirety! (7)

This argument granted, moreover, implies that ‘disciplines’, as ‘relative islands of overlapping perspectival integrity’ must be treated in a similar manner, albeit even more tentatively as provisional, given a plurality of non-exhaustible perspectives merely compounds this form of ‘philosophical appreciation’.
 Yet, despite such a recognition that we are imperfect, thankfully, we can counter the infinite exhaustion of our truth determinations by simply noting that not only we must recognize such limits but also understand that such a fact need not bother us too much. Given, that the definitive determination of intentional directedness is realized through a resolution of intentional inputs we can also argue that we find an essential appreciation of the situatedness already to hand, namely, an awareness of the overall nature of our current situatedness as definitively depicted through such resolution (be that validly enacted or otherwise). (8)

In other words, no amount of intentional work, e.g., is ever going to absolutistically confirm or disconfirm a certain set of judgments. Whereas, on the other hand, the essential nature of judgment, enacted through forms of intentional resolution, either rightfully or wrongfully, will have that current essential nature stamped upon its intentional productivity until such a point in time we find that we have a pressing need to reassess such an assessment. That, from historical experience, this is not something that we have to do very often, and, that we only need to be aware that such assessments might need to be reversed but that such a reversal cannot be conducted upon the shared entirety of our subjective-intersubjective body of cultural-intercultural knowledge. A realm of factual determination as found embedded in the cultural-intercultural space of the overall life-world where we will find ourselves, quite naturally, feeling at home within its generation of significance (as economically devolves through its conformal
 iterations of phenomenal-phenomenologically oriented sense, hermeneutically oriented meaning, and existentially oriented meaningfulness). (9)

The necessary acceptance of such epistemic humility granted, e.g., on such constitutional grounds, etc.,
 how might we successfully and positively engineer such an open attitude to our being together in this world at large? (10)

Through the timely intervention of a suitable transcendental suspension… (albeit, I would suggest, through understanding how such an attitude can be effectively induced, i.e., both instigated and exercised in an accordance, hopefully, with our pro-relational existentially oriented understanding of the situatedness in question
). (11)

Through the suitable exercise of a well-informed and well-exercised (overall) transcendental suspension (as entailed in the complex concept of an ‘extensive suspension’). Let me elaborate. (12)

Epistemic over-assurance, as a form of epistemic arrogance, is immediately undone to a great extent, if not fully undermined, if the person concerned were to merely entertain, through the auspices of an interrogative economy, a possible position contrary to their current form of over-commitment. To entertain a suspension, in some form or other, this is what, at a bare minimum, is being called for. By merely asking a question, e.g., centered on an ‘either/or’, we have already called into question that which an ardent proponent of a certain position might otherwise have been reluctant to do.  Similarly, we could invoke a metaphorical introduction of ‘like’. That x is only like x or y, meaning, that x it is both like x and/or y and not-like x and/or y, etc. Or, again we could invoke what I would term to be an ‘apparitional form of proceedings’ where the function to be invoked is only that it is the case that x or y is ‘as if x were x or y is as if it were x or y, and so on. All three manoeuvres calling into question non-economic forms of treatment be they formulated and proposed in a philosophical format or otherwise. E.g., that looks like John over there. Is it either John or not John? (invoking, thereby, the rhetorical sub-economy). This could then provoke a metaphorical form of treatment. Yes, this person does ‘look like John… being ‘both like John and not like John.’ Or, again, in a literal-like form of treatment, in an apparitional suspension, where this person ‘John’ is as ‘if they are John, i.e., as if they are John as if they are John, etc… with the vestiges of movement suggesting a future possibility of having made an incorrect judgment (despite our knowing John very well and, in all probability, be correct in such an ascertainment
).  (13)

What is meant, then, by this suggestion that a suspension should be invoked (as a technique to invoke the ‘spirit’ of an epistemic humility as productively conducive to the critical, and potential radical, expansion of our current forms of research?)? (14)

Over many years I have been exploring the idea of the transcendental suspension as introduced by Husserl. My take on this concept is a relatively radical re-interpretation and is most certainly not to be misconstrued as a mere interpretation or reinterpretation. It is also an integrated set of very complex ideas. Let me explain. (15)

For a start, I believe Husserl confused, at least to begin with, a ‘suspension’ with the ‘reduction’ (where the latter is treated by myself as a form of ‘analysis’). That in having these two aspects, or economic elements, to deal with he was t(r)ending towards adding a third component, namely, some sense of a synthesis or reconstitution that, in effect, would create a form of dynamic balance instrumental in forming what I have defined as an ‘overall transcendental suspension’. That each one of these three economic aspects, that form this economy of the overall transcendental suspension, is a distinctive type of suspension in its own right (as discussed, e.g., in the previous essay as explored under the concept of the ‘interrogative economy’). (16)

To this core idea, I then noted the need for the automatic invocation a ‘de-suspension of this same overall transcendental suspension’ which I would analyse under the rubric (of the economy) of an ‘extended suspension’ (of the overall transcendental economy). (17)

Finally, in noting a necessary interconnection between the intentional and causal dimensions I added a third envelopment of the former taking into account pre-conditional, conditional and post-conditional facets under the rubric (of the economy) of an ‘extensive suspension’. Hence when I use the word ‘suspension’ I usually mean an ‘extensive suspension’, but, for convenience, when I refer to this expression ‘transcendental suspension’ I am more alluding to the ‘Husserlian suspension’, albeit as refracted through this economy of the overall transcendental suspension as articulated by myself. I should also add that the word ‘transcendental’ has for me two senses
 with the most important sense being the treatment of the constitution of the intentional economy from a trans-intentional perspective of judgment. Hence this dialectical tension between intentional and trans-intentional with the latter taking the mantle of the transcendental by virtue of its exposing the intentional constitution of that being subjected to such constitutional treatment and appreciation. (18)
Let me diagrammatically depict this extensive suspension (as it envelops the extended suspension as it, in turn, has enveloped the overall transcendental suspension):
Diagrammatical Mapping of the Extensive Suspension
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Phenomenological Reduction (19)


Hence this concept of the ‘extensive suspension’ entails these three levels or layers consisting, first, of the overall transcendental suspension which is then enveloped by the de-suspension to be enveloped, in turn, by a more causally oriented extensive suspension. That understood, let me restate that when I use the expression ‘suspension’ I am more referring to the net consequences of this construction of the overall transcendental suspension; noting also that its invocation is automatically accompanied by a process of de-suspension that renders this process of reflection as also one where we encounter, recognize and engage an immediate return to the world at large in our meeting the full, concrete, historical specificity of this world as lived. (20)


Mapped more simply we find these three levels of increasing epistemological complexity beginning with the overall transcendental suspension, the extended suspension and the extensive suspensions:
Simplified Mapping of the Extensive Suspension

Extensive Suspension

……………………………………….

Extended Suspension

……………………………………….
Overall Transcendental Suspension
 (21)


Such an approach also mirrors my concept of ‘transformational retreatment’ in which hermeneutical pre-treatment (as a prospective form of pre-developed synthesis) meets the phenomenal-phenomenological treatment (as a retrospective form of analysis) that then meets, through the automatic invocation of the de-suspension, its relatively existential retreatment (as an immediate, historical form of simulation) capable of instating processes of intervention in this world as lived, and so on. A process that, in effect, details the simulated consequences of an ongoing process of a suspension (as to be best understood as being translated through this complex ‘refraction’ of the extensive suspension). (22)
However, by invoking this more simple understanding of the suspension we can also see that a number of other closely related features are pre-embedded in its utilization, namely, the existential, judgment, simulations, patterns of intervention, the relevant aspects of a plethora of economies from the archetypal to the intentional, from the textual economy to the representational economy, etc. Then, in conjunction with such conceptual complexity, a range of additional concepts have also been invoked that somewhat simplify this landscape, e.g., the archetypal idea of the ‘economic’; economic forms of correlativity, complexification, alignment; transformational retreatment, and so on. However, rather than present a treatise on this aspect of my explorations suffice to say that I will only introduce these ideas here on a basis of only what is needed to progress my current set of arguments. (23)

In light of this complexity just alluded to, let me return to this observation I now wish to make, namely, that the utilization of a transcendental suspension is able to oversee and induce this required feature of epistemic humility. How is this attitude put into effect through the invocation of this broad, complex practice of the ‘transcendental suspension’? (24)

Now, fortuitously, this complexity that surrounds the structural-functions of the extensive suspension can be considerably circumvented by the following concept of an ‘economic induction’. Put simply I am going to argue that by suitably and sufficiently enacting just one type of suspension all other aspects of the complex process of the suspension that fall under the extensive suspension will automatically be induced to affect the functioning of that extensive suspension. (25)


So, theoretically, in accordance with this economic principle of economic induction, that if one were, effectively, to develop, say, a rhetorical suspension, or a metaphorical suspension, or an apparitional suspension, etc., that, if such processes are sufficiently established, then the rest of that extensive economy of suspension will naturally follow suit. How do I account for this profound simplification of practice? By virtue of the fact that all economic moments, in the same overall economy, are correlatively interrelated. This, mirrors to a great extent the Husserlian concept of a set of noematic-noetic correlations between the first and second senses of the intentional. However, applied as well to the third sense of the intentional, namely, as the dialectical moment of ‘intentional subjectivity’, regardless of whether we treat it as if either ‘trans-intentional subjectivity’ or ‘transcendental subjectivity’, we find we are presented with three sets of parallel forms of correlativity, ostensively, that mirror all isomorphic patterns of invariance that might be surmised as occurring within such an economy, albeit as refracted from their own sense/s of perspective. (26)

From a practical perspective, effectively instantiate one facet of the economy in question then the rest of that dialectical economy should follow suit. (27)


From a theoretical perspective, a well-functioning economy will mutually co-define those economic features or facets through such processes of economic correlativity. (28)


From a critical perspective, we have to hand an invaluable tool for conducting processes of error correction given the mutual co-development of all economic features. So, for example, we could run phenomenal-phenomenological forms of critique side by side with hermeneutical processes of error correction, or v.v.. Moreover, we could do the same with a consideration of existentially oriented inputs, or v.v., etc. Translated to a textual economy (comprising textual descriptions, meta-textual prescriptions, and, existential proscriptions) we are put in a powerful position to oversee parallel patterns of textual interaction that would both characterize and limit such proceedings. (29)


Let me diagrammatical depict this process of economic correlativity:
Diagrammatic Depiction of Economic Correlativity
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       Existential-Hermeneutical Correlativity

Phenomenological Polarity


Hermeneutical Polarity

Phenomenological-Hermeneutical Correlativity (30)

So, e.g., between the phenomenal-phenomenological moment and the hermeneutical moment we can envisage a phenomenological-hermeneutical correlativity, etc., i.e., and overall semblance of correlativity.
 (31)


On the basis of this concept of economic correlativity I would like to argue that, despite the complexity of the extensive suspension, the well-established instantiation of some economic facet of the extensive suspension is sufficient to establish the entirety of the extensive suspension, whether we be aware of this epistemological fact or not. Hence this concept of inductive substantiation of the overall suspension in question. (32)

Now, having recounted the complexity of the (extensive) suspension let me now return to this argument that the exercise of a suspension will naturally induce the requisite degree of epistemic humility for conducting the necessary degree of critical appreciation required for the successful pursuit of our philosophical research. (33)

It could be argued that all research is a progressive process of exploration which involves, either wittingly and/or unwittingly, an integrated array of general forms of hermeneutical investigation, particular phenomenal-phenomenological forms of analysis, and specific forms of existential examination. In the presentation of the findings of such research we need to discriminate between these aspects of hermeneutical representation, phenomenal-phenomenological presentation, and existential re-presentation where, in effect, we invoke a transformational reading of a Tarskian approach to a semantic theory of truth determination.
 The most effective way to do this form of philosophical exploration is to do so through the auspices of the suspension approached as a form of an overall transcendental suspension. I.e., we conduct the necessary forms of either general investigations, particular analyses, and/or specific examinations where, in suspending our research materials as textually formulated, we do so in order to observe what transformation, if any were to take place through such patterns of ensuing treatment, etc. That without the suspension, in whatever partial or complete form it is exercised, it is only on the basis of the suspension are we prepared to be open to such potential transformations of either intentional structures and/or functions that might be found observed in their transformational re(-)readings. Without such openness, arrived at through the suitable suspension of all relevant materials, we would not be able to arrive at a position that would be effectively receptive to any form of a conformal transformation
 that might be observed over the course of such suspended positionings as exercised through such iterative economic re(-)positionings. That if we were to just review either our epistemological and/or ontological commitments as if set in stone then no progress would be made whatsoever. The fact that progress can be realized, and that such progress can be aspired after, is tantamount to a reversed proof that the extensive suspension was already in place and effectively activated and utilized. Therefore, the important implication to be drawn here is that epistemic humility, exercised through the utilization of a suspension, is necessary for that very process of appreciation to proceed, etc. Regardless of whether we are discovering new facts or reconfirming the validity of old facts some form of a suspension must already be in place in order to conduct such interrogation. Operating, in effect, a ‘close’ process of an open ‘re(-)reading’ and not a ‘closed’ process of a merely reiterative ‘rereading’.
 (34)

Let me conclude this section by noting these key points. Being critical in disciplined forms of appreciation, and, on some occasions, our potentially being radical in such re(-)appreciation of the textualized representation/s of a certain situatedness we need to maintain a ‘close’ process of re(-)interpretation that is ‘open’ and not ‘closed’. We do this through the auspices of a ‘transcendental suspension’ (as more correctly understood through the complexity of an ‘extensive suspension’ [with the implication of aspects of the causal, the de-suspension, and the overall transcendental suspension as viewed through, e.g., the interrogative economy, etc.]) and, where such complexity can be obviated through this simple mechanism of an ‘inductive substantiation’ where through economic correlativity, the sufficient establishment or instantiation of just one economic facet or aspect of the transcendental suspension is sufficient to establish this ‘transcendental suspension’ in its entirety. Moreover, without the imposition and exercise of a ‘transcendental suspension’ this ability to entertain possible differences in exploratory outcomes would not be there for us to re-entertain if we were to merely reiterate previous positionings. Furthermore, the excessive affirmation involved in the mere holding of fixed, prior positions that remain closed is tantamount to the evidential expression of either a probable psychosis or an even more probable pseudo-psychosis. (35)

Thence the necessity for epistemic humility as refracted through a transcendental suspension! (36)
2. A Pragmatic Re-Reading of ‘Our’ Ethical Situatedness

However, despite this necessity for epistemic humility as the attitudinal basis for either our disciplined explorations or secular explorations, the nature of the intentional economy is such that without intentional resolution, and its ensuing semblance of resoluteness, we could make no progress whatsoever in our passages through this world at large! That this same observation applies to all forms of ethical interaction and intervention! (37)


Put more simply, if were to decide to go shopping and to walk to those shops we can only do so by eventually heading in that direction and, in doing so, we can only walk down one side of each street (recognizing that it is not safe to walk down the middle of those streets if replete with traffic). Even if we were to imagine ourselves as if virtually duplicated, and as being able to walk down both sides of the same street at the same time, ‘we’ or ‘one of us’ would still need to ‘head’ in a certain specific direction in order, eventually, to arrive at those shops where we wish to do ‘our’ shopping… (38)


It is the very nature of the intentional economy to have us intentionally heading towards the intentional objective we have in mind.
 Or, refracted through the economic translation of an aspirational economy, first, we need to ‘realistically’ decide both the ‘where’ and ‘when’ (and the ‘what’) of ourselves in both geographical and temporal terms of reference, in this very moment or period in time; second, we need to have a reasonable, ‘idealistic’ understanding of the ‘why’ of our motivation; and, third, we need to have a ‘pragmatic’, definitive plan that would allow us execute the ‘how’ of those personal ambitions and social aspirations (given that such intentions will also need to be socially arbitrated in order to oversee their possible success). So, in this example of my going shopping and in walking to those shops in question these three facets need to be intentionally thematized in a form that will successfully see out the realization of the specificity of that set of intentional objectives. Under such circumstances one cannot be merely ‘humble’ and defer to all possibilities. Choices have to be thematized and exercised, metaphorically, precisely in black and white terms of reference. And our ethical interactions and interventions in this overall world-of-life are no different! Indeed, the ethical dimension demands we make choices, and, make choices, that on balance, are ethically executed, hopefully, in both their tenor and rigor! (39)

So, the obvious question to ask is how, or how should, this intentional semblance of resolution and resoluteness be intentionally organized? (40)
Through the timely intervention of a suitable transcendental suspension… (41)

Let me explain. Granted that epistemic humility is exercised through the auspices of a transcendental suspension, the perspicacious person would need to ask how can we go from such a relativistic landscape (of positional equality, or neutrality, necessary for the operation of the transcendental suspension) to forming a definitive intentional decision? Indeed, where all intentional positionality (through entertaining all relevant possible forms of counter-positional intentional functions and all contra-positional intentional content [as objectives]) were to be entertained at the same time, even if only theoretically, how could we escape from being eternally trapped in such an impossible impasse when and where the best and worst of all possible worlds are entertained simultaneously? (42)


As stated, through the auspices of this same transcendental suspension. But, in this instance we move from the level entailed in the overall transcendental suspension, say, as representatively exercised in the form of an interrogative economy, to that level of the ‘extended suspension’
 and its automatic invocation of a simultaneous de-suspension of the overall transcendental suspension. That with every (overall transcendental) suspension there is an equal and opposite de-suspension that removes us from what, otherwise, could be an eternal entrapment in the overall transcendental suspension. The latter as an economy, represented by the interrogative economy would see us simultaneously shuffling, dialectically, from the rhetorical ‘either/or’ to the metaphorical ‘both like and not like’ to the apparitional ‘as if as if as if’ and its resetting up a rhetorical enquestioning heading us back to the rhetorical ‘as if either/or not as if’ both ad infinitum and ad nauseum. So, this endless circuit is broken by this hypothetical conjecture of a necessary process of the de-suspension, implying, in turn, the overlay of an economy of the de-suspension in the form of a trans-suspensional economy (i.e., suspension, de-suspension, and the dynamically balanced negation of the former forming the necessary third party in this same economic overlay of the extended suspension). (43)

Again, such complexity is obviated in practice by the simultaneous invocation of the de-suspension given, first, the inductive-like substantiation of the overall transcendental suspension through the sufficiently established instantiation of one economic aspect or facet of this complex process by virtue of an economic correlativity between such dialectical parties. I.e., induction of the transcendental suspension is de-suspended through an automatic de-suspension. What are the ramifications of this important concept of the de-suspension? (44)

The de-suspension psychically returns us to the immediate confrontation of the specificity of the concretely historical. We are fully returned to our living embodiment in this world at large. Such overall emplacement as entailed in our embodiment, embeddedness with others, and embankment in a world at large. That, through our insightful comprehension of such lived-experience we can no longer subscribe to so-called ‘external worlds’ and their representational correlates imaged within so-called ‘internal worlds’, and v.v. In its place we need to understand that we directly engage both the world at large, the world of others and the same world of ourselves… through such directly engaged simulated-simulations entailed in the lived-reality of such lived-experience. Dialectically straddling a life-world that is both construed as epistemological-and-ontological and (as indicated by the hyphen in the very idea of a life‘-’world). (45)

What ramifications does this economic collapse of such ‘mindless’ forms of impossible dualism (between subjects and objects
) have for the ‘ordinary person’ regardless of their compositional status in this overall world-of-life, be they posing as either secularists and/or disciplinarians, such as, e.g., as philosophers, (and, therein, as) epistemologists, ontologists; logicians, dialecticians; phenomenologists, etc? (46)

Our immersion in this world at large is passively with(-)others, before(-)others actively, and suffering and enjoying a sense of freedom to be found in an engagement only through(-)others! (47)

However, as things hypothetically stand, this immersion in the world is not a full immersion since we also need to act as if an actor in this simulated-simulation of a world as we meet both other subjective-actors and objective acters. Negotiating through arbitration with the former and navigating around or with the latter. How is this full immersion to be realized? (48)
Through the timely intervention of a suitable transcendental suspension… (49)


In effect, this de-suspension of the (overall transcendental) suspension also needs to co-opt a causal dimension, A causal dimension that parallels the intentional dimension, and v.v. Where our ideas can be enacted, and, where the causal can enable such intentional enactment (through those necessary forms of alignment needed for the execution of such enactments). Hence the invocation of an extensive suspension and its co-alignment between the relatively causal and the relatively intentional (in hierarchical terms of the epistemological organization needed to run such an embodied economy as required to be found in such ‘living-experience’). Hence the necessary co-option of an extensive economy (that oversees the phenomenological encountering, hermeneutical recognizing and the existential engaging of an overall causal-intentional process of interaction). (50)

But, given this complexity, how does the ordinary person experience the constructions of an ethical life; preferably in a form that is both pragmatical and existential in their integrated tenor and rigor? (51)
Through the timely intervention of a suitable transcendental suspension… (52)


Now, did I need to repeat this refrain? However, let me explain how I perceive this heuristical device of the extensive suspension operates on this level of intentional-causal enactment. (53)


In virtual terms of reverence, I could imagine myself sitting in front of a bowl of delicious-looking apples and willing myself to extend my hand and take one of those virtual apples and eating the same. Of course, over the extent of this imaginative act no non-virtual apples were actually harmed. (54)

Similarly, I could non-virtually be sitting in front of a bowl of very delicious looking apples and thinking that I would like to eat one of them right now. However, as in the former imaginative act, no amount of my merely thinking about eating one of those apples is going to get me one of those apples to eat. On the other hand, by both thinking about this intentional act and also permitting myself to enact such an intention can I now enter into this process of non-virtually eating a non-virtual apple. In a metaphorical sense it is as if in suspending my de-suspension of the suspension involving my intention to eat an apple am I then able to enact that same intention. Hence the raison d’être for invoking the extensive suspension and letting it oversee the emergent enacting of the suspension of the former suspensions. Though such psychic assent we then find ourselves eating an apple given this enablement through ‘the permitted suspension of the de-suspension of the overall transcendental suspension’. That, again, such complexity is obviated by the apparent suspended simplicity of our intentional objectives should such permissions be both desired and enacted as such. I.e., through intentional resolution a process of resolution is entered into whose resoluteness is a testament to the continuation of such intent. In effect, where such intent overcomes what otherwise could be called the ‘intentional inertia’ of that current state of such situational appreciation, i.e. our ‘relational situatedness’. (55)

Such metaphorical modelling granted, just how might we better account for this enacted harmonization of our intent? I.e., in terms that are both pragmatic and existential in orientation? (56)

For reasons about to be demonstrated, I perceive this exposition, at this point, needs to collectively explore both the pragmatical and the existential simultaneously lest we confuse the expression ‘pragmatic’ with its relatively non-existential usage.
 (57)

In order to illustrate this differentiation, let me take a Confucian perspective on the terrible and terrifying ordeals being experienced by the Ukrainian people but from the perspective of the better informed Russian citizen. Around the beginnings and just after the commencement of this illegal act of aggression we have been informed that about 15,000 Russian citizens have been arrested for the simple act of non-violently protesting be it sometimes either with a placard stating ‘No War’ or just as an empty sheet of paper (given it was made an Orwellian offense to declare ‘the special operations conducted in the Ukraine’ as an act of ‘war’. Needless to say, all parties and bystanders knew what was being intended in the performance of those ‘conventional’ forms of protest). Now the question to be asked is ‘just how pragmatic was it to risk being present at such protests when it could mean, and meant for many of those participants, their being harassed, arrested, locked up, being beaten, having fines imposed or restricted access to pensions, having a compulsory form of retirement placed upon their current form of employment along with diminished job prospects given the recording of their participation at such an event as a ‘criminal’ offense?’ So, it seems entirely reasonable to ask ‘were such remonstrations pragmatically exercised?’ (58)

On one hand, if you were a very concerned great, great grand-mother who walked with a sign that stated she was protesting having once witnessed Nazi aggression of World War II you would hope that she was merely picked up and given a lift home. Being roughed up, and beaten and bruised, would not be a good look on social media to whatever degree and form it has been allowed to persist in the Russian version or section of the Internet. In comparison, for most of these Russians, it would have been a considerable sacrifice. However, as I have noted elsewhere, all things found to be or experienced as equal, the deontological always wins out over the pragmatical if and when they can be experientially equated to the same degree or where the deontological exceeds the pragmatical. For at least 15,000 Russians, such a calculation was entered into. Or, rephased, it may well have been a ‘non-calculation’ to the extent that such an envisaged evil, as the illegal invasion of another country, just could not be calculated as ‘acceptable’. Hence the rather selfless remonstration of these heroic folk. (59)

From a study of Confucian texts, I have found that Confucius, as exemplified through sayings attributed to him, appears to demonstrate, on closer scrutiny, a rather interesting pragmatic attitude towards this topic of remonstration. Let me cite a few verses from The Analects:
 

The Viscount of Wei left him (fleeing the state controlled by the tyrant Chou
), the Viscount of Ji became a slave on account of him and Bi Gan lost his life for remonstrating with him. Confucius commented, ‘There were three benevolent
 men in the state of Yin’. (XVIII.1)
The Master said of Nan Rong that when the Way (tao) prevailed in the state he was not cast aside and when the Way fell into disuse he stayed clear of the humiliation of punishments… (V.2)
The Master said… ‘How gentlemanly Qu Boyu is! When the Way prevails he takes office, but when the Way falls into disuse in the state he allows himself to be furled and put away safely.
 (XV.7)

For the Master said, ‘For Gentlemen of purpose and men of benevolence while it is inconceivable that they should seek to stay alive at the expense of benevolence, it may happen that they have to accept death in order to have benevolence accomplished. (XV.9) (60)

Apparently, ‘to remonstrate or not to remonstrate?’ is the question. Confucius, as principled as he appears to be portrayed in The Analects, is also very pragmatical at the same time. On some occasions you must remonstrate even if that involves the consequence of being executed. Then, on other occasions, it might well be preferable if you did not remonstrate and steered clear of making that type of an ethical response. In exploring such contradictory examples, it would appear that we would need to ask of ourselves ‘just how do we determine what course of action should be exercised or not exercised?’ It would appear that we need to understand the relational nature of the situation that, on its face value, might call for that type of expression. How do we do that? Somehow by appealing to both the ‘rightness or propriety of that action’
 and the ‘rightness or propriety of that response as the better (or best) response to be made in the relational uniqueness of its co-associated situatedness’. In effect, taking a pro-relational, existentially oriented stand, ostensively, where similar situations are suitably met by the expression of different responses that are being adeptly determined through an existential appreciation of those specific situations themselves. Or, in other words, we cannot just apply a principle or a set of principles
 to such a situation, but, instead, we must form an intuitive assessment that the person, themselves, finds is in harmony with this assessment of their situatedness under consideration. To some degree balancing both pragmatic and deontological considerations,
 albeit in a recognition of the unique, existential specificity to be found in our pro-relational appreciation that each person must find for themselves in their reflections upon the informed representation of that situatedness in question. In his observance of certain ritual conventions (li), Confucius demonstrates varying degrees of a reasonable flexibility around the edges of such customs whilst also observing the belief that the stability of society is dependent upon the maintenance of such regulations. Recognizing that we are not perfect, but, that we should try to do our best.
 At the same time understanding that such pragmatism is most certainly not ‘vulgar’ or ‘expedient’ and obviously comes with a deontological flavour:
The Master said, ‘The gentleman understands what is moral. The small man understands what is profitable. (IV.16) (61)


In the light of this Confucian approach to this topic of remonstration how might we reinterpret the reaction of a few very motivated Russians who intensely feel it to be their duty to protest about this war being exercised in their name? Obviously, such a response is not expedient in a vulgar sense of the pragmatic. Rather, it is obviously very heavily invested with a deontological flavor that out-ways a more expedient sense of the pragmatic. On the other hand, as a response to this horrific situation it might also be regarded as ‘pragmatic’ albeit in a pro-relational, existential orientation as being perceived to be the correct way to respond, i.e., as the better way to respond if not, perhaps, if reviewed from all relevant alternatives, as the best path to adopt and adapt. Invoking, indirectly, a sort of optimistic categorical imperative to the extent that if everyone, i.e., if most people, were to protest then this war would be very quickly terminated… since its commission would just not be exercised given the advent of mass demonstrations, desertions and mutinies, the removal of the ‘responsible’ warmongers from positions of power, and so on.
 (62)

Now, the point of this excursion is to illustrate this differentiation between what I would deem to be as a form of ‘relatively existential pragmatism’ versus the vulgar variety that might rebadged as ‘relatively non-existential in orientation’. That, the former has a considerable element of the deontological which needs to be duly recognized by proponents of pragmatism (who, otherwise, might be relatively prone to merely preference a more expedient sense of the pragmatic).
 (63)

How might we differentiate between this existentially oriented performance of the pragmatic and the non-existentially oriented form of pragmatism? Be that in our passive observance of others or in our own active reflections upon the course of our own behaviour as pursued through more direct processes of intervention?
 (64)
Through the timely intervention of a suitable transcendental suspension… (65)


Through the simulated running of an economy, indeed, any economy, along with multiple, overlapping economies at the same time, there is an emergence of an e/valuational formation that just cannot be reduced to the mere representative functionality of such simulated considerations. In effect, given that not all simulations are equal then the simulated running of different simulations will produce different degrees of an emergent formation that, I would suggest, can be instrumental in both switching and re-directing certain patterns of behaviour, and, that an existential stance would quite naturally be more productive of an existentially oriented form of pragmatic behaviour. ‘Pragmatic’ in the existential sense of that which enhances the e/valuational formation being expressed in and through the situational context of that relationship in question, albeit as represented in that process of existentially oriented ‘engagement’. Now, given that the enaction of behaviour is the primary preserve of the extensive suspension through its co-association with a causal domain of physiologically oriented experience, it follows that such ‘permission’ to alter the trajectory of current behaviours, through a process of chaotic re-direction, may well reflect the overall spectrum of empowerment currently motivating the thematization of an aspirational sense of ‘why’. In coming to an understanding of this phenomenon of intentional motivation, it stands to reason that whatever more heavily invests a certain pattern of responsive behavior is more likely to be expressed in the (extensive) suspension of the (extended) de-suspension of the (overall transcendental) suspension as exercised, e.g., through the auspices of an interrogative economy, etc. In other words, the more weighted a pattern of behaviour becomes ‘charged’ the more likely that pattern of behaviour will be ‘chosen’ over less invested patterns of responsiveness. Hence this complex role of the transcendental suspension to assist us in formulating and thematizing the intentional and envisaged consequential patterns of enaction (through an interrogative economy, etc.), make apposite consequential judgments on the execution of such possibilities, and, then, render such possibilities instantiated through non-virtual patterns of enaction enacted from the perspective of the extensive suspension. (66)

Both in relatively non-ethically oriented intentionality and in the performance of relatively ethically oriented forms of judgment we must leave an epistemic humility behind in order to execute patterns of decision-making that we believe are ‘pragmatically’ attendant upon enhancing our relational passage through this world at large. I.e., we must leave behind the neutral ‘greyness’ of an epistemic humility to take up an ethical commitment to potentially ‘hammering home’ the now ‘black and white’ contours of our ethical-intentions. As I have noted, we passively stand with(-)others, actively before(-)others, and, through(-)others engage, to a certain extent, in some degree of a mutual thematization of an arbitrated sense and semblance of a shared freedom to be embraced only through the auspices of others. That we might speak of this transition from epistemic humility, as the basis for the suspended operations of the interrogative economy (as one way of understanding the economy of the overall transcendental suspension), itself, which must, in turn, be suspended in order to decisively enact a responsive and responsible pattern of behaviour that is better indicative of our ‘ethical humanity’. Furthermore, that in taking an existential orientation, such ‘ethical humanity’ is then more inclined to take on an ‘existential honesty’ (from ‘within’ the embedded relationship in question) that is more able to pragmatically express an ongoing positive re(-)e/valuation of that embedded-relationship, albeit from the perspective of that relationship itself as embedded before all other relationships rather than from the participating perspectives, entertained through forms of representative simulation, of those participating actors as subjects to be negotiated with (and, when and where relevant, those acters as objects to be either navigated around or instrumentally navigated with through modes of manipulation). (67)

Hence, in this regard, via the transcendental suspension, we traverse a spectrum of attitudes (to the vocative nature of the embedded relationship/s in question) starting with epistemic humility and then moving on to an ethical humanity, hopefully, to be characterized by an existential honesty (to the pro-relational situatedness of that embedded relationship). Thence this tentative formula or motto:
Through the transcendental suspension from epistemic humility to ethical humanity and thence on to an existential honesty in the performance of a responsible-responsiveness! (68)


Now, given this utilization of the transcendental suspension to perform this transition from an epistemic humility to an ethical humanity and thence to an existential honesty we must ask in what manner and to what extent does such a transformational sense of re(-)positioning actually contribute to the satisfactory and successful articulation of a pragmatic philosophy? (69) 

In answering that question, it is my belief that this consistent and persistent use of the transcendental suspension is effectively instrumental in establishing an ‘anti-representationalism’. This attitudinal shift presents us with a ‘positively productive form of nihilism’ that needs to be embraced as a ‘refined form of pragmatism’ that has both demonstrably critical and potentially radical consequences for both the disciplinarian and the secularist. Let me explain my reasoning for this subtle re(-)positioning that needs to be very carefully explicated lest such ideas be totally misconstrued by short-sighted philosophers and disciplinarians worthy of only inhabiting a second rank, or a third rank, where such relegations duly deserve to be both generally overlooked and ignored.
 (70)
3. Positive Nihilism as a Productive Reading of Anti-Representationalism

Let me announce here, first, a statement of intent in order to clearly explicate what my primary intentions are over the course of these two essays. (71)

From much reflection it now seems obvious to me that the consistent and persistent use of the transcendental suspension (as viewed, e.g., through the complex lens of the extensive suspension) is transforming the philosophical ground beneath us whether we be aware of this ‘fundamental’ re(-)positioning or not. Such an overall transformation in philosophical attitude, of course, is ‘relatively fundamental’, but, most certainly not being engineered in any ‘absolutistically fundamental’ sense. Because the transcendental suspension calls into question, continually brackets, puts out of action… all forms of epistemological and ontological commitment… to that extent that what we are left with can only be a subtle, positive nihilism as productively entailed in a clearly articulated and detailed exposition of an anti-representationalism. A form of ‘philosophical meta-positioning’ or ‘non-philosophical positioning’ that, on a suitably conducted exhibition and inspection, will be able to walk a middle path between both ‘the absolutism of representationalism’ and ‘the relativism of a negative nihilism’. That if a ‘pragmatic philosophy’, worthy of that appellation, is to be effectively pursued then the prime importance and consequential import of the transcendental suspension cannot be overlooked. That, furthermore, the pursuit of such a transcendental re(-)orientation, i.e., trans-intentional and trans-cognitive orientation, must also clearly reveal an inescapable ‘existentialism’ at the very core of lived-experience, or, rather, ‘living-experience’. Thus, my overall philosophical objective is to constructively link such diverse ideas under this umbrella of a positive nihilism, etc. Hence the outline above of the overall argument that I wish to explore in the remaining sections of this essay on this topic essentially concerned with this exposition of a ‘profitably productive, existential-pragmatism’, albeit as being exercised under the rubric also of both a ‘positive nihilism’ and a ‘detailed anti-representationalism’. (72)

I am tempted to say that the world is a philosophical mess because most philosophers have rendered an exaggeration of conventional meanings through a contorted and distorted vision of the overall life-world as viewed through a series of impossible lenses and mirrors. By transgressing beyond the natural limits of conventional language we have philosophers, and other disciplinarians, on one hand, either impossibly absolutizing significance, either as sense, meaning and/or meaningfulness, or, on the other hand, relativizing such significance as if it had no place in the world at large whatsoever! Before such linguist miscreants came to terrorize our lives, as once happily arbitrated with one another, everyday conversations entered into between ordinary people possessed varying degrees of either being seemingly sensible or being seemingly less sensible, along with every shade in between, and, where reasonable people would collectively rule such discourses as either in or out of court accordingly. Of course, this idyllic vision is a fiction. However, the point being made is that conventional conversations make varying degrees of sense and disciplinarians have no automatic right to interject and either absolutize or relativize this domain of such sensible discourse. Nor, for that matter, to put such conventional chatter of ordinary folk upon the preferential prominence of a pedestal. Not every painting surrounded by a gilded frame is equally worthy of our attention. (73)

Now, the point I am trying to make is that because conventional language has significance for the ordinary person the language of such a person needs to be taken as ‘found’ and seriously ‘rehabilitated’ by those disciplinarians who are committed only to an epistemic humility, an ethical humanity, and an existential honesty. Taking language beyond its theoretical deployment, or beyond its empirical employment, or beyond its critical re-deployment, or, indeed, decrying the very use of language itself, should have no place in the household of the serious disciplinarian. What are the ramifications of such linguistic neutralism? (74)


That language already has a certain degree of working-significance that should be neither distorted nor destroyed! The role of the serious philosopher, therefore, is to be one who critically re-e/valuates such structural-functions entailed in such relevant linguistic texts and conversations, and, from time to time, also reveal the potentially radical re-writing of such endeavours that will also appear to be naturally present when more closely explored in a non-closed attitude of openness to what might be revealed through such carefully re(-)iterated scrutiny. (75)

Now, at this point in the evolution of my overall argument, I would like to introduce the outlines of a ‘representational economy’ as paralleling a ‘textual economy’ and how such expressions like, e.g., ‘representation’, etc., can be semantically rehabilitated from a relatively non-distorted philosophical perspective (given their conventional habilitation is already in existence through the existential persistence of such concepts in our cultural-intercultural world/s of discourse). (76)


In Part I, I discussed how intentional experience could be viewed through three senses that collectively formed an ‘intentional economy’, namely, under the headings which could be abbreviated as ‘object(ive)’, ‘intent’, and ‘subjectivity’. That in a ‘gestalt economy’ these expressions could also be economically mirrored or paralleled, respectively, by foreground ‘focus’, background ‘field’, and subjective ‘frame’ (or ‘framing’). Then, in an ‘archetypal economy’ the same parallel lists of expressions, respectively, could be dialectically mirrored by ‘Object’, ‘World’ and ‘Ego’, and, which also paralleled the three philosophical sub-disciplines of the ‘phenomenal-phenomenological’, the ‘hermeneutical’ and the ‘existential’. That a representational economy consisting of the three dialectical moments or unobtainable poles of presentation, representation and re-presentation could also be added along with the three economic parties of the textual economy (as noted by myself elsewhere) of ‘text’, ‘meta-text’, and ‘non-text(ual simulation)’. (77)
For the sake of a schematic convenience let me tabulate these parallel forms (of economic correlativity and complexification. By ‘economic correlativity’ I am invoking, on par with a Husserlian noetic-noematic correlativity between the first two intentional senses as delineated in Part I, a ‘collective sense of correlativity between all three (archetypal) polarities of an economy’ (which, I will also add, parallel my reading of both the overall transcendental suspension and the hermeneutic circle of comprehension (when treated through a set of tripolar economic lenses). Hence the following heuristic scheme:
A Schematization of the Following Forms of Economic Complexification
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For the sake of a schematic convenience, as a heuristic device, I have tabulated these parallel forms of economic correlativity and complexification in order to articulate a form of commentary between such conventional expressions, albeit as redefined in the context of a relatively non-extremist ideological form of formulation. I.e., by taking such conventional expressions and more closely defining both their philosophical functions (along rhetorical-metaphorical lines of deployment) and their natural limitations (in their economic terms of reference) (with an implicit reference to their existential utility) (but not through any form of ideological extremism). By ‘economic correlativity’ I am invoking, on par with a Husserlian noetic-noematic correlativity (being entertained between the first two intentional senses
 as delineated in Part I) a collective sense of correlativity between all three (archetypal) polarities of an economy (which, I argue cannot be treated ‘apart’ from their economic mode of introduction and must, therefore, be treated as ‘a part’ of such a pragmatic-philosophical context in which our use of such conventional expressions are therein taking on a relatively specialized semblance of sense being ‘imparted’ from that co-associated economic context of introduction). Hopefully, it should be obvious from my use of this heuristic scheme that it will be easily seen how I intend to use such a device. (79)

In this scheme we can view economic correlativity as taking place on the horizontal axis within the same economy, and, that economic complexification can be viewed as a form of vertical economic correlativity taking place, however, in this regard, through a juxtaposition of economies correctly aligned in archetypal terms of reference. (80)

Let me begin. For a start, we can take textual expression, say, e.g., words, concepts, etc., as focused upon as if ‘intentional objectives’ that cannot be extrapolated beyond their economic terms of introduction. Because ‘texts’ are given a relative economic contrast with both meta-textual input and non-textual input they, therefore, can never be isolated as if self-subsistent or self-contained items to be philosophically thought about in such impossible terms of reference. Therefore, we can instantly dismiss any such talk about so-called ‘things-in-themselves’, ‘things-purely-for-themselves’, and all other such ‘animals in that type of an impossible zoo’. In gestalt terms, no intentional object(ive) (Object) can be purely focused upon as something that could be seen purely on its own non-economic terms of reference. Of course, the same must equally apply to background ‘fields’ (World) and all forms of co-associated subjectivity (Ego). Obviously, what conventional meaning exists must do so in and through those economic terms of reference, and, at the same time, be bound as ‘significant’ only within its co-associated economy by those same inter-relational limitations. (81)

Or, similarly, take the vexed expression ‘representations’, which through economic complexification with the philosophical economy coincides, or vertically parallels, the hermeneutic sub-discipline. Or, by extension, we could say (i.e., semantically generate the meaningful syntax that notes) we have ‘the phenomenological presentation of texts, the hermeneutical representation of meta-texts, and, the existential re-presentation of non-textual simulation)s’. Then, we can further cash out what this generation of syntax could mean, semantically, by exploring (through such economic complexification) just what this syntactic construction could possibly mean in terms of its potential ramifications. So, in the sight of this request, let me proffer the following expansion as a form of narrative on this topic of an attempt to critically understand (and to radically re-understand) ‘textual formation’ from an intentional and representational perspective (albeit as constrained by this scheme). (82) 

Let us say that the intentional economy deposits texts of varying types upon the metaphorical fabric of the world. ‘Texts’ can be phenomenal-phenomenologically observed as particular types of semantic components as semantically mapped as semantic correlations or corelates within a hierarchical schematization that mirrors our sense of an overlapping mix of cultural-intercultural worlds. Availing ourselves of such an atlas of maps we can translate, say, the phenomenal-phenomenological experience of ‘a drink of salty water from a glass’ as “a drink of salty water from a glass”. Then, with this translation we can also determine its apparent truth value by noting that (“a drink of salty water from a glass”)’ is true (T) iff there exists “a drink of salty water from a glass” that in turn matches our experience of a ‘a drink of salty water from a glass’ as long as we understand that there is no real difference between ‘a drink of salty water from a glass’ and its so-called textual translation as “a drink of salty water from a glass”. I will explain the reason for this identification very soon. From a hermeneutic point of view, we note the confluence of genres of behaviour that allow us to discern a glass, salty water, water, taking a sip and tasting such a liquid, etc. Indeed, the way the requisitely invoked genres relate to each other is already mapped out for us in parallel both semantically and hermeneutically. Now, I would argue on safe economic grounds that ‘there can be no texts without their meta-text(ual introductions, etc.), and v.v., and, through correlativity, the same must apply equally to texts vis-à-vis non-texts and non-texts vis-à-vis meta-texts. The implications of such economic correlativity will be profound in our coming to understand, through economic complexification, how these various economies can productively comment upon each other. E.g., we can see that texts are both written and read hermeneutically through the adoption and adaptation of the requisite genres of behaviour. Moreover, I would argue that what emerges from this interaction between the meta-textual writing and reading of texts is the emergence of a non-textual dimension where and when the apparent intent of those texts is being directly simulated through such acts of re(-)simulation, this simulation of a simulation engineered between phenomenological retention and protentional expectations of phenomenal-phenomenological experience, albeit as refracted through those economies apparently in play. Not only do we overlook a meta-textual dimension in the writing and reading of texts but even more so do we overlook the non-textual dimension in which textual simulations are constructed, reconstructed and re-constructed, etc. (in an economy of textual construction). Enter the wonderful world of a well-written novel and we appear to partake of its simulated world of experience in which we identify or non-identify with an assortment of protagonists, events, outcomes, insights, and so on. The mere perception of texts as merely imprinted upon the fabric of the world does no justice whatsoever to the realm of literature, e.g., etc. Reduction is antithetical to the emergence of non-reductive forms of synthesis and even more antithetical to the non-textually simulated cross pollination to be entertained between the interplay of texts and meta-texts in a textual economy that must also include this non-textual dimension as well. ‘Non-textual’ in a recognition that when we are absorbed in our reading or writing of a text, we forget we are dealing with a text qua text. A phenomenon, I am certain, most people have already experienced. (83)

Returning to representations, in a representational economy, we can see that as existentially oriented re-presentations they, too, could also emerge through this dimension of the non-textual as non-textual simulations. Moreover, as I have argued elsewhere, this process of textual formation is an emergently productive composite of both phenomenally oriented inputs and phenomenologically inputs where ‘matter meets minds’ so to speak. The entirety of the world is met through (phenomenological) experience but this does not mean we have to or should reduce it merely to our own phenomenological experience alone. We are partners in a world where other things and other people all have a role to play in our representative constructions, continually reiterated through ‘a simulated world of experience’ in and through ‘a simulated experience of world’, and v.v.
 Given that in this world of the simulation of simulation, through ongoing reiteration, cannot be reduced to a form of simulation merely simulated by us alone it follows that a so-called external world is just as non-existent as a so-called internal world with the profound implication that in and through our simulated representations we are directly in living-contact with this semblance of a world, and v.v. Of course, as already noted, not all simulations are equal, indeed, we could safely argue that there are no simulations that are equal except provisionally and constructively through forms of a priori treatment in an analytical-like frame of reference, whilst, at the same time, can only be made economic sense from a non-analytical, synthetical sense of worldliness. Let me explore the ramifications of this apparent insight? (84)

In the Husserlian noetic-noematic correlation we have, as interpreted by myself, a relationship between two different senses of the intentional, namely, ‘a functional second sense of intent’ and ‘the first sense of an intentionality being directly intended towards its object(ive)-like content’. Now, these two senses co-define each other and cannot individually have an existence in their own right. Understood, in this qualified manner, through this dialectical lens, we can now provisionally treat the functionality of intent as correlatively constituting intentional content, and v.v. Moreover, when we inspect the apparent phenomenal-phenomenological constitution of a relatively non-virtual experience, say, my eating of an apple, with some other apple-like eating experience I find that no set of simulations is ever the same as some other set of similar simulations, or, at least, exactly the same. However, the self-reported degrees of similarity or non-similarity, either being relatively experienced or being relatively not experienced, does appear to allow me to categorize, along certain particular lines, different phenomenological types of specificity. Hence my noting non-virtual apple eating experiences, dream-like sequences, memories and imaginative recreations, etc. One of the ways to differentiate such particular types of experience is to note the general presence or absence of the ensuing existential richness being observed either in or not in accordance with relevant expectations, and, the semblance of a direction from which such richness or non-richness appears to be have been dictated. I.e., be that either from the apparent dictation of my own mind or from the apparent dictation of those other parties with whom or with what I am currently in an apparent relationship with given the semantic context that that relationship appears to have within that relationship as being characterized both through its introduction and recontinuation as being ‘stamped’ or ‘impressed’ upon by such processes of simulation. Now, with a high degree of gestalt integration, in that apparent degree of mental alertness I appear to experience, it is usually with no difficulty that I am able to make both such determinations and entertain a reiterated conformation of such apparent truth determinations. Indeed, we have this ability to determine the relative origins of such intentional formations. So, e.g., after a first bite, I find I am enjoying this apple. I note it looks very ripe and red. I look a bit more closely and see a few small defects upon the surface of this same apple. Some minute black spots, a small bruise, and so on. I anticipate a second bite of this apple and find it has a similar sweet flavor to that enjoyed on the first bite. This phenomenon, of the apple being eaten has a stability of presentation and richness that I know is given to me rather than merely being imparted by my imaginative re-creation of this apple being eaten. I look even more closely at the side of the apple not yet eaten and the wonderful richness of detail is being more passively constructed for me rather than being created by me in the mere fact of my knowing that I am eating a non-virtual apple. Even in the midst of a delightful dream sequence, in comparison, this current, specific, apple eating experience is many orders richer than that as entertained in my dreaming about the eating of an apple. All simulations are iteratively re(-)simulated through the phenomenal-phenomenological retention of recall and the protension of expectation whilst also being integrated in the immediacy of this experience of attention as entertained in the apparent duration of a living-moment, as had moment by moment. Conventionally, I can talk about ‘the eating of an apple’, but, philosophically, I am only entitled to say
 that ‘in a partnership with the world at large, all constituted forms of experience are a distinctive mix of relatively passive, active and engaged forms of apparent interactive simulation whose distinctive sets of profiles then allow me to both nominate and denominate certain textual reports either to myself and/or to others but also knowing full well that such textual constructions are both subjectively-objectively-and-intersubjectively co-constituted
 given that is the economic nature of all living-experience and that this semblance of an integrated world directly reflects the relative waxing and waning of the gestalt integrity of such phenomenal-phenomenological experiences as currently being entertained in forms of living-experience being made such sense of by myself but which could also be disseminated to others as well’. (85)

That there is not a sliver of difference between ‘the simulation of the world’ and ‘the world of simulation’ as had in experience when viewed from the economic emergence of experience qua living-experience; given that such experience cannot be reductively dismissed as either a ‘mere world’ (of objectivity) or as a ‘mere experience’ (of subjectivity) given the economic impossibility of such imputations! That, in a similar vein, the so-called problem of other minds can also be rejected and dismissed given our ability to directly engage the phenomenal-phenomenological realization of our relationships with others given also our co-constitution of each other in the simulation of such simulations. Of course, as a ‘work ever in progress’, but, whose relatively successful progressions, allow us to ever move on to other topics of potentially productive, critical, and radical re(-)consideration. Indeed, the very fact that we can be suddenly surprised by processes of radical re-direction or reversal in our ongoing re(-)positioning is a testament to the fact that the overall life-world is neither just a fully pre-determined mechanism nor a fantastic fantasy of some Universal Mind that alone creates all phenomenological-like experience! In a positive nihilism we live between both impossibilities whilst finding no need to appeal to either or both or neither. (86)

What is entailed in this philosophical rehabilitation of conventional language/s and this conventional rehabilitation of philosophical language/s?? (87)

A veritable plethora of important ramifications are entailed in such a positive nihilism. For a start, let me explore a fraction of the implications and consequences that can be pointed to in those six economies of the intentional, etc., as indicated in the previous presented heuristic device. (88)
E.g., in the intentional economy we find a sense of intentional objectivity that is constructed as an imputation whose phenomenal-phenomenological construction is a cooperative product of the relative objectivity, subjectivity and intersubjectivity that enters into its ongoing economic re(-)construction. The expression of a co-associated intent is likewise shaped by the total economics of that relational world its apparent introduction, formation and cessation. shaped by that objectivity, and v.v. That all semblance of both subjectivity and intersubjectivity are likewise co-constituted through the correlativity of that economy as it is both relationally constituted and inter-relationally constituted, and v.v. (89)
In a gestalt economy we must accept the experiential fact that there can be no pure focalization of focus. The sheer perception of a mere point is just that, pointless, with no generation of significance whatsoever. In a similar fashion there can be no pure field and no pure form of framing. These dialectical moments or poles just cannot be attained or reached let alone, thereafter, obtained. Once this is understood, the utilization of conventional language should not be subjected to forms of transgression through which patterns of rhetorical, metaphorical, and apparition usage go beyond the natural limitations of their deployment, employment and re-deployment. So, all forms of linguistic abuse based on such mis-deployment, etc., of any rhetorical tropes, metaphorical images and apparitional semblances must immediately be short-circuited. To do otherwise is to invoke a fantastic world of impossible thoughts more often than not disguised as profound forms of obscuration with ensuing dissension and perplexity, pseudo-psychotic over-commitment or negatively nihilistic under-commitment inevitably and interminably following in the disturbed course of their agitated wake. If a person has relegated themselves to such a misguided form of philosophical mistreatment if remonstration is ‘pointless’ then be civil and wish them a wonderful day but desist from debating with them. They just do not speak the same language as yourself and have no desire to learn it. Still, as an optimist, we might want to sow small seeds of both doubt and hope… that one day might bear some hopeful fruit? (90)
In exploring an archetypal economy, we should soon discover that all economies and all disciplines are similarly constituted and can be enriched through dialogues of economic correlativity, complexification, and so on. Moreover, in appreciation of the subtle preferencing/de-preferencing of these three moments of Object, Ego and World we can also entertain the critical and radical possibilities of an ordered philosophy (as explicated elsewhere). Furthermore, in a progression from the relative consonance of the World moment to the relative dissonance of the Object moment and the relative resolution of the Ego moment we are afforded an understanding of harmonic processes of resolution (as also explicated elsewhere). (91)

In a philosophical economy, as envisaged by myself, as constituted phenomenologically, hermeneutically and existentially, we find a natural mechanism already to hand that potentially proffers processes of self-correction. As there is an economic correlativity between these three sub-disciplines of the phenomenal-phenomenological, etc., the establishment of correlations between any two of these disciplines establishes a form of correction that should also be progressively self-correcting; moreover, finding further conformation through further correlations with the third subdiscipline in this economy. Furthermore, this experience of economic correlativity is a fact that must also be present between all disciplines, be they philosophical or otherwise! (92)

Returning to a representational economy we recognize that representation is conventionally inescapable. However, through the suitable exercise of a transcendental suspension we can find a relative purification of philosophically misconstrued conventional language as well as a relative purification of other disciplinary languages similarly misconstrued in conventional terms of reference! In one swift stroke, albeit progressively instantiated over time, a removal through deconstruction of epistemological and ontological baggage can be dispensed with… with an ensuing re-de-mis-alignment of ourselves in this world in an apparent objective-like, subjective-like and inter-subjective-like terms of deployment, etc. By such means noting both the productivity and limitations of phenomenal-phenomenological presentations, hermeneutical representations, and existential re-presentations. (93)
In our working through a textual economy, we note that all texts are formed through intentional depositions, that, through necessity must invoke meta-textual genres of behaviour that both write and read such ensuing textual formation, and, that in such textual formation and reception the non-textual aspect oversees processes of simulation realized and thematized through the simulation of simulation. (94)


As noted, all specific sequences of simulation are never equal, but, in their particularity of phenomenological type can be categorized and semantically mapped. That such forms of hierarchical mapping mirror their hermeneutical functions as genres of behaviour, which, in term, simulate those forms of concrete specificity that historically establish, existentially, ‘who we are in the midst of this world at large’. Furthermore, as simulations of simulations, arrived at through retention, etc., it follows that we are also directly dealing with non-simulations or meta-simulations that provide the effective means for the suitable iteration of conformal forms of truth determination… an aspect that, I believe, is distinctively central to the nature of the philosophical discipline (as explicated elsewhere
). (95)

As noted, a plethora of ramifications, i.e., implications and consequences, follow on from the positive productivity of this form of nihilism. Let me establish this particular argument. (96)

In this regard it is very tempting to pick over and salvage a number of insights articulated by Richard Rorty, and others. To this end, I will later explore and critique a number of concepts scrutinized by Rorty, namely, conversation, the nature of truth, holism, the significance of an anti-representationalism, along with the ‘economics’ of my existential re(-)interpretation of the pragmatic attitude, etc. I will do this under the double concept of ‘conventional rehabilitation and limitation control’. First, however, I would like to set the stage for this form of sympathetic revision of the pragmatic project (more as a long-term pragmatic program) by discussing yet again my evolving vision of the philosophical discipline within the philosophical prospect as we view it from the perspective of the ordinary person (given our shared memberships in this secular world).
  (97)
4. Non-Extremist Re(-)Positioning in Thematizing a Pragmatic Stance

At this point, I would like to set the stage for outlining how I would prefer to disseminate a pragmatic program in view of the fact that the articulation of a pragmatic attitude considerably re-purposes both philosophical languages and natural languages that may well appear extreme, indeed, as if doing violence to the very way we think, speak and act. I suspect most languages have a tendency to act non-relationally through focusing on the participating actors and acters in the articulation of propositions, sentences and statements, etc. I.e., with an institutionalized emphasis being placed on subjects and objects and diminished forms of emphasis being placed on the inter-subjective and the inter-objective dimensions of representative depiction along with the latter being (mis)treated more along the lines of former. Moreover, quite naturally, such ingrained attitudes treat the representative imputations as those apparent realities per se without much thought as to how such notions are derived through our embodiment, embeddedness with others, and in an embankment with the apparent world at large. This is the life of the ordinary person with which the philosopher must respectfully approach with both good news and bad news. ‘Good news’ in the hopeful form of insights that can existentially enrich the life of the ordinary person, and, ‘bad news’ in the form that, although our conventional modes of thinking successfully operate in a mundane setting, in order to appreciate such existential insights such modes of behaviour need to be seriously retranslated. In effect, developing new ways of interpretation through the adoption and adaptation of a complex set of critical lenses that, from time to time, will have radical ramifications for those open-minded people prepared to existentially experience afresh new ways of being engaged in their re(-)living this experiential-world of the life-world. ‘Bad news’ in the form of the difficult and hard work involved in ‘turning around’ such ossified ways of thinking. A process however, that will become its own reward in and through an ongoing pro-relational re(-)enrichment of our freedoms to be in this world as mutually realized through(-)others, and v.v… (98)

I have argued that a distinguishing feature of the philosophical discipline is its persistent maintenance, either covertly or overtly, of an attitude towards truth determination regardless of whether such an attitude is non-critically subverted or is critically de-subverted, and, on occasions, also radically re-subverted. How might such a central, philosophical attitude be revisited in a pragmatic context? As stated on a number of occasions, the philosopher has to take what they find to hand which is both the natural imputations exercised by the ordinary person and the disciplinary forms of practice left behind by a plethora of philosophers, and so on. Then, working on their critical visions, and sometimes radical re-visions, of a world re(-)worked they can then bring their insights, as realized along the way, to enhance the life of the ordinary person, indeed, on occasions, re(-)enhance the extraordinary life of the ordinary person, who, as a possible fact, obviously can never be seen and dismissed as just an ‘ordinary person’. (99)

At the core of truth determination, in whatever mode it is defined, pragmatically or otherwise, is this Tarskian insight that a relative meta-proposition is treated as conventionally true (at a certain point of time or in a certain period of time) if the relative object-proposition is evidentially treated as present (at that point in time or in that period of time). It being left to the philosopher, or disciplinarian in question, to note or articulate by what evidential route they have followed in order to have performed this (conformal) feat truth ascertainment (that I would explicate under the following description as a form of transformational retreatment
). (100)

Besides a number of techniques already referred to, such as, e.g., the intentional economy, epistemic humility, transformational retreatment, the transcendental suspension (as refracted through the extensive suspension), etc., I would like to propose here the double concept of ‘the limited habilitation of conventional imputations’ and their co-associated ‘damage control limitation’ in working with the former. I.e., accept the fact that those imputations of conventional practice have a limited conventional validity in those terms of reference, but, can also be found to have a philosophical dimension of utility through suitable forms of rehabilitation, i.e., when re(-)interpreted through those critical lenses that insightfully supply a depth and wealth of experience not otherwise present or presented through their conventional appropriation. In effect, I am suggesting their pragmatic re(-)appropriation, in and through an economy of reappropriation given that what we must work with is that as already found to hand in a conventional frame of reference. What else do we have to work with? Those ‘tools’ as found left behind through the work of previous philosophers and other disciplinarians, albeit as a mixed bag of implements from which we must carefully choose and, in turn, also ensure a suitable process of rehabilitation. Then, together with suitably chosen imputations and implements, we can now go to work working on this ‘garden of the world’, supplying what is needed and removing what is deleterious to the instantiations of such aspirations. As I have pointed out on a number of previous occasions, the pragmatic realization of our personal ambitions and social aspirations cannot be conducted by pragmatic means alone since we also need to be somewhat ‘realistic’ as to where we commence and we also need to be somewhat ‘idealistic’ as to where we wish to meet some successful form of apposite resolution of those endeavours be that through a definitive-like realization or an ongoing, non-definitive realization of those objectives, or through some qualified form of ongoing, partial postponement or through a more delayed form of deferral.
 In many ways, we find forms of insightfulness through recovering either the apposite economies in question and/or observing just where we find points of cessation in those economies and the apparent nature, therein and thereafter, of their relative resolution or non-resolution. (101)

As far as ‘damage control limitation’ is concerned we need to note, e.g., that by the very nature of the interrogative economy, in the necessary asking of questions in conducting any form of enquiry, we have to fall back upon an economy of rhetorical tropes and memes, metaphorical images, and apparitional-like events in order to just initiate a process of enquiry. Therefore, in working with such inescapable elements we need to carefully operate along the broad confines of a middle path in order to ensure that we neither deprecate the necessary existence of such elements nor over-hype both their individual import and collective importance. In effect, we must understand the natural, inherent limitations resident in both such conventional and disciplinary appropriations and procedures. I.e., we must not transgress beyond the bounds of such limitations by proceeding past the limits of their practical employment (and doing likewise in terms of their theoretical deployment and critical re-deployment). (102)

Of course, such reservations apply both to our utilizing conventional imputations and our utilization of those disciplinary forms of practice that we find collectively catalyze the release of relevant forms of re(-)e/valuation as defined by the natures and demands of our enquiries. E.g., in the trite example of a philosophical exploration of a spade, as a metaphor, we find we use it to dig the world with the obvious implication that world is ‘like’ something that can be dug into and dug up. Here the natural limitation of a metaphor is that this metaphorical ‘like’ is ‘both like and not like’. Interestingly, a spade can dig some parts of the world, but, over more rocky ground, a pickaxe might have more utility with the implication that the ‘world’ is ‘both spadable and not spadable’.
 The limits on the use of all our other tools both physically practical and philosophically engendered then collectively adds to our descriptive understanding of the ‘world’ albeit in conventional terms of phenomenological-semantic reference. However, to qualify such phenomenal-phenomenological descriptions we must also recognize the restrictions imposed by hermeneutical prescriptions of limitation (and existential proscriptions on the situational re(-)direction of behavioural performance). Hence this necessity for walking this middle path since we have to both work with what was found to hand and also return to that domain, in part or in full, where such things to hand were originally found. (103)

How do we find our balance, so to speak, in maintaining the necessity of following this middle path? By adopting and adapting a transcendental suspension at the start of our explorations, over the course of our research, and in determining the consequences of such positions and enactions entered into through an ensuing existential identification with such re(-)interpreted situatedness. That, by such means we can also then return to this realm of the ordinary person, this secular world of living-experience. Hopefully, we do so with these discerned insights that might be tentatively proffered to those more receptive of such remonstrations, which, I must stress, would also first include our ourselves in this exemplary catalogue of potential beneficiaries. Taking upon ourselves to be a living demonstration of the utility of these transformative practices involving either processes of critical re-direction and/or a radical turning around of the conventional nature of our previous comportment. In effect, performing patterns of existentially oriented intervention regardless of our prior views on the propriety of unsolicited intervention given that our very being-there is in itself, from a relational perspective, none other than a form of intervention regardless of whether we participate therein in either a passive, an active and/or an engaged mix of interventional modalities! (104)

What should we do, therefore, in order to find an existentially responsive and responsible pattern of interventional enaction characteristic of an existentially attuned process of comportment (besides invoking a transcendental suspension, i.e., effectively doing so as the induction of an induced extensive suspension)? (105)

By finding what is to hand that is relevant in this type of (existential) quest, namely, by combining conventional imputations already disseminated with those disciplinary tools that could be provisionally regarded as both relevant and useful in the pursuit of this more refined form of disciplinary research. ‘Refined’ in the sense that we are not attempting to conduct disciplinary business as usual, but, in a ‘purified’ sense to the extent that we are attempting to supervise our research along more pro-relational, existential, pragmatic lines of scrutiny. A form of scrutiny that exercises all those suitable techniques available in order to establish the disciplinary form of that in question by proffering a critical, and potentially radical, interpretation or translation of those pre-critical imputations as conventionally disseminated. In this I am not confining myself to just philosophical terms of reference but, by extension, referencing all disciplines able to exhibit beneficial forms of service through the auspices of those relevant processes entailed in those more respectable disciplines. (106)

In a philosophical context we could invoke the philosophical economy as envisaged, by myself, as being both formed and informed by phenomenal-phenomenological, hermeneutical, and existential modes of scrutiny, albeit also preferably augmented perhaps by other economies, e.g., the intentional, the aspirational, the textual, an ordered perspective, etc. (when it can be demonstrated that those additional perspectives can positively illuminate the nature of your current enquiries). (107)


E.g., in a series of phenomenological descriptions, I can note the weak, salty and strong, savoury tastes of this bowl of soup especially prepared for me by my friend knowing that I was visiting them today. These ‘salty and savoury tastes’ fall within this phenomenon of ‘tasting’. Hence their phenomenal-phenomenological descriptions. (108)

‘Tasting’ is a genre of behaviour hence its relation to a defined series of hermeneutical functions that prescriptively define those actions committed, omitted and/or deferred. (109)

Then, in this instance, as a simulation, this series of simulations apparitionally implicates a certain number of existential facets like ‘the specific friendship of a certain friend’, ‘the desire to cook a tasty meal to be shared by these two friends’, ‘a desire by the honoured party to participate, enjoy and express their satisfaction for this fine meal’, ‘the well-placed hope by the host that this meal will be well-enjoyed by their guest’, and so on, etc. (110)

So, in this instance, it is obvious that the e/valuation of this specific form of situatedness cannot be reductively treated as just ‘two people each ingesting a bowls of soup’. Indeed, that the relational richness of this situation involves an economic correlation between phenomenological descriptions, hermeneutical prescriptions, and, existential proscriptions. However, it would most likely be asked, ‘why existential proscriptions (and, in this same regard, why is the existential either not described and/or not prescribed?)?’ (111)

Because, in a descriptive-prescriptive-proscriptive economy, the existential coincides with the proscriptive moment or orientation. ‘Proscriptive’ in at least two senses. In dealing with the existential specificity of that to hand we use a non-ethical proscription to the extent that the nominative identification of that situation in question is defined as the negation of all other instances of situatedness, and, ethically, as that consequential enactment that is not to be left through a process of intervention be that enacted either passively, actively and/or in an engaged (existentially oriented) manner. In this regard, the determination of an existentially deontologically oriented injunction is not positively prescribed but negative proscribed. E.g., it is not so much ‘that you should feed a hungry person’, rather, ‘that you should not leave a hungry person left behind as the net result of either your commissions, omissions and/or deferrals’. So, e.g., you might give this hungry person some money so that they could buy a meal for themselves, or, you could give them an adequate parcel of food to take with them, or, you could pay a friend or restaurant to oversee that this person is fed, and so on. Hence this economic interpretation that existentially oriented treatment is proscriptively oriented. Of course, we could then treat this form of economic correlativity by translating this proscription in a prescriptive form as well as then merely describing what might need to be done in order to assist this hungry person, and so on. (112)

Implied in such scrutiny is the fruitful searching for those relevant tools in order to resolve those issues found in our dealing with either the problematic and/or the problematized as found to hand. In this regard, we might invoke some other form of economic treatment, run parallel forms of economic complexification, invoke an aspirational economy and/or some ordered form of treatment, etc.
 I.e., finding those tools, as processes of treatment, that productively assist in the de-problematization of the narrational anomalies being observed in that form of research. (113)

Now, the anti-representational pragmatist might object that this talk of descriptions, etc., is a misguided form of representional behaviour that has no place in such philosophical positioning. However, I would contend that representational behaviour is inescapable, but, that such imputations need not be exercised in any format or form of a domain that might be considered to be pre-simulational or pre-apparitional, i.e., as belonging to an impossible realm of the so-called ‘things themselves’, any form of absolutistical substantialism, etc. In the discussion just previously entered into descriptions apply to phenomenological reflections of phenomenal experiences without reference to anything other than those experiences and the apparent manner of their presentations. To have experiences and say you cannot describe them would render every subject mute before all other subjects, and v.v. Obviously, this fact of our being able to talk about and discuss our experiences with one another must mean that representative imputations can be discussed. Ruling out in the same breath, all forms of private language at the same time. However, for the subject in a discussion to insist that their descriptions must also apply to that which they have no non-experiential access must immediate commit themselves to having done something, obviously, that is impossible. Therefore, in order to avoid the latter impossibility and recognize the former possibility I would like to propose a philosophical distinction between ‘legitimate first level imputations’ and ‘illegitimate second level imputations’. So, yes, we can describe phenomenological features of experience, etc., given their semantic mapping in a natural language and their indirect invocation in hermeneutical invocations of co-associated genres of behaviour along with their correlatively parallel, existential forms of concrete, historical specificity as nominatively articulated, etc. Such features of experience being seen to belong to a form of representative behaviours subsumed under the appellation of ‘legitimate first level imputations’ whilst their postulated projection, reification or hypostatization, etc., in some form of an impossible external world or an impossible internal world or private form of self-abiding in its own substantial or mental self-existence must be immediately classified as belonging to an illegitimate second level of imputations and thoroughly disapproved of accordingly. For the philosopher, indeed,  for any disciplinarian, all talk of impossible states of affairs that we have no experiential access to, either directly or indirectly, and, where we could have no access to, should be treated as just not belonging to that form of discourse, as having no respectable part to play in such discursive formations! (114)

Granted that we have access to both potentially legitimate first level imputations and an assortment of disciplinary tools, albeit with varying degrees of relevance and requisite degrees of conformal certification, what then does the disciplinarian do, say, as a philosopher seeking to be both critical and potentially radical in their disciplinary aspirations? (115)

Let me sketch out what could be done, albeit in general or in particular kinds of circumstances. As noted, first, the preparing and extending of the exercise of a continual, broad spectrum, transcendental suspension with the consequence of bracketing, putting out of action, suppressing, minimizing, neutralizing, etc., both ontological and epistemological over-commitments in an absolutistically oriented mode and ontological and epistemological under-commitments in a relativistically oriented mode. Second, essentially note in a narrational format either the philosophical problem/s and/or the philosophical problematization/s in question. Third, focus on those selected imputations to place under close scrutiny by ruling out those that are illegitimate and ruling in those that are legitimate, relevant and well-constructed within the context of the enquiry to hand. Fourth, select and refine those philosophical tools that appear to be relevant within the context of that narrative. Fifth, discern the approach to be undertaken as to how this application of suitable philosophical and disciplinary techniques could entail a mix of either parallel phenomenological treatment, hermeneutical pre-treatment and/or existential retreatment. Sixth, explore the ramifications of this combination of methods in terms of the relatively non-existential implications and consequences and the relatively existential implications and consequences. Seventh, delineate in what manner how current forms of intervention are taking place in terms of involvements that are either passive, active, and/or engaged in orientation, and, the net result of the accumulative import of such interrogations. (116)

Needless to say, this outline is only an ideal sketch of what could be transformationally entailed in this pursuit of either critical and/or radical forms of appreciation. However, in this regard, I would also like to note that my intentions here are to pre-empt certain criticisms that might be levelled by the pragmatic anti-representationalist and to indicate how the anti-representationalist might wish to function in this pursuit of critical and/or radical forms of philosophical interrogation, application, and appreciation.
 (117)

Now, let me examine some criticisms levelled by pragmatists that I do not feel need always apply, and, in turn, note various criticisms of pragmatists that I believe also do not necessarily apply. (118)
5. Misinterpreted Propensities in an Understanding of an Anti-Representationalism


To some extent, all legitimate imputations could be treated as heuristical devices, and v.v. Upon a critically conducted domain, we could rehabilitate such conventional contributions by exercising, for a start, a transcendental suspension that would automatically re-legitimate such functional-constructs (through, e.g., deconstruction, separation of the relatively incoherent, inconsistent, irrelevant, etc., and remove those that are not legitimate through ideological forms of over-commitment or under-commitment instituted through misguided forms of preferentialization and de-preferentialization respectively). Given that no philosophical or disciplined enquiry could be conducted without suitable forms of interrogation, and that no processes of interrogation, according to my understanding, could be conducted without a circulating mix of the rhetorical, the metaphorical and the apparitional (as processes of simulation)
 it follows that both legitimate imputations and philosophical methods are both equally heuristical in their construction, application and ramifications, and, that both parties should be treated likewise, i.e., as relative, limited and provisional, whilst, hopefully. contributing to an amplification in their ensuing e/valuational formation/s. I.e., that to some extent all applicable devices should be seen as more ‘catalytic’ in their functioning to the extent that they instrumentally assist in overseeing the emergence of forms of an ensuing surplus in such e/valuation (which should be understood to be both non-existential and existential in orientation). Noting, furthermore, that although the fact of a surplus in any systematically oriented account is inescapable, still, what is more important is that the relative quanta of that surplus be comparatively greater in comparison to other forms of comparable treatment. I.e., that that relative amplification of that e/valuation has presented, through that realized quanta, an effective indication of a relatively successful process of resolution of the drivers promoting such research, that form of enquiry, etc.
 I.e., that such explorations are relatively successful in terms of both the quantity and quality of their ensuing surpluses, etc.
 (119)

Now, one of my critiques, or qualifications, of Richard Rorty is that he can be too harsh on traditional philosophy and appear to be ‘throwing the baby out with the bath water’ so to speak. It is all very well to criticize the historical use of expressions like ‘mind’, ‘experience’, the ‘phenomenal’, ‘epistemological’, ‘metaphysical’, ‘representations’, etc., because the history of philosophy is thoroughly replete with philosophical mistakes and their ensuing philosophical confusions. However, to also make and run with a distinction like ‘privileged representations’ then we must ask are ‘privileged representations’ to be equated with ‘representations in general’, or, should we read ‘representations’ in a more neutral light, perhaps as consisting of both ‘non-privileged representations and privileged representations’. In my opinion, representations, as acts of representation, are inescapable, but, what we do with such a broad concept we need to be responsible for. Hence my introduction of that distinction between ‘legitimate imputations of a first level’ (that may well need to be rendered more fit for purpose along more traditional philosophical lines in a rectification of apparent inconsistencies, contradictions, incoherencies, etc.) and ‘illegitimate imputations of a second level’ (that have patently involved forms of philosophical transgression be that through misguided form of ideological over-extension and ensuing co-associated forms of over-commitment, etc.). Either we are broadly dealing with representations and sorting out the proverbial sheep from the goats, or, all representations are equally to be understood as misconstrued through being totally mistreated as either ‘accurate’ or ‘privileged’ or purely belonging to an ‘inner world’ or an ‘outer world’, or as transcending the empirical in a form that is (absolutistically) ‘transcendental’ or ‘transcendent’ or ‘immanent’, and so on. Now, I wish to have no truck with such impossible notions! But, on the other hand, I equally wish to have no truck with a philosophy that does away with the apparent utility of such conventional expressions and I prefer, therefore, to run with such possibilities by countenancing my pragmatic and provisional use of such conventional notions whilst also noting their natural limitations as well as ‘purifying’ or ‘remediating’ or ‘rehabilitating’ an open philosophical language, albeit as a set of philosophical languages, by ruling out such impossible positions that recognize, say, absolutistical foundations, hegemonic tendencies, grand narratives, the non-provisional work of a philosopher, and so on. Then, in a contrast, accept that through the evolution of conversations, dialogues, meaningful debates, etc., we can pursue an overall form of progress that can be made, increment by increment, by constructively working with such language games as utilized by disciplines open to the infinite richness of engagement that cannot be exhausted through an exhaustion of either any one perspective or a closed or open set of overlapping perspectives or the rendering of forms of commensurability between such relative islands of disciplined activity. That in essence, disciplines and their subdisciplines can all possess their different ways of dealing with this overall world-of-life in their own idiosyncratic ways of approaching this world at large in a manner, hopefully, that is productive of those forms of mutual enrichment that better serve their communities, enrich their neighboring communities and the secular world as a whole. (120)

Let me quote a long passage by Rorty from his Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature and then argue that, as Contemporary philosophers, we need no longer accept many cannons of the past without wholeheartedly subscribing to Rorty’s over-zealous attempt to paint the alternative as a pure pragmatism that is merely anti-representational in its criticisms and that all we are left with are just edifying processes of conversation…
Besides raising “the science of man” from an empirical to an a priori level, Kant did three other things which helped philosophy-as-epistemology to become self-conscious and self-confident. First, by identifying the central issue of epistemology as the relations between two equally real but irreducibly distinct sorts of representations—“formal” ones (concepts) and “material” ones (intuitions)—he made it possible to see important continuities between the new epistemological problematic and problems (the problems of reason and of universals) which had bothered the ancients and the medieval. He thereby made it possible to write “histories of philosophy” of the modern sort. Second, by linking epistemology to morality in the project of “destroying reason to make room for faith” (that is, destroying Newtonian determinism to make room for the common moral consciousness), he revived the notion of a “complete philosophical system,” one in which morality is “grounded” on something less controversial and more scientific. Whereas the ancient schools had each had a view of human nature designed to match their view of what the world was like; Newton had preempted views on the latter subject. With Kant, epistemology was able to step into metaphysic’s role of guarantor of the presuppositions of morality. Third, by taking everything we say to be about something we have “constituted,” he made it possible for epistemology to be thought of as a foundational science, an armchair discipline capable of discovering the “formal” (or, in later versions, “structural,” “phenomenological,” “grammatical,” “logical,” or “conceptual”) characteristics of any area of human life. He thus enabled philosophy professors to see themselves as presiding over a tribunal of pure reason, able to determine whether any disciplines were staying within the legal limits set by the “structures” of their subject matters.
 (121)

Although I agree with much of what is being said here, I do disagree with the implication that philosophers have to conform to past practices in order to persevere the types of projects both formerly and formally being previously entered into. E.g., one must wonder how the two types of representations noted, i.e., ‘concepts’ and ‘intuitions’ can be both irreducible and real, and, yet able to interact with one another given their absolutistically insisted upon distinctiveness. We have “concepts of ‘apples’” and we can imagine what an apple might look like given the mention of the concept of an ‘apple’ because there can be no absolutistical difference between ‘concepts of apples’ and ‘images of apples’. A difference there must be, but, not an absolutistical one for how could ‘concepts of apples’ and ‘images of apples’ ever relate to each other as they must (as indicated by the expression ‘of apples’).
 (122)

Or, we might extrapolate beyond the mental nature of ‘concepts’ to formulate a semblance of the ‘mind’ and do likewise with ‘intuitions’ to formulate a semblance of a material world, and, then, wonder how these two realms are ever going to interact… in the process giving birth to the mind-body problem? But such a problem is a ‘pseudo-problem’ because we are not entitled to invest in such ‘impossible entities’ since they can have no real relationship to each other, or us, and, therefore, cannot be a part of our world either separately or collectively. The fault is entirely ours for imagining that we can relate to that which cannot be related to. (123)

As the conventional items of our conventional world can all be both related to and to each other, through a variety of phenomenological-like modalities, either directly or indirectly, with varying degrees of provisional commensurability, through a near infinite variety of relations, it follows that we are pursuing neither absolutistical philosophies nor relativistical philosophies. Indeed, that we are then pursing forms of work situated upon a middle ground, situated between ideological extremes, that entitles no critic to brand us with such unimaginable extremes that can only be indirectly postulated in the impossible light of those inevitable boundaries and limitations that circumscribe the formation of such apparent phenomena. Especially if the necessary presence of a transcendental suspension must also underwrite the very existence and functioning of an interrogative economy, e.g., etc., regardless of whether that fact of the transcendental suspension is either encountered, recognized and/or engaged as such. This complex sense and semblance of a ‘transcendental suspension’ must be there whether we like it or not otherwise there could be no process of interrogation.
 (124)

Furthermore, it is the nature of interaction that we be directly related, in some form or other, with what we are being related to, and v.v., even if that be directly engendered or indirectly engendered. How could I see an apple if the apple seen was an ‘apple’ that was not ‘seen’. Even ‘dream apples’ are directly ‘viewed’, albeit in the relatively unique experiential manner of their being viewed because it is with such distinctive hallmarks that we can then deem a dream to have been a ‘dream’, and so on. Similarly, in remembering or in imagining, etc., we entertain a direct relationship with that being viewed even if that ‘viewing’ which is being ‘viewed’ is more metaphorical in tenor, etc. In other words, any person, philosopher or otherwise, who sets up a conceptual language game that invests in the absolutistic contrast of distinctively different items that can still relate to each other is indulging in a form of linguistic hocus pocus that might be more productively ignored rather than possibly wasting our time in pursuing processes of unsuccessful remonstration). Of course, that accepted, if different types of ‘entities’ can interact then let us profitably attempt to understand how that might be the case. Just what forms of transformation are implicated and how might we deal with such situations (by invoking, e.g., suitable forms of transformational retreatment, etc.). (125)

From the perspective of a secular world, science might still be perceived as if through the deterministic lens of a Newtonian mindset, but, for many scientist this is now no longer the case. Scientists have been forced to become ‘pragmatists’ by acknowledging that there are limits to our understanding, that the world cannot be fully determined as per the accepted consequences of the Heisenberg’s uncertainty principle, through the impossibility of delineating a fully determined explication of quantum mechanical behaviours, etc. But, at the same time, this does not give us a carte blanche to perceiving a completely indeterminate world. As for the philosopher, or any other disciplinarian, and the secularist as well, along with the scientist, too, we now have to deal with probabilities regardless of whether we are privy to just how probabilistic those same probabilities appear either to be or not to be. ‘Reason no longer has to be destroyed to make room for faith’, or for ethics, or for other creative ways for our entertaining how we might live with one another. But, be that as it may, a pragmatic ethics still needs to make decisions that e/valuate the probable consequences of our interactions… and be decisive in the light of such forms of appreciation… demonstrate forms of consensus that more often than not only appear after such ethically oriented forms of intervention have occurred rather than before and during those actual performances and their apparent ‘demands’ for the current delivery of responsible forms of interventional responses. Rather than being deemed ‘merely pragmatic’ the more perceptive pragmatist must also account for a deontological dimension that, more often than not, is more central to the course of ethically construed interventions rather than some form of pragmatism based on, say, utility, or the maximin creation of value in a callous utilitarian mode, or conventional responses, or some other form of expediency, etc? Of course, that granted, this does not mean that the pragmatist need not widen their sights and, therein and thereafter, also adopt a richer palette of interpretative options in this same regard (as explored in Part III). (126)

Having, in effect, deconstructed the rigidity of the concept of the ‘formal’, as otherwise incompatible with the relatively ‘informal’, we can now proceed to treat imputations, as if potentially legitimate, to a variety of heuristical tools that need not be viewed nor imbued with such impossible philosophical contaminations as could have been entertained formerly. Therefore, we now no longer need to disdain “structural,” or “phenomenological,” or “grammatical,” or “logical,” or “conceptual” characteristics of any area of human life, but, in doing so, only ask that such combinations not be transgressive and preferably be conducted in a more productive and relevant form of research… that can be of service to others, be that inclusive of either fellow disciplinarians and/or non-disciplinarians. (127)


This openness to productive forms of heuristical creativity also implies the intellectual necessity for a serious re-e/valuation of prior forms of philosophical treatment and their critical, or radical, rehabilitation likewise. In a rehabilitation of conventional ‘representations’, albeit as potentially ‘first level legitimate imputations’, we can do likewise with the entire range of prior philosophical practice… be that the good, the bad and the ugly. By recasting our ‘sight’ over such practices, be they well-informed or misinformed, we can resurrect the rhetorical or metaphorical or apparitional value that must have been resident in these historically persistent forms of practice
 in order to better explain, and utilize, that value to be re-found as resident in such devices. In this regard, my exposition of the aspirational economy (albeit as inserted within an arbitrational economy) is suggestive that pluriform readings of ordinary behaviour could well be more productive in that regard. In the forming of an aspiration to achieve a certain intentional objective it was noted that we needed, e.g., to be ‘realistic’ in understanding where we are situated in this world.
 Our narratives, therefore, needed to appropriately and relevantly take a well-pre-informed attitude to the anomalous nature of the situation in question by investing in an understanding of the essential facts that would better comprise our understanding of that same situation in question. Similarly, we need to fully appreciate the ‘idealistic’ reasoning behind our ambitions and aspirations and, by paying due attention to such means, fully question the nature of our ensuing motivation in the hope of better fostering such necessary elements of motivation. Then, when these realistic and idealistic considerations are completed we can further endeavor to work out how we might join the sequential dots together in order to successfully arrive at the realization of that intentional objective (albeit as a state of affairs that will also be subjected to the machinations of an arbitrational economy). The philosophical point of these reflections indicating that a pure pragmatism will get us nowhere, and, that the pragmatic attitude has to be complemented by those necessary facets that will also be non-pragmatic in orientation. Of course, such a multi-perspectival reading should never be misconstrued to imply that there is no a need for a pragmatic contribution whatsoever! Indeed, quite the contrary! (128)

Rorty, himself, has critiqued this distinction between the ‘formal’ or ‘conceptual’ and ‘informal’ and ‘intuitional’, as refracted through the analytical versus synthetical distinction, in leaning upon the work of both Sellars and Quine. With the former, taking up his critique of ‘the myth of the given’ (in order to demonstrate the so-called given, paradoxically, cannot be given… with the necessary implication of the need to adopt an anti-representationalistic stance in the place of such representationalistic nonsense). Then, in regard to the two doctrines of the latter, by noting that there is no profitable philosophical place for a reductionism in either science or philosophy, and, that the analytic as a priori distinction with the synthetic as a posteriori cannot be maintained in its traditional stance as completely distinctive. The implication being that there is an important area that is overlapping that cannot be reduced to either party and that the philosophical consequences of such an interactive territory needs to be logically accepted, etc. E.g., we could define ‘weather’ in a tautological sense as ‘either raining or not raining’, but, in order to understand that ‘weather’ can be so logically constituted as entailing the ‘phenomenon of rain’ we must appeal to a synthetical side of this (now non-absolutistically treated) distinction. Or, in a more broad, economic sense, we need to accept the fait accompli that the two sides of this distinction correlatively define each other and cannot be absolutistically demarcated whilst leaving intact an overall sense of relative distinctiveness. (129)

In sensibly taking an anti-representationalistic stance, Rorty, and others, are then drawn to the philosophical and social necessity of how they, and we, might be able to find forms of justification given that we can now no longer appeal to, or could have ever made appeals to, some form of the ‘given’ or ‘pregiven’, etc. Hence Rorty’s gravitation to the idea (and ideal) of ‘conversation’, as ‘continual conversations where an evolving consensus is to be sought from among our peers’. Somewhat superficially, I would be happy to go along with this contention, but, then, how we are to finesse such an approach which, to my mind, could well take a lifetime or two of earnest reflections, qualifications, considerations of other contributions from, say, other disciplines and sub-disciplines like, e.g., phenomenology, hermeneutics, existentialism, ethics, aesthetic, pragmatics, etc., along with other disciplines not so philosophically oriented such as e.g., sociology, economic, politics, political-economics, etc… just to get started? (130)

Conversational sets can often be polarized vis-à-vis each other, say, as in the US, e.g., in Democrat interpretations of the position/s of Republicans, and v.v. How, upon an equally divided playing field, can consensus be ever arrived at under such circumstances? Obvious, it is important that such a mechanism, or set of mechanisms, can be found, but, in what form might it take when conversations (such as, e.g., political debates, opinion pieces, official political forms of representation in democratic venues, etc.)  per se do not seem to be sufficient in this regard? Obviously, we have here, hopefully, very fertile grounds for productive forms of philosophical intervention. Is a pragmatic anti-representationalism up to this challenge? Optimistically, I believe this is quite achievable, and, can be done in a form that would not be easily dismissed as merely some form of either philosophically and/or politically imposed discursive domination insisted upon through some form of fiat that must also escape charges of either irrationalism and/or relativism. That to commence such a project or program of seriously engaged consensus formation we would need to fairly represent the relevant positions and arguments of the competing parties contesting certain issues, and, where those, issues, themselves would also need to be fairly represented. In the ensuing processes of interpretation, a pragmatic approach would also need to be introduced in order to establish the consequential nature of certain probable outcomes if those competing patterns of enaction were to be instantiated and, in this regard, we might find more profitable forms of conversation in the midst of such conversational contestment. However, given controversies are usually over not only the application of different competing principles but principles that represent competing types of e/valuational formation it seems obvious to me that forms of resolution are going to need to be able to delineate the same, both individually and collectively, which in all probability would fall under either deontological, pragmatical and/or aesthetical fields of enquiry as well co-opting considerations of hermeneutic probability, established and contested facts, along with matters of identification of the relevant inputs co-associated with that situational contestment.
 That, this economic process of ongoing re(-)interpretation would also need to note a more relatively ‘vertical’ dimension by running meta-conversations or trans-conversations of those represented conversations in question in the hope of articulating suitable and successful modes of resolution through nominating and denominating points of similarity and contestment, etc., and how such dissonant forms of contrast might be better resolved? (131) 

How, however, can Rorty escape charges of either irrationalism or relativism through such ongoing conversational interactions, be they merely revisited through representative re-enactments, or re-interpreted through meta-conversational lenses or trans-conversational lenses, etc? To begin with we can note that Rorty accepts a Tarskian semantic frame for truth determination. The question then remains how do we move from the nominated meta-readings of a situation to its ‘evidential’ object translations? Again, I would suggest that we can apply the ‘net worth’, or ‘cash value’, of a series of relevant economies acting with ‘reasonably accurate forms of representative reporting of those same conversational disputes in question’, etc.
 It may well be, at the end of a hardworking philosophical day, that we make decisions on the strength of the apparent overlapping of relatively competing paradigms in which it is thought, and hopefully found, that net emergences of value can be comparatively demonstrated that are much greater that the value of the investments needed to inaugurate or redevelop the same.
 In no way am I suggesting, therefore, that Rorty should be charged as either an irrationalist or as a relativist, but, how he can escape such charges I will leave for both Rorty himself, through his own words, and through his commentators and other interpreters sympathetic to this type of positioning, to better answer. (132)

These, quite briefly noted, are some of my qualified critiques of Rorty. However, on other issues, a non-representationalistic pragmatism needs to be defended from those critics that have little understanding of such subtle philosophical re(-)positioning or meta-philosophical positioning. Let me take to task this potential for that type of misplaced criticism by noting how such issues might be better both addressed and redressed. (133)
As I noted in Part I, ‘Hilary Putnam has suggested that the reconciliation of anti-skepticism and fallibilism is the central goal of American pragmatism’.
 We could say, albeit with some irony, that much of the Western philosophical establishment has been terrorized for centuries by Cartesian dilemmas (operating in the midst of a philosophical zoo inhabited by a number of other miscellaneous ‘anomalies’). The specter of diabolical skepticism, the impossible duality of the mental and material domains, where might the Divine figure in all of this, along with other allied problems, and so on. All tinged with fear and trembling at the thought of a philosophical world worried that it might never get things right, never ever. But, once this anxiety is addressed, by accepting that a world of working-knowledge is ever to hand, day by day, and the thought of its imperfections should not unsettle us unduly since what is already to hand cannot be completely substituted with some other version of a so-called reality nor need be present nor placed in contrast with such a mythical domain we might so misname as ‘Truth’ and link it with its close cousins like ‘Reality’, or the ‘Real’, or the ‘Ideal’, the ‘Divine’, and so on and so forth. (134)

But, in working with what we have already to hand, i.e., both legitimate representations of a first level and the qualified utilization of traditional philosophical techniques, and, where both parties are collectively rehabilitated through sensible reforms that resist the urge to make impossible claims whilst being ‘grounded’ on the continual use of transcendental suspensions, I am sure modest advances could be progressively achieved, indeed, are actually being realized, and where the work of disciplinarians, like philosophers et al, could also provide a beneficial service to others. A pragmatic philosophy, worth its proverbial salt, is not and should not be an expedient ideology, but, rather, an approach that desires to institute a resolution of problematic regions of our being that through such efforts can be cashed out so to speak as having an import that goes far beyond a realm of academics writing technical papers, attending conferences, and hawking books that very few people will ever read. (135)

Of course, in ‘standing on the toes’ of vested interests there will be much ‘crying out’. In this regard, the radical pragmatist will have a conga line of miscreants either misinterpreting the work of such an innovator or endlessly re-presenting arguments promoting their own brands of misguided preferentialism. Sadly, in cashing out the work of such incremental reformers all too often their efforts are not paid out in kind. Institutions have a habit of protecting their own rather than providing a service they were originally organized to deliver. (136)

Pragmatists,
 neopragmatists,
 the new pragmatists,
 and so on… are all carrying on a less visible tradition in so far as they continue to contest traditional ideas that insist on being disseminated in non-rehabilitated, relatively unreconstituted schools of thought based upon a concretization of philosophical problems where followers, like lemmings, divide into institutionalize camps that endlessly debate their apprehensions without recognizing that such pursued anxieties, more often than not, are entirely groundless, baseless, without foundations, mere phantasms of the mind, drowning in excessive verbiage swirling around the vortex of such blind-spots that remain insightfully unseen, and ultimately, self-created. Preferencing imputations conducted as representations illegitimately extended into a second level of imputation that quite rightly cannot even be thought in the manner as presupposed, therein and thereafter, transgressing limitations that should have been observed and carefully avoided, and, as an ensuing consequence, supplying solutions and remedies more potentially poisonous that medicinal, that, on some occasions, might well be more lethal than life-affirming. (137)

As noted in Part I, the central mistake of a realist is to prioritize intentional objectivity at the absolutistical expense of either the correlative functions of intentional intent and/or the co-associated correlativity of intentional subjectivity. This fundamental error is then further compounded by basing the discipline of science on such an errant misinterpretation of how we are in this world at large. Neither the realist nor the idealist, nor the secularist or any disciplinarian whatsoever, has access to such an impossible state of affairs. What cannot be accessed cannot be related to, and v.v. What is not there for us is just not there for us! Such nonsense is just as nonsensical as believing we could do science by just closing our eyes and postulating a systematic universe of idealistic fantasies. Given such obvious failings, is it possible that a pragmatist might equally transgress such natural limitations and, thereby, stumble over an impossible landscape in a promulgation of their own brand of nonsense? Yes, of course. One reason why I outlined the nature of the aspirational economy as needing a plurality of non-ideologically oriented inputs, one of which is pragmatic in outlook, in order to achieve those same aspirations being sought (albeit as also needing to be further inserted within the social confines of a wider, more encompassing economy of arbitration). (138)

Over the course of this essay, I have indicated that it is my belief that Rorty has sometimes gone too far with his vision of an anti-representational pragmatism, and, at the same, much unfair criticism has been leveled at him by people that either clearly misinterpret him and/or misinterpret the impossible reality of their own misguided imputations. In many essays, in a measured manner, he has pointed out these impossible manoeuvres of the latter as committed by an assortment of ideologues such as realist, etc. As for my tentative critique, I would like to propose that he has gone too far in his anti-representationalism. Philosophers, like all disciplinarians, have to work with what is to hand and, in this regard, representational behaviours cannot be dismissed and written off. Indeed, my exploration of the interrogative economy demonstrates that representational behaviours are central to the very asking of each and every question at the very center of any form of enquiry. Rather than dismissing representational behaviour, such formations need to be suitably reviewed and ‘purified’ of those representational practices if taken beyond the natural limitations of their philosophical employment, where such limits should not be transgressed. Moreover, such research necessitates the suitable utilization of the transcendental suspension (albeit as refracted by my vision of an extensive suspension). That in this ensuing spirit of epistemic humility may the work of the critical, and potentially radical, philosopher, and all other disciplinarians, and secularists too, prosper and provide insightful understandings that benefit a more engaged living with others. In the same vein, rehabilitating those philosophical techniques that, in being salvaged, can further proffer such beneficial forms of mutually disseminated assistance. (139)

To his lasting credit, Rorty wrestled with philosophical problems as an ‘engaged philosopher’. At the end of the day, the direction a discipline should aim for is to be of service to others through the work done under the auspices of that discipline. In an openness to others, it should not be too difficult to see that the work of this world has barely begun. That in this overall world-of-life there is more than enough material for all disciplinarians to work with and, therein, acting like the yeast in a loaf of bread, work as a leavening agent in the midst of such need. (140)

One area of concern that I feel Rorty was reluctant to seriously address is that of the phenomenon of deontological commitment. A pragmatist should not write off this particular phenomenon as some residual leftover of an age of patriotic duty to either God, country, monarch, or some other privileged figure that one might think as more worthy than yourself for whatever reason. In my estimation, the deontological is more central to ethical performance than a mere pragmatism. An observation that might explain the preferential prejudice of juries, a natural bias in our judgment of other people, and so on. I also feel that an existential appreciation of relationships would remedy this relative omission, this defect overlooked in a quest to be more pragmatic than just being human. (141)

That in the careful appropriation of purified representative imputations and rehabilitated philosophical practices it should be noted that we should not exceed such conventional limitations associated with such forms of conventional usage. To what extent might Rorty agree or disagree with such a diagnosis? Moreover, what place might be found or not found for the trans-conventional appreciation of conventions? In acts of judgment, concepts have to be transcended if we are to accept the Kantian-like insight ‘that judgment is between, within or through concepts’ entered into through comparisons and ensuing meta-forms of appreciation (and transformational retreatment). On par with my dictum that the existential is an appreciation of the relatively non-existential and not the existential we could say, that the trans-conventional treatment of the conventional is possible and the conventional treatment of the trans-conventional is also possible, but that the conventional treatment of the conventional and the trans-conventional treatment of the trans-conventional are just not possible (as things stand, given that, e.g., the conventional treatment of the conventional must be the non-conventional or the meta-conventional, or, even the trans-conventional, etc.). That out of these first four possibilities with only those two left standing we might simplify things a little further by comprehending that only a ‘relationship between the conventional and the trans-conventional’ actually exists, but, where a preference for the latter orientation preferentially promotes a more mutual form of relational preference.
 Invoking, in effect, the observation that ‘that which should be preferenced should be preferenced and that which should not be preferences should not be preferenced’, and, ‘that the emergent, non-reductive surpluses of a relationship should be relatively preferenced and not the relatively more material constituents of that same relationship’. That, in effect, upon the pro-relational emergence of relational experience we would find phenomenal-phenomenological ‘grounds’ for entertaining a relative preference for such deontological oriented experiences. In essence as a form of judgment, as a form of resolution, a potential de-anomalization of the problematic central to the devolvement of our current narrative, asking ‘how should we stand, make a stand in this world-of-life?’ Of course, we might hypothetically run with such a complex proposition and then feel the need to ask, ‘how is the instantiation of this preferential form of resolution possible?’ (142)
           Through the timely intervention of a suitable transcendental suspension… (143)
6. Provisional Conclusions, Comments and Observations

The construction of this essay could be summed up in the following formula: From epistemic humility… to ethical humanity… to existential honesty… the detailed formulation of a pragmatic anti-representationalism as refracted through the auspices of the transcendental suspension.!!! (144)

To conclude, in proffering a provisional conclusion, let me highlight some of the principal arguments involved in the articulation of this formula or motto. Obviously, central to my overall argument are the many roles played by the ‘transcendental suspension’ (as read through this lens of an ‘extensive suspension’). Let me briefly summarize those aspects or facets focused upon in these two essays, and, in the process, set out to also detail the nature and scope of a viable pragmatic anti-representational. (145)

My interpretation of the Husserlian transcendental suspension is not a reinterpretation as might be proposed in a close reading of Husserl, as enacted by a critical commentator or interpreter, but, rather a creative, innovative re-reading that is more a matter of re-interpretation that has slowly evolved over a long period of time in an ongoing economy of re(-)interpretation. (146)

Earlier in this Part II, I very briefly noted how the extensive suspension, conveniently equated with the coded expression of a ‘transcendental suspension’, was being structured in order to account for a number of key considerations. Those considerations concerned, first, the nature of economies constituted in a trimodal format (that I have argued elsewhere mirrored an archetypal economy and which all other economies can be found forms of co-associated alignment which, in turn, gave me philosophical grounds for productive forms of economic complexification in which parallel economic moments could comment on one another both correlatively within and between economies).
 (147)

In the concept of the extensive suspension I deal with the suspensions at the center of any economy per se, read as ‘the overall transcendental suspension’;
 the epistemological-existential fact that with a suspension we get the automatic invocation of a simultaneous and opposite suspension or ‘de-suspension’ that frees us from the eternal embrace of such potential psychic paralysis; whilst the extensive overlay sets us up to enter into a process of causal enaction through an effective collapse of the intentional-causal distinction (that then allows us to causally intervene in the course of our relationships, hopefully, from an existentially oriented, pro-relational perspective). (148)

The intent behind this edifice of the extensive suspension is to account for a number of different functions that I believe can be re-organized and re-instituted through the auspices of this complex suspension. I.e., e.g., interrogation and a host of other forms of economic activity. Then, the need to escape the suspension in and through the invocation of the de-suspensional process which, first, can also establish our potentially radical, existential confrontation with the concrete, historical specificity of lived-experience, through living-experience,
 and, second, reinforce or de-reinforce a semblance of preferential/de-preferential treatment that can then manifest in six distinctive forms of an ordered analysis, and expression of such, as well as finding their integration within an overall ordered scheme.
 (149)

So, rather than go through a more detailed explication of the functional structures envisaged in the exercise of this complex suspension, instead, let me demonstrate the practical utility of this device (that I believe needs to be central to the philosophical prospect of a pragmatic anti-representationalism, and, indeed, by extension, as central to all modes of life be they philosophical or otherwise; whether that central form of practice is to be exercised either advertently and/or inadvertently, given its inescapable role in all forms of economic performance). (150)

Therefore, we must take up the promise of this demonstration and enquire, first,  how epistemic humility is to be instituted; second, how apposite ethical decisiveness can be instantiated, hopefully, with a relatively existential complexion; and, third, how we might outline the relevant details needed in order to inaugurate this form of philosophical re(-)positioning  designated as a ‘pragmatic anti-representationalism’?
 (151)

Just how is epistemic humility instituted? Through the advertent or inadvertent invocation of a transcendental suspension. So, the next question, becomes, how is this relatively unbiased level playing field put into operation? Or, more technically, how is it the case that either ontological and/or epistemological commitments, expressed globally or locally, expressed in either general, particular and/or specific terms of reference, can be bracketed, put out of action, rendered as mere imputations operating on a first level of either theoretical deployment, practical employment and/or critical re-deployment? Or, more precisely, just how does the overall transcendental suspension operate through the auspices of any economy, say, an interrogative economy, and, thereby, effectively establish this sense and semblance of a de-ontologicalization and de-epistemologicalization (of those imputational structural-functions being placed under the ‘transcendental appreciation’ of such ‘transcendental review’)? Noting, that by the use of this expression of ‘transcendental’ it is meant here to be understood only as a ‘trans-intentional, trans-cognitive, pro-relational, judgmental sense of deployment, etc.’ I.e., as experientially reviewed in a trans-conceptual form, and format, as it would be delivered through its co-associated act of judgment
). (152)

Where, therefore, in the formal utilization of this interrogative economy can we account for the automatic institution of this ‘epistemic humility’ defined as a ‘suspended bracketing of both ontological and epistemological commitments’? (153)

At the rhetorical level of the dis-conjunctive suspension of the ‘either/or’ we find the equal weighting of alternative solutions to that act of questioning should such alternatives critically apply in that interrogated situation (or where, instead, we must either critically rule out that act of questioning as defectively formulated or where we might need to radically supply some additional form of responsive reply along more radical lines of responsive functioning
). To some extent we have made a start by at least giving equal weighting to the implied resolutions as being supplied through those alternatives being proposed. (154)

Similarly, in a first reply, we find the conjunctive suspension of the metaphorical ‘like’, as cashed out as both ‘like and not like’, to perform a similar function, albeit along more qualified lines. (155)


However, at the level of the apparitional suspension, even though we can leave off, in an act of definitive resolution, along more literal lines, we can perceive the persistence of a full instantiation of epistemic humility as being put in place as long as that interrogational economy is neither definitively resolved (and brought to a state of definitive resolution) nor terminated through an act of intentional fiat. The ‘as if’ read as a continual ‘as if, as if, as if…’
 rendered imputations, effectively and permanently, as long as the overall economy persists whether seen as the economy of the overall transcendental suspension or as an interrogative economy, or some other economy or set of parallel economies (sustained through correlativity and complexification, etc.). Or, in effect, we can read this apparitional suspension along the lines that it is ‘as if we are both operating at the level of imputations on a first level of deployment, etc., and not on a second level of deployment, etc.’! Hence the invaluable institution of epistemic deployment is fundamentally important as a basis for the suitable delivery of acts of intentional resolution including suitably definitive acts of ethical resolution even if such responses be ever regarded as provisionally suggested, to be enacted as tentative responses we hope have the requisite existentially oriented complexion, and cautiously fulfill the ethical demands for intervention as required from that situational perspective in question. Let me now explore this topic of interventional instantiation from an ethically oriented (pro-relational) perspective. (156)

In a pragmatic philosophy, or any other form of philosophical appreciation, etc., just how do we move from the ‘grey’ territory of epistemic humility to the potentially required ‘black and white’ demands of a seemingly responsible ethical responsiveness? I.e., how do move from making no decisions other than ‘to make no decisive act of resolution’ to ‘the metaphorical flipping a coin’, so to speak, in order to enact some form of ethical response, be that through some form of commission, omission or deferral, and, be that in either passive, active and/or (existentially) engaged terms of reference? (157)

It is at this stage in the explication of the extensive suspension (transcendental suspension) that we must move beyond the overall transcendental suspension operating in each and every economy, hopefully being suitably enacted, where we now need to introduce the role of the de-suspensional economy in the extended suspension, as an overlay upon the former economy of the overall transcendental suspension) as a pre-condition for the enactive potential of the causal dimension as entailed in the extensive suspension. Let me clarify the functional role of these three levels in epistemological organization:

Diagrammatical Representation of the Extensive Suspension (Transcendental Susp.)

Extensive Suspension = Economy of Causal Enaction

…………………………………………………………..
Extended Suspension = Economy of De-Suspension

…………………………………………………………..
Tripartite Economy = Economy of the Overall Transcendental Suspension
 (158)

Now, the role of the de-suspension, primarily, is to release us from the eternal paralysis and permanent entrapment that, otherwise, would have been found within the performance of the overall transcendental suspension (at the center of the economy in question). That the former suspension automatically invokes this economy of the de-suspension which then, hypothetically, may or may not put us in a position of intervening either non-passively and/or in an engaged manner within the situatedness of that relational economy co-associated with the economy being entered into in, i.e., as an interrogative economy, etc. E.g., I am walking past an interesting café and ask myself ‘should I get a coffee, and, perhaps get one here at this café?’ This posing of an ‘either/or’ puts me in an interrogative economy. How do I resolve this question? Well, the simple solutions are already entailed in the question as either a ‘yes’, or ‘no’ or ‘maybe at some other time’. From a position of epistemic humility, an act of resolution is most likely going to counter such a balanced look at this process of questioning. With a ‘yes’, I permit myself to enter this café, but, with a ‘no’, I reluctantly walk past for whatever reasons I have mustered in blocking this positive response (because I currently have no money with me, am in a hurry to get to a certain place, will make a coffee when I get home which should be very soon, etc.). (159)

In effect, in using this scheme, I am suggesting that a resolution of the interrogative economy is to be arrived at through either making some form of a decision or by just terminating its entertainment through an act of intentional fiat. I am also suggesting that some form of resolution is inevitable given the overlaid role of the de-suspension. But given a reinstitution of the overall transcendental suspension, and its effective coincidence with an interrogative-economy, such cogitation can be extended until we allow the de-suspension to institute the virtual parameters of the response that is then either permitted or non-permitted, or where we are helplessly bound up in the ensuing response where those virtual parameters are now rendered in and through a non-virtual format in a non-virtual form. So, e.g., I could see myself as needing a rest, having walked for a long period of time, and, as desiring a coffee, perhaps needing something to eat, and, so, I now overrule all prior decisions not to have a coffee, until I get home where I will make one, and, instead, enter this café as just encountered… (160)

Given this scheme, how then might we envisage the definitive realization of this process of resolution (not entered into through the termination of an act of intentional fiat, or, more likely, through a non-act of ‘intentional distraction’)? By letting the impact of the de-suspension act as a termination of that process should we find some form of ‘agreement’ with that act of determination. I.e., e.g., by not re-questioning the realized form of that response; perhaps by either finding that we fully agree with that outcome and so permit its enaction, or, by accepting that ensuing decision being made through such resolution, but, equally, not permitting ourselves to oversee our enacting that still bracketed form of a resolution. By such means entering into forms of resolution, expressed as choices, that are then virtually re-enacted and, therein and thereafter, non-virtually acted upon accordingly through such ‘resolutely’ realized enaction.
 (161)

By such modeling, paralleling, in a sense, the collapse of the wave function in quantum mechanics. However, a better analogy might be the initial cocking of a gun (in the extended suspension) and then deciding to either completely pull the trigger or not put that trigger, so to speak (in an extensive suspension). (162)

Hence this transformational-transition from epistemic humility to enacting a definitive response, be that either non-ethical or ethical in orientation. In effect, making little distinction in this regard between performing an intentional act and an intentionally performing an ethical act (whist recognizing that a trans-intentional element of judgment is also in play). I would argue that ensuing the pre-establishment of a requisite form of epistemic humility better assists us in entering into a responsible process of decision making, hopefully fully pre-informed, whether our ensuing responsiveness be either non-ethical and/or ethical in orientation. (163)

Now, we must ask ‘just how does a transcendental suspension, as an extensive suspension, assist in the inauguration of the philosophical re(-)positioning instrumental in the viable formation of a ‘pragmatic anti-representationalism’?’ In effect, asking the implicit question, ‘how do we give detail to the apparent nature and functioning of a viable pragmatic anti-representationalism that is not just defined by what it isn’t, by what it critiques, but, more importantly, finds a detailization of just what is entailed along more positive lines as we might expect to find to be found expressed through its inauguration and persistent utilization. Preferably, as that suitably applied with a relatively existential complexion as supplied from a suitably determined existential perspective. I.e., finding a productive existential resonance through an informed attunement with the phenomenal-phenomenological nature of the situation in question, etc. (164)

Obviously, in and through the institution of an epistemic humility,
 as established through the suitable exercise of a transcendental suspension, we already find the stage set for the inauguration of a pragmatic anti-representationalism. By working only with representative imputations on a first level of deployment, etc., entertained with a neutralization of all prior forms of ontological and epistemological commitment, as relatively unwanted psychic baggage, we are now in a (transcendental) position to operate with those imputations as presented on just this first level of deployment, etc. In this purification of economic behaviours, we are now in a position to proceed with the exercise of those economies, albeit from this position of economic reservation, i.e., subjecting such imputed functional-content within the auspices of this first level and oversee that they do not stray, through such economic transgression, on to a second level of deployment, etc. Therefore, this granted, we are thus allowed, e.g., to run an ordered economy, etc., as long as we do not transgress such limited terms of reference. Hence our ability to run considerations of semantic correspondence (within and between elements in our mapping of distinctive, particular forms of phenomenal-phenomenological experience; appreciate aesthetical, integrative and motivational objectives; deliberated upon deontological considerations; entertain pragmatic considerations; determine considerations of possibility (through a delineation of potentiality, probability and potency); and, also articulate those factual determinations that find a seal of assent in their contexts of origination. I.e., observe, respectively, the operations as pertain to our six orders beginning with the first, etc.). In other words, everything we think we can do, but cannot perform, on a second level of representative imputation, instead, can be both thought and performed when entertained entirely on that first level of deployment, etc! (165)

Just what are the ramifications of this act of ‘remediation’ or ‘purification’ or ‘rehabilitation’ of imputational behaviours? (166)

A pragmatic anti-representationalism is dependent upon a suitably exercised epistemic neutrality in order to inaugurate and preserve that semblance of ‘anti-representationalism’. As I have argued, such ‘humility’ is instituted through the auspices of the transcendental suspension (as refracted through my heuristic treatment of the extensive suspension in order to maintain a full ongoing bracketing of both ontological and epistemological commitments [be they exercised through over-commitment, conventional levels of commitment and/or under-commitment {the latter entered into through processes of relativistic treatment}]). From the inauguration of this point of view as entailed in such ongoing philosophical re(-)positioning the imputation of any form of either ontological and/or epistemological commitment of any degree is seen as a form of mistreatment wherein, in accordance with my understanding, representative imputations on a first level are improperly over-extended on to a second level of theoretical deployment, etc.
 However, be that as it may, how are we to account for this addition of a ‘pragmatic’ appellation? (167)

In this economy of ongoing philosophical re(-)positioning what is ‘pragmatic’ in orientation
 could be tentatively defined as ‘that which both expedites and maintains an anti-representationalistic stance’ and ‘that which further contributes to a practical resolution of narrational anomalies as refracted through this critical, and potentially radical, style of philosophical economy’. In the light of this provisional definition, formulated in these two parts, let me explore how both aspects might be hypothetically achieved? (168)

‘Narrational anomalies’ are the imputed drivers of all forms of narration. I.e., in a philosophical format that would be either the passive observance of philosophical problems or the active observance of process of potential problematization. Either way, such anomalies are identified as needing to find suitable forms of resolution. As noted in this essay, forms of resolution can present themselves in the collapse of the philosophical economy, hopefully, in a form that definitively resolves such anomalous interpretations (although, as noted elsewhere, many narrations seek to maintain their status as ‘ongoing narrations’ through the exercise of ‘modified or qualified forms of resolution’). (169)

Understanding the type of economy in question is insightful, but, how an economy either ceases to function or is transformationally re-directed can also be as equally insightful.
 (170)

As an analogy, we could say that the transcendental suspension in some sense creates a point of bifurcation capable of chaotically heading us off in one of three directions, namely, an analytical division through non-virtual bifurcation, a process of emergence that arises through some reconstituted form of non-reductive synthesis, or, the mere replication of what was already in place as if nothing need currently change, which, I suspect, is the probable course for most of our decision making (if only through the perpetuation of convenient forms of habit). However, these three possibilities, realized chaotically, can also present a relatively radical tenor as well. Maybe, under some circumstances, to merely keep doing what we have already been doing could well be seen as ‘radical’ in some circumstances. E.g., when people insist on remonstrating when it is well-known to them, and those around them, that authorities have drawn a line under such behaviours, etc. I am reluctant to suggest it, but, we might cautiously suggest that such points of chaotic bifurcation are comparable to a sort of ‘quantum computer’ that discharges a certain response in either the coherent maintenance and/or the non-coherent collapse of the so-called wave function, which, in this instance either has a sense of a definite resolution spelt out through the end result of either multiple, ‘simultaneous’ calculations formed under coherence and/or their discharge of some definitive-like sense of a resolution realized through and issuing forth from that point of bifurcation.
 (171)

In the same vein, we can also note that relational states have a certain essential holism circulating about their ‘orbit’ so to speak. One person remonstrates with a crowd of people, and everyone sees it as ‘an act of remonstration’. So, similarly, some people hold up a piece paper with the words in capital letters spelling out, in the local language, ‘NO WAR’. But, the public have been told that ‘there is no war’, and to suggest otherwise you could be imprisoned for many years… but, if there is no war, then, why would they want to arrest you in the first place? A bizarre tension between the spoken and that not spoken, that for some people should not be that left unspoken, but, where most people ‘know’ some things, currently, for them, are better left unspoken, and so on. The formation of certain genres of behaviour become new memes, through a ‘radical’ adaptation of older memes, and we then find people who are just holding up pieces of blank paper and who also get arrested. Or, just a book titled in English War and Peace. It takes no leap of imagination to suppose that if people were to then put their hands up in the air ‘as if they were holding a piece of paper’ that they, too, would also find themselves arrested. It would make for an interesting charge sheet… just how would they read the representative imputation of such a ‘virtual piece of paper with or without virtual writing’ without admitting what was really being said through such obviously intended combinations of both actions and non-actions (in the cultural context of such recent patterns of memetic behaviours)? (172)

I have discussed, elsewhere, this ‘essential, holistic complexion’ of relationships, and its being revealed as an understood ‘revelation’ in transformational behaviour though the re-direction of their chaotic points of bifurcation under the headings of passive ‘ambit’, dynamic or active ‘remit’ and their (negated) union in a form of an engaged ‘composite’. We might assemble and integrate all three facets as being collected under the relational, holistic concept of an economic ‘orbit’. That chaotic perturbations in this sense and semblance of an orbit occur and are to be revealed through these points of bifurcation. That, similarly, intentional decision making and the making of ethical choices, in effect, source the same phenomenon of a ‘chaotic discharge’ when epistemic humility treated as an effective form of epistemic neutrality loses that neutrality in the definitive formation of a certain intentional directedness which I should not need to point out is the very sine qua non of the intentional state itself. Furthermore, we could argue that this essential flavor realized through such chaotic responses is also expressed through a form of essential holism just as an in the example of an individual act of remonstration that is immediately understood, socially, as an ‘act of remonstration’; even if this is only expressed in the mere ‘holding up of a blank piece of paper’ or even the mimed suggestion of an ‘imaginary piece of paper being held up’. That sometimes the ‘unspoken’, the ‘unwritten’, that ‘which is not said’… can be more powerful than what is said… given that it may well not even need to be said in order for that message to be pointed out (when rhetorically set up through some form of culturally pre-understood memetic dissemination with co-associated revolutionary consequences that are also being so overtly intended and understood as such). (173)

Interestingly, we can also note that this holistic nature of the relational state, in both its constitution and experience, as indicated when discharged through acts of intentional re-direction (which, in essence, totally characterizes the intentional nature of the intention economy, namely, as a product of chaotic re-direction), therefore, can also metaphorically ‘spill out’ and ‘spillover’ to then  ‘ripple’ across a cultural context if that culture is receptively primed to understand such memetic dissemination. That it is against this type of backdrop we might wish to also visit and review the ‘pragmatic holism’ being explored by Rorty in such ideas of ‘conversation’, finding ‘justification through consensus’, and other similar ideas..?
 (174)

As argued in this essay, the imposition and exercise of a transcendental suspension can contribute to overseeing the suitable discharge of both aspects of this double definition. First, a transcendental suspension will oversee the neutralization of representative imputations and preserve their suitable confinement within a first level of deployment, etc. Second, a transcendental suspension will also observe the automatic de-suspension of the overall transcendental economy with ensuing forms of resolution, be they either definitive or partial, and, either intermittent or ongoing in their temporal characterization. Furthermore, from the perspective of the extensive suspension, this extended suspension (exercised through the de-suspension) will either be automatically enacted without our full discernment or find a form of enaction that is permitted in some form or other, i.e., as a form of resolution discharged through permitted forms of either commission, omission and/or deferral (and where the latter could be either relatively temporary or permanent). It is to be hoped that if such reflections are well-formulated, well-informed, and well-expedited through this economy of the transcendental suspension, i.e., the extensive suspension, then we would hope that such patterns of ensuing resolution would be sufficiently pragmatic in both senses of this provisional definition, i.e., both discharged in a neutral format and in a manner that finds resolution in a pragmatic form.
 (175)


Hence this observation, that the institution of the transcendental suspension can oversee both epistemic humility (epistemic neutralization) and pragmatically oriented forms of resolution (by virtue of operating upon a less distorted, pro-relational interpretation of the apparent situatedness in question should those ‘reflections’ be well-formulated, well-informed and well-expedited). (176)

To conclude, let me explore two further observations, namely, the co-associated expedition of an existential re(-)orientation, and, what might be entailed in the ‘simulation of a simulation’ conducted through the auspices of a detailed explication of a pragmatic anti-representationalism? (177)


I would also like to argue that the institution of the ongoing transcendental suspension also promotes the instantiation of a progressive, pro-relational, existential orientation. A state of affairs that oversees processes of resolution that are more productive of an enrichment in e/valuational formation, be that through either the creation, preservation, and/or conservational expansion of such re-e/valuational re(-)enrichment. Let me briefly explain. (178)


Through emergence an ‘existential surplus, as an ‘existential excess’, can be observed either passively, actively, and/or, preferably, through forms of engaged existentially oriented interaction. As a maxim, I have noted ‘that we should relatively preference that which should be preferenced, and, what should not be relatively preferenced should not be relatively preferenced’.
 To this end, a relative preference can be afforded to ‘wholes’ over ‘parts’, and, to ‘relationships’ over the ‘participants’ whether they be either ‘actors’ (subjects or organizations) and/or ‘acters’ (objects or object states). This qualified preferential treatment is pro-relational in orientation, and v.v. In a similar vein we can note the parallel maxim ‘that existentialization is of the relatively non-existential and not the relatively existential, and, de-existentialization is of the relative existential and not the relatively non-existential’. Moreover, such re(-)e/valuation should be perceived as a process that is economic, and, that through the promotion of a transcendental suspension this sense and semblance of the existential is likewise induced. Indeed, through economic correlativity, if but one aspect or facet of the economic is sufficiently established then the rest of that co-associated economy is likewise automatically established. Hence, the intimate connection between the transcendental suspension, pragmatic forms of ensuing resolution, the ensuing instantiation of a more overt expression of an appositely attuned existential re(-)orientation, the positive and apposite re(-)enrichment of that economy, and so on… (179)

Thus, it follows. that the expanded institution of a transcendental suspension is conducive of epistemic neutrality, pragmatic forms of resolution that, hopefully, will also take on an increasing existential and ethical orientation! (180)


Phenomenologically, simulations (in an iterative economy) are understood to be retained through iterative processes that mix past (retention), present (attention) and future (protention) in the form of an ongoing process of simulation. Otherwise, such intentional productivity would never be able to ‘rise’ (in epistemological organization) to the level of our conscious awareness. Moreover, I have also explored simulations (through simulative iteration) in the textual economy as falling under the so-called third dialectical moment of the (non-systematic) existential.
 (181)

But, simulations (transformationally re)treated as ‘ (textual) simulations of simulations’ will also imply that such constructs are also not just ‘simulations per se’ being, more correctly, ‘non-simulations’ or ‘meta-simulations’ (acting as ‘trans-simulational’ in orientation). I.e., working on the formula that the ‘x of x is not-x’, being ‘non-x’ or ‘meta-x’. Just as, e.g., the ‘heat of heat’ is ‘not hot’ being ‘temperature’. How are we to interpret this seemingly sudden change in tack? (182)


We have here the insight that suggests, through the direct nature of relational-interaction, that we are directly in contact within that relationship in question with whomsoever or whatsoever we stand in such a direct relationship with by virtue of being in a direct relationship with the existential, concrete specificity of that relationship in its uniquely experience historicity. Hence ‘living-experience’ where the ‘epistemological and ontological’ are directly overlaid upon the self-reflective nature of trans-intentional-intentional experience which we might translate as ‘experience experiencing experience’. Hence this insight that in the extensive suspension the relationship between the intentional and the causal can be collapsed with our direct causal involvement in this world at large, therein and thereafter, as ensues through such transformation retreatment of intent, etc. Our appreciation of such involvement characterizes the nature of our inescapable interventions within this overall world-of-life. Hence, even if we were to merely participate in the passive observance of this relational dimension we are still directly intervening in that relationship despite this passivity in our intentional performance along those lines, etc. Hence such reluctance in our getting involved in the machinations of a relational context must be dismissed by our acceptance that direct involvement is inescapable whatever its performative complexion. (183)

One of my themes in this essay has been the exploring of the ethical practice of ‘remonstration’ as one way of approaching and probing the ethical decisiveness of a pragmatic anti-representationalism, or any other form of philosophical positioning for that matter. From epistemic humility, such a pragmatist must be able to move on to a form of re(-)positioning that decisively demonstrates their ethical humanity which would not be evident if they were to merely extend such epistemic neutrality to their also taking up some non-committed form of ethical neutrality. It is one thing to try to have no bias, but, another matter entirely to have no ethical opinions whatsoever! Such a proponent, I am sure, would feel quite confident in remonstrating with any unreconstructed representationalist given their perception of their opponent as possessing a philosophical style in positioning that is both logically and morally bankrupt. There is neither the pregiven nor the to-be-given to be found in any form of human endeavour, so, no such appeals could or should be voiced… be that either to the imputed material nature of our embodiment or to the immaterial nature of some imputed semblance of divine agency or authority that could never reveal its ‘self’, or ‘themselves’, and so on, in and through the impossible exercise of such forms of expression. Whether one is religious or not is not the point, what cannot be meaningfully engaged cannot be engaged, and, therefore, ‘cannot be there for us’ and, consequently, ‘we need not be there for it’! (184)

However, all relationships are ‘two-way’, otherwise, without such implicit reciprocity there could be no relationship in evidence. So, in this regard, the non-pragmatic anti-representationalist
 could equally remonstrate with the pragmatic anti-representationalist by insisting that they, too, need to demonstrate that they can muster a viable ethical decisiveness as we, both individually and collectively, make our passage through this world at large in and through this cultural space of ‘the other’. Especially given that our aspirational objectives must also be thoroughly arbitrated, to some mutual degree, through this ‘world of the other’ in order for each and every one of us to both suffer and enjoy those freedoms that can found through such ensuing complex forms of an arbitrated, interactive reciprocity? (185)

Can such a philosopher successfully rise to this challenge? I believe so, indeed, I would also argue that in their moving on from a basic position of ‘epistemic humility’ they can then discern an ‘ethical humanity’ that is not subverted and distorted by the imposition of impossible forms of incomprehensible nonsense all too often used as vehicles for the persistence of cultural prejudices through their insistence on over-committed forms of adherence, and so on. Sadly, at the expense of such cultures, themselves, and their healthy, open, innovative, productive interactions with other cultures where all representatives should have the responsible role of acting as potential ambassadors. (186)

But, I would like to go one step further and argue that this basis of epistemic humility and neutrality is also a necessary precondition for running a transcendental suspension that, then, can give us our ‘transcendental access’ to an ‘existential domain’ entailed in a pro-relational attitude to be experienced in the very psychic ‘representation’ of our relationships that is not founded or grounded on impossible, non-relational states that could not even be interacted with in the first place. That not only are we then able to clearly delineate the sharing of an ethical humanity but the ‘immersion’ in an existential engagement that must transparently reveal, as well, an ‘existential honesty’ to those relational participants and before those relational participants who similarly share in this existential openness to be found in that relationship, and all existentially entered into relationships. Such an existentially oriented attitude is also tempered and qualified by our recognition of our simultaneous finitude, our unfulfilled sense of our personal histories, our faults and flaws, in an exhibition of the imperfections to be found in our full humanity, and so on. But, lest you think that this anti-representationalist has gone over to the other side, understand that by ‘transcendental’ is simply meant ‘our ability to transcend conceptual thinking in the trans-cognitive functions of judgment that can be better supervised if exercised through the (extensive) suspension, as the (enactive) suspension of that (extended) suspension as delivered through the de-suspension, and so on’. (187)

This existential alignment with our representative appreciation of our relationships is not some form of an impossible alignment between, say, appearances and a so-called reality, but, an alignment relationally self-engineered economically within the simulation of our relationships themselves. Moreover, through the emergent formation of an economic surplus, a psychic energy is invested and realized in the formation of our relationships that can also ‘spill over’ into how we live out our relationships in this cultural world of the other… (188)

Interestingly, given the ‘simulation of the simulation’ is how texts come to life in our readings of this world and in our writings upon the ‘face’ of that same world it should be no surprise then to realize that ‘simulated-simulations’ are also ‘not-simulations’, being perceived and experienced as ‘non-simulations’ or ‘meta-simulations’… with a full force of its being-experienced that is never just ‘presented’ as that being merely ‘represented’, but, also, as that which will be re-directed and, thereby, ‘re-presented’ with an existential sense of discovery that, at time, can also appear to have us radically re-positioned. But, please, make of that insight what you will… (189)

When trees again become these trees, 
And mountains, those mountains once more…


When stumbling wounds from humble rocks 
Are washed, and feel no longer sore….
 (190)

That armed with such insights, we can now venture forth with the overall understanding that from the institution of epistemic neutrality we can now decisively and sensitively instantiate an ethical responsiveness in the midst of the inauguration of a rehabilitation of our conventionally conducted representative imputations by confining them to a first level in their transformational operations knowing as well that, in this positive nihilism, we do so through their simultaneous relative existential re(-)enrichment. Knowing, furthermore, that we can accomplish all this through an existentially oriented appreciation of our relational responsibility… to be met…
           through the timely intervention of a suitable transcendental suspension..! (191)







      Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 16.4.22.
Appendix A: How Can We Defend Richard Rorty (in His Own Words) from the 

Charges of Both Irrationalism and Relativism?

I do not believe these charges apply to Rorty, and, so, in this regard, there is no prima facie case to be made. Rather, how might we defend him, using his own words, from those that have or are inclined to charge him with these philosophical defects of both ‘irrationalism’ and ‘relativism’. (192)

Rorty vigorously argued against philosophers, who he quite rightly saw, as attempting the impossible task of ‘doing impossible things’. So, in this regard, it is such misguided philosophers who should be charged with ‘irrationalism’! I.e., those philosophers who will continue to insist on pursuing traditional philosophical forms of representationalism, correspondence, coherence, realism, idealism, empiricism, materialism, dualism, and so on and so forth… (192)
 
As for the charge of relativism, I believe that my re-interpretation of a ‘pragmatic anti-representationalism’ would immediately put an end to the levelling of such a misplaced appellation (as a ‘relativist’) through this bracketing of such representative constructions. However, using Rorty’s own explanations and rebuttals, how might I organize this defense, on his own terms, rather than through the lens of my defense of ‘an existentially oriented pragmatic anti-representationalism’? (193)
Miscellaneous ideas to be collated and linked and expanded:


The act of interpretation as taking place in an economy of re(-)interpretation with pre-critical interpretation, critical reinterpretation and radical re-interpretation. But, therefore, not able to be just interpretative or reinterpretative or re-interpretative. However, the overall tenor of the re(-)interpretation lends its denomination as either interpretative or reinterpretative, etc.


The metaphorical analogy of a complex set of interlinked mathematical equation with infinities that need to be obviated, circumvented or renormalized in such a way that they do not contaminate the ensuing conclusions of those equations. The classical use of philosophical representation needs to be treated similarly.


The idea of ‘conversation’ as not just a mere conversation but symbolic of a ‘mode of life’ that ‘reflects’ the value of that ‘way of life’.


Edification as a form of creative constructiveness that through innovation incrementally is improved in its powers that cannot be reduced merely to conversation per se. Hence ‘edification’ (M p. 360)


Edification as ‘poetic’. (M p. 360) Implicating the incremental and potentially radical nature of innovation. 

Exploring this creative aspect as empowering.

Comparison to the connotations between ‘house’ and ‘home’. The nature of home improvements. Cite the analogical example that ‘the Chinese peasants in this agricultural region are doing well as most of the farmers have now built a second story on their farm house’. I.e., we can construct arguments that show how this proposition is most probably true and that even the Chinese farmers themselves see things in this manner. Which is good enough as far as a process of conversation goes. That at the end of the day we have all these language-constructions whose co-associated truths are inbuilt into the argument without reference to some ‘objectivity’ that might illegitimately rule in or out such constructive and edifying perceptions.


Or, as noted in my essay, we can do anything and everything we could previously do with our simulations except those manoeuvres and their attendant attitudes that should rightly be deemed as impossible, fraudulent, etc. ‘Asks’ that are impossible and just not needed. Dividing commitments into the ‘possible’ and the ‘impossible’ and the latter into the ‘over-committed’ (as indicative of absolutisms) and the ‘under-committed’ (as indicative of relativisms). An ‘others’ as just improperly constructed
In other words, everything we think we can do, but cannot perform, on a second level of representative imputation, instead, can be both thought and performed when entertained entirely on that first level of deployment, etc! [165]) (mmm)


Or, what is illegitimate is illegitimate and what is legitimate remains legitimate! 

(xxx)


To be continued…

� 	This was one of the reoccurring obsessions of one of my patients that the world would be blasted by a supernova explosion… but, as noted, if it were to happen, we would hardly be in an embodied form to be aware of its occurrence as it radically reconstituted the nature of this once hospitable planet. I would counsel this patient that it was not very likely (but also overlooked the fact that if it were to occur, we would not be in a position to realize what had happened. That this problem, for these reasons, was not a problem we need worry about).


� 	In this respect I am reminded of my Sanskrit teacher, Brian Parker, quipping that ‘I should read the text in front of me and not something else’.


� 	As per Wikipedia.


� 	Refer to Pursuit, III.6D. A ‘pseudo-psychosis’ has ‘the hallmarks of a localized psychosis coinciding with those fixed beliefs regardless of whether those beliefs are true or false, be that either in part or in whole’. Moreover, the localized nature of this psychosis also has the effect of distorting perception of interpretation refracted through the closed nature of this ‘prism’ rendering such ensuing restrictions of insightfulness more as a psychic ‘prison’ in which such restraints further obstruct the adoption and adaptation of relevant processes of cultural-intercultural re(-)alignment that might well have been made should this impediment of the rigidity of such over-commitment had not been persisted with.


� 	Ibid.


� 	I.e., forms of apparent self-perception jointly exercised both in individual and collective terms of reference. E.g., I see myself as a ‘visual perceiver’, and, as a ‘sole person perceiving such forms of perception along with all other concurrent forms of non-self-perception and self-apperception’, etc.


� 	On the other hand, we could also argue that over-lapping strands of truth determination could positively reinforce such co-associated forms of judgment (from the positive confluence of those strands that reinforce such conformal dispositions in mutual truth determination).


� 	‘Conformal’ as the ‘positive confluence of either confirmation and/or verification, etc.’


� 	I.e., the inexhaustibility of both individual and overlapping perspectival grounds.


� 	In effect, referencing work done, e.g., in my second volume of the set of recent essays collectively titled: The Pursuit of Philosophy as a Discipline.


� 	That such perfected knowledge is never something that can be completely ascertained in any form (although, admittedly, not something we would normally need to be worried about). Just as our parents could have been ‘Russian spies only known to themselves and few operatives acting as their handlers, etc., over the active or inactive years of their service to a foreign power’). An actual possibility for the children of one family as has been recounted in a previous essay. Refer to Pursuit, III.12A.130-148.


� 	Namely, in either a positive and negative sense (where context should determine which sense is being referred to). In a positive sense I am invoking an equation between this expression and the trans-intentional/trans-cognitive, judgmental appreciation, a pro-relational domain of the relatively existential in orientation, etc. In a negative sense I am channelling a Kantian perspective on the transcendentally necessary conditions for x to be x-like, etc. E.g., in this regard I would add that a certain life-world, say, of the elderly or the indigenous, or of politicians or academics, etc., is a life-world to be found incorporated within the cultural-intercultural domain of the relevant political-economic life-world as found within an all-encompassing sense and semblance of the ‘overall life-world’ whose transcendental necessity of constitution is to be explored, separately, under the rubric of the ‘Life-World/World-of-Life’. As noted, I rarely use this second sense.


� 	These three tiers of structural-functions, related to acts of suspension incorporated within an extensive suspension, might be better understood as, first, asking a question; second, the de-suspending of the overall transcendental suspension that allows us to escape the former and return to the systematic sense of the existential, and, third, setting up our permission to enact processes of intentional re(-)direction within the domain of the causal; i.e., which we could abbreviate as – ‘economy (in question), escape (back to the world) and enaction (in the world)’.


� 	With the understanding in the referential frame of a transformational retreatment that there is an overall correlativity between phenomenological-hermeneutical correlativity, etc., i.e., a preservation of a co-associated isomorphic transformational invariance within that economy in question (and between other forms of co-associated economic complexifications, interrelated economies, etc.).


� 	Refer to paragraphs 100, 132. Also refer to Part I, Pursuit, III.2W.110-111, ff. 26.


� 	By ‘conformal transformation’ is meant ‘the reiteration of a process of truth determination that either observes the validity of a prior conformal state of truth determination or emends it accordingly through ensuing such re-treatment (where this process of emendation assumes that presuppositional positionings, themselves, are not found to be in need of such deeper emendation)’.


� 	Hence ‘reading, rereading and re-reading’; with an ongoing ‘re(-)reading’ being an economic reading of all three economic moments. 


� 	I.e., both metaphorically or figuratively, and on many occasions, literally.


� 	Not to be confused with the next level of the ‘extensive suspension’.


� 	Implied here is a series of dialectical arguments. E.g., this dialectical straddling is between both difference and similarity. ‘Without similarity there could be no difference (within the relativity of the same), without difference there could be no similarity (as that envisaged between the relatively dissimilar)’. To even think we can entertain the relatively impossible (as that which is absolutistically different or similar) is ‘mindless’ in this sense of that expression!


� 	As noted in Part I. Refer to Pursuit, III.2W.2 and 15 (where it is labelled a non-philosophical, ‘vulgar pragmatism’).


� 	I am primarily using D. C. Lau, Confucius: The Analects, 1979, with multiple reprints. However, I have also emended occasional words in this translation using other translations as will be noted in the footnotes (in order to exhibit in a language that is more clear the points I am trying to be made through the citation of these verses). Note I have changed all names into Pinyin using Simon Leys’ translation for purposes of consistency.


� 	Simon Leys; The Analects of Confucius; has ‘fled’ for ‘leaving him’. By ‘him’ is understood the tyrant of Zhouxin, last king of the Shang (or Yin) Dynasty. The three benevolent men referred to, respectively, are an older step brother of this tyrant, and the latter two were his uncles. In the note to the translation with a copywrite by Robert Eno; The Analects of Confucius: An Online Teaching Translation; additional information is given, namely, that the first uncle finding his remonstrances useless, feigned madness and became a palace slave. That the second uncle was disemboweled as penalty for his advice.


� 	‘Benevolent’ or ‘humanity’ (ren).


� 	Simon Leys translates ‘furled’ as ‘rolled up within his heart’. A note by Robert Eno adds ‘seems to picture the exemplary man rolling up the dao (tao) itself, to conceal and protect it within his jacket’.


� 	Hence the doctrine of the rectification of names (chung) where the social import of names should be suitably observed in accordance with their social significance. E.g., XIII.3, 4, 6.


� 	At least recognizing that some principles have a greater priority over others. As, e.g., when Confucius preferences family members covering up for the crimes of other family members, but, at least remonstrating with them. Refer to XIII.18, IX.3.


� 	We can also note a further complication by the person in question also needing to note the relevant demands of implicated rituals or rites that must also add a certain aesthetic dimension to such proceedings. But, even here, Confucius can exhibit a rather pragmatic approach to such customs. E.g., note verse IX.3 in this regard.


� 	Refer to IV.15. ‘The way of the Master consists in doing one’s best and in using oneself as a measure to gauge others’. Simon Leys translates this injunction as, ‘Loyalty and reciprocity, and that’s all’.


� 	The Analects has some good advice for someone like President Putin: The Master said, ‘To send the common people to war untrained is to throw them away.’ (XIII.30) In this regard, when the Russian public understand that fact, they may not be so well-disposed towards this war criminal (being the prime person ‘responsible’ for unleashing this ‘illegal war of aggression’ and lying about his ‘not using conscripts’).


� 	In a trans-cognitively ordered economy, e/valuational formation is primarily viewed as deontological (in a third trans-cognitive order) and secondarily as pragmatical (in a fourth trans-cognitive order) and aesthetical (in a second trans-cognitive order). Hence the grounds for my observation that if a person contemplates an equality between the deontological and the pragmatical (say in a court of law) the former is usually chosen in the making of a response (by a jury, e.g.). Or, that, for some people, a deontological input has a much greater weight in ethical decision making (that is quite capable of motivating such a person to override more expedient forms of calculation).


� 	I have argued elsewhere that rather than pursue a reluctance to actively intervene in the re-directing the course of an ethically oriented trajectory we are intervening whether we do so passively or actively, hopefully, in a pro-relational manner that is existentially engaged. I.e., that we are already intervening regardless of whether we do so passively or actively, and, whether such interventions are existentially oriented or not so existentially engaged. That, in effect, commission, omission, and deferral are all acts of intervention whether we like to think that or not. That understood, it then behoves us to exercise our ‘interventions’ in as existential manner as we can organize (be such ‘cooperation’ mutually exercised through arbitrated processes of either ‘co-operation’ and/or ‘co-option’).


� 	Either fortunately and/or unfortunately, depending on your current perspective, all disciplinarians have to be engaged and, in doing so, we must hope for profitable and mutual forms of engagement even if that aspiration my barely transpire. Effectively, a form of remonstration that might be as effective as ‘trying to grow seeds of rice on the surface of the water in a paddy field’. Of course, in remonstrating we must be open, in turn, to remonstration from the other (which is a more practical way of demonstrating this necessary basis of epistemic humility as preparatory to the exercise of a well-informed, well-performed transcendental suspension).


� 	Where the ‘noematic’ parallels the first intentional sense of the Object(ive) and the ‘noetic’ parallels the second intentional sense of ‘intent’. 


� 	Our meta-textual genres of behaviour already represent an intersubjective dimension, as indicated through the social orientation of language, and, therein, the intersubjectivity of those same genres be those genres relatively linguistically oriented (in our use of languages) or non-linguistically oriented (in our exercise of all other patterns of behaviour).


� 	I.e., say in a technical language that is either pro-phenomenal-phenomenological, pro-hermeneutical and/or pro-existential in complexion those description, prescription and/or proscription that appear to reflect the nature of that experience being philosophically scrutinized and technically translated.


� 	In effect, economically expanding the argument against the impossibility of a purely private language to also include this objective dimension as well as the co-constitution of a private-public continuum. 


� 	Refer to Pursuit, III.2V


� 	With a deliberate allusion to François Laruelle; A Biography of Ordinary Man: On Authorities and Minorities.


� 	The economic manoeuvres that entail pre-critical, hermeneutical pre-treatment; critical, phenomenal-phenomenological treatment; and potentially radical, existentially oriented re-treatment.


� 	E.g., refer to Part I, Pursuit, III.2W.72-76;121. Noting also that such inputs are also mediated through conventional forms of arbitration that also need to be recognized in our philosophical treatment of those conventional imputations in question along with the re(-)consideration of their ensuing critical-radical modes of re(-)interpretation.


� 	That, given my explication of the interrogative economy, we have to accept that an element of pictorial representation must exist alongside rhetorical tropes and the simulations of the non-textual dimension. However, through the collective suspension of the overall transcendental suspension, etc., such facets in the production of significance are somewhat left behind. Hence the ongoing realization of this ensuing pragmatic anti-representationalism that details a positive nihilism, and v.v., along with its existential ramifications as we directly interact in this world at large through our intersections of living-experience that must also overlap with one another.


� 	As noted in the previous essay, Part I, that the aspirational economy (inserted within an arbitrational economy) is an ordered economy primarily oriented between a ‘realistic’ treatment of facts (sixth trans-cognitive order), the idealistic ascertainment of a desired aspirational objective (second trans-cognitive order of the aesthetic), and the means for the pragmatic delivery of that aspirational goal (through a fourth trans-cognitive order of the pragmatic). Refer to Pursuit, III.2W.138-143 (Appendix B).


� 	I.e., theoretically, practically and critically. The ‘critical’ noting both critical forms of non-chaotically organized, incremental re-direction and relatively radical forms of a ‘turning around’ through chaotically organized forms of non-incremental re-direction.


� 	Given that the persistence of intentional processes is phenomenologically entered into through processes of intentional protention (hermeneutically oriented rhetoric), retention (phenomenologically oriented metaphor) and reiteration of attention (of existentially oriented simulations) respectively, it follows that no questions could be asked without recourse to such interactive economic contributions. I.e., heuristical devices are metaphorical, etc., and, limited accordingly.


� 	Technically, being divided up between relative, general hermeneutical investigations; relative, particular, phenomenal-phenomenological analyses; and, relative, specific existential examinations (in a mix of systematic and non-systematic orientations [where the latter coincide with the so-called third economic moment of the existential, and, the former applies to a more overall instantiation of an existential complexion]);


� 	Measures that would note the (phenomenological) density (of the spectrum of modalities presented), the (existential) intensity (of such modal expressions), the (hermeneutical) propensity (for such rhetorical reiterations) as well as further considerations of salience, consilience, proximity; competence, etc.


� 	Richard Rorty; Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature; Princeton University Press, 1979 (1980 with corrections), p. 138-139.


� 	E.g., we could argue that an “image of an ‘image of an apple’” is a concept given that it is not an image, or is a non-image or a meta-image, whilst, at the same time, still being related to ‘apples/appleness’. Then, in reverse, we could say that the “concept of a ‘concept of an apple’” is either a super-concept like the concept of ‘a piece of fruit’, or, is an image of an apple given the deconstruction of the conceptual-construction of an apple to reveal the ‘simulated image-construction of an apple’. In all of this a transformational process is proposed wherein a certain invariant transformational isomorphic-ness is conserved in at least in a metaphorical ‘mapping’ of semantic terms of reference.


� 	Preserving the positive sense of the ‘transcendental’ as ‘trans-intentional in its revealing intentional structural-functions or constitution’, i.e., as ‘trans-cognitive, judgmental, pro-relational, existential in orientation, etc.’ A negative Kantian-like sense of the transcendental being employed to point out the range of transcendental possibility that pertains to our experience of a distinctive type of phenomenological construct, etc.’ E.g., that within the distinction of taste, saltiness and sweetness have a distinctive range of taste sensations that generally do not overlap in their being experienced even if both salt and sugar were to be used in the making of, say, a specific soup.


� 	Their historical ‘persistence’ is indicative of some form of value formation that must be existential in orientation to some extent. In this regard, I am not arguing that all such prior forms of practice are equally valid or invalid, or useful or less useful, in this respect. That our ‘autopsies’ need to be both even-handed and clear-eyed.


� 	Pursuit, III.2W.1, etc.


� 	The perceptive reader would recognize that I am suggesting the utilization of an ordered form of analysis (given that the following orders are being referred to, namely, third, fourth, second, fifth, sixth and first respectively).


� 	Although ‘net worth’ or ‘cash value’ is meant in a metaphorical and pragmatic sense there may well be occasions when determinations of patterns of re-direction in behaviour, and policy formation, that may well be decided on a more pecuniary basis. 


� 	E.g., policy debates over substantial pre-child education where research has consistently shown the considerable emergent value of such investment that would be expected given their implementation, yet, despite such overwhelming evidence political inertia in many countries still remains a considerable obstacle to overcome in what must eventually be the inevitable establishment of such forward looking policies. Refer to my essay Pursuit, III.5A. 


� 	Pursuit, III.2W.4.


� 	E.g., Pierce, James, Dewey, etc.


� 	E.g., Rorty, Brandom, etc. Perhaps also Putnam, Quine and Habermas?


� 	E.g., Hacking, Fine, Misak, etc. E.g., Misak considers it characteristic of New Pragmatists to think that “standards of objectivity come into being and evolve over time, but that being historically situated in this way does not detract from their objectivity” but, at the same time, that it is with a great difficulty as to where to draw a philosophical line in this regard. Notre Dame Philosophical Reviews: Cheryl Misak (ed.); New Pragmatists; Oxford University Press, 2007. Link: � HYPERLINK "https://ndpr.nd.edu/reviews/new-pragmatists/" �https://ndpr.nd.edu/reviews/new-pragmatists/�  


� 	It might be obvious to some people that I am also invoking or alluding to certain interpretative possibilities in Buddhist studies. E.g., as to how we might go about reading Madhymaka and Yogacara philosophers along with further development of their sorts of ideas as found expressed in later Buddhist and Tantric texts along with later Tibetan writings. Suffice to say that this idea of treating representative imputations on a first level can be seen as the ‘trans-conventional treatment of conventional ideas’ where the latter have taken up a somewhat ‘fraudulent existence’ when we attempt to misread them in their own right on a second level of conventional imputation. That we can do away with neither the trans-conventional nor the conventional as in my treatment of the existential given that the ‘existential’ is the ‘existential treatment of the relatively non-existential’, etc. Thence the necessity for the co-existence of both parties through this dialectic of distinctions versus accommodation and, hopefully. their productive ‘spiritual’ union through various forms of existential transformation that positively re(-)e/valuate the lived-situatedness in question. Or, where the very limits (of pragmatic and practical intelligibility) placed of one of these aspect are the very same limits placed on the other party, and v.v..? Of course, the question that would most likely be next asked is ‘in what textual formula is the exercise of a transcendental suspension to be found in such texts?’ I have argued in my Thesis, e.g., that in the Perfection of Wisdom literature, forms of disvaluation can accomplish that same role. However, another route that seems to achieve the same end can be found in the close reading of the dialectical logic being employed, say, by someone like either Nagarjuna or Vasubandhu. The former thoroughly takes a bimodal logic to its logical limits and, in the process, exposes the impossible pretensions of its conventional imputations from that trans-conventional perspective. Whereas, Vasubandhu, e.g., appears to be exploring the similar limits of a trimodal logic in order to arrive at a similar end? I.e., our freedom from such ‘cultural conspiracies’ through such mistreatment of the conventional, and, our freedom from being addicted to such impossibilia being misappropriated in the midst of such mistreatment, etc. Moreover, we should not overlook the fact that the central doctrine of emptiness plays a similar role to this concept of the transcendental suspension (extensive suspension).


� 	Refer to paragraphs 15-26. The diagram in paragraph 20-21 offering an essential summary of its structural-functionings as more fully depicted in the diagram found in paragraph 19.


� 	Which is not equivalent to this coded expression of ‘transcendental suspension’ (echoing Husserl) where the latter is equated with the ‘extensive suspension’ instead.


� 	In a Hegelian-like re-take on a Kantian-like perspective (whose atemporal and ahistorical domain is the critical functions established through deconstruction under the auspices of the critical moment of treatment [which then contribute a relatively atemporal and an ahistorical reading of the existential being met through the so-called third moment of the non-systematic existential moment, and, where a dynamic balance of all moments create a relatively more overall, systematic sense and semblance of the extensive suspension under an overall existential complexion]).


� 	Finding forms of constructive accommodation just as, e.g., an architect of a bridge can appeal to the conventional apparatus, rules and regulations, briefs and contracts, etc., co-associated with the third order of the deontological, the fourth order of the pragmatical, and, hopefully, the second order of the aesthetical (whilst also finding a form of integration under an overall sense and semblance of the systematic existential as to be fostered in an existentially oriented enrichment of living-experience).


� 	Giving us, in effect, the three sub-headings of ‘institution’ (of epistemic neutrality, paragraphs 152-156), ‘instantiation’ (of trans-intentional-intentional resolution, paragraphs 157-163), and ‘inauguration’ (of an ongoing philosophical re(-)positioning of a pragmatic representationalism, paragraphs 164-to the end of this essay).


� 	In mathematical terms we might model this through scrutinizing the equation ‘2 + 2 = 4’. We could, e.g., consider the first part or half of this equation, i.e., ‘2 + 2’ as the sequential steps intentionally needed to incrementally prepare an act of judgment which, then, at some point, spontaneously, i.e., non-incrementally, delivers its judgment in the form of ‘4’. We could then note that this ‘4’ is more correctly delivered as a ‘meta-4 ‘or ‘41’ whose positive truth determination is established if the answer is then ‘4’ is to be confirmed in the object language. Conventionally, this answer is already pre-established through the rules of the mathematical system as already pre-understood in this respect which can be re-invoked if necessary (as a form of either a judgmental determination and/or as a mechanism for error correction, say, in more complex equations). In a radical way of re-seeing things, we might either change the rules in question or supply a new frame of reference.


� 	A ‘defective question’ implies a ‘question that either cannot be asked or cannot be resolved’. E.g., ‘is the wife of the bachelor, we can see over there, named ‘Rose’ or ‘Rosemary’?’ is a question that cannot be asked or rather should not have been asked as it stands (and falls). E.g., the question ‘what is last digit of pi expressed as the fraction 22/7? In a decimal notation this cannot be answered even though this question is semantically well-formulated. In a contrast, ‘what is the tenth decimal digit of pi’ can be answered. Hence this distinction, here, between resolutions that are closed and end-pointed, or, open and endlessly-unpointed (where in a process of computation the ensuing act of computation is either ended, or, endlessly unstoppable or endlessly self-recurring. In this regard, we should also note that these distinctions can be ‘artefacts of the referential system’ being invoked since 22/7 in modulus 7 is definitively end-pointed and neither non-endless nor endlessly self-recurring). Therefore, we could propose the following maxim: All problems have solutions even if that solution is only a non-solution’. Hence the implication of a definitive set of resolutions or the meta-resolution that there can be no resolution other than the cessation of that act of questioning.


� 	Or we could read it as an ‘as if (nominative)’ is an ‘as if (verbal function)’ is as if a predicational or relational transformation (to be read as either an accusative, or instrumental, dative, etc.), etc. Or, as noted, more formally, as ‘if only an imputation on a first level of deployment, etc., and not as if an imputation on a second level of deployment’, etc.


� 	Note that all economies are trimodal in both their imputed constitution and their ‘constitution’ as economically represented. E.g., the economy of the de-suspension would consist of the suspension = the overall transcendental suspension plus the de-suspension plus a dynamic (and negated) balance of the former. That in the extensive suspension, I am basically arguing that a suspended combination of the intentional-causal is disrupted to release (either advertently ‘permitted’ and/or where we are inadvertently ‘subjected’ to) the enaction/s of the causal contribution in this type of ‘suspension’ delivered by ‘resolution’ or ‘disruption’ or ‘collapse’ of the extensive suspension. That this device of the extensive suspension, etc., is to be treated as just ‘heuristical’, as a ‘complex metaphor’ that, hopefully, exhibits emergent forms of e/valuation that can effectively establish its pragmatic utility.


� 	I use the technical expression ‘enaction’ to signify a definitive intentional decision to either act, not act, or defer a final act of decision making’.


� 	Where ‘epistemic humility’ can be seen as an ‘epistemic neutrality’ given the ongoing suspension of both ontological and epistemological inputs when exercised as commitments, etc.


� 	In technical language we can expand to this say such ‘unsuitable treatment’ is ‘the designated mistreatment of representative imputations through improper phenomenal-phenomenological deployment, inappropriate hermeneutical employment, and inapposite existential re-deployment’.


� 	Obliquely referencing the fact that the philosophical appreciation of the aspirational economy, e.g., needs philosophical inputs that are not just pragmatic in orientation but also realistic and idealistic in orientation, perhaps ordered in complexion, as well as hopefully being expressed through the viable overlay of an existentially oriented frame of reference in a harmonic resonance with the primary relationship whose emplacement is productively discharged through requisite forms of economic alignment that oversee suitable transformational forms of embodiment, embeddedness and embankment, etc.


� 	Indeed, an in depth understanding of the nature of the economy in question must be half the battle, and, how from such a position of epistemic neutralization we should find ourselves in a better position to find a form of resolution that remains relatively neutral, is pragmatically practicable, is either critical and/or radical in its transformational retreatment and, hopefully, finds an existential orientation in its inescapable devolvement through ensuing forms of intervention. I would also like to argue that we have another way of understanding the expedition of an ordered analysis by noting in what ordered aspect a relationship should find some form of definitive resolution or partial resolution. So, e.g., falling on phenomenological, hermeneutical or existential orientations would give us, respectively, first, third and firth orders (as already belonging to the intentional economy, e.g., etc.), and falling between the phenomenological and existential orientations, the between existential and the hermeneutical orientations, and, between the hermeneutical and the phenomenological orientations would give us, respectively, the second, fourth and sixth orders (as already belong to the aspirational economy, e.g., etc.).


� 	I will tentatively suggest that bifurcations that are ‘emitted’ as bifurcations are phenomenological and predicationally oriented, whereas, emergent processes hermeneutically emerge as ‘currents’ that are synthetical and relational in orientation. That, a process that merely reinforces the chaotic processes already in play is nominative and existential (in a non-systematic existential sense, i.e., as the so-called ‘third moment’ along with its relative non-systematic sense of standing vis-à-vis the overall existential sense of the emplaced relationship in question. But, the net consequential effect of the existential tends towards entailing a more systematically oriented sense of the relatively ‘systematic’ qua economic sphere being invoked).


� 	Refer to Appendix A.


� 	That we might define as ‘pragmatic’ in one or more of the following senses, e.g., ‘effective’, ‘economical’, ‘efficacious’, ‘efficient’, ‘expedient’, ‘expeditious’, ‘elegant’, ‘engaging’, etc.


� 	Technically, as defined by myself, preference is tenseless, but, when it is conducted in the past it is done so through prioritization, in the present through privilege, and, in the future through promotion.


� 	I use the expression ‘existential’ in two senses although they are both intimately intertwined in living-experience. First, as the so-called third moment of the archetypal economy, and, second, as the tenor of the overall complexion of a relationship as realized through the ensuing overall thematization of such economic correlativity given this semblance of an increasing existential re(-)enrichment.


� 	This expression is ambiguous and could mean either a “non-‘pragmatic’ anti-representationalist” or a “non-‘pragamtic anti-representationalist’.”Both readings are possible but that former is more meant.


� 	My poetical take on the apocryphal answer of a Zen koan. I am suggesting that we are directly embodied in an economic sense of the world at large that is concrete and has an existential specificity to be experienced in and through its lived-historicity that need not be (mis)treated through additional processes of either projective or injective imputation, reification or hypostatization, etc. That in stumbling over low rocks upon the ground we are also reminded that we are embodied and that we need to harmonically live in an attunement with this world at large in a joint, mutual recognition, as well, of both our embeddedness and embankment in this same overall world-of-life.





