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2Y. The Pragmatic Prospect? Part III: 

The Interpretation of Interpretation..??
Re(-)Approaching
 a Pre-Critical Re(-)Appreciation of this Topic*
Preamble…


This essay, Part III, is a continuation of an exploration of the pragmatic prospect, i.e., that aspect of the philosophical prospect, or mode of life or life-world, dealing with pragmatically oriented short-term projects and longer-term programs of philosophers working within the philosophical discipline, be they acting as either professionals or amateurs. Although, the following claim is not directly made in this series of essays concerned with this pragmatic prospect, I would hold that the pragmatic prospect should coincide entirely, more or less, with the philosophical prospect within the philosophical discipline when both critically and radically construed from an anti-representational perspective that is also both existentially oriented and representative of a positive nihilism. Arguing that such positioning, effectively, is pragmatically oriented through the ramifications of having taken on a pro-relational existential stance. Given that philosophical discourse is closely interlinked with interpretation, like all disciplines, in this essay I will further explore how the interpretative economy is enmeshed with economies concerned with imputations and enacting patterns of transformation hopefully of a beneficial nature, i.e., those with a pragmatically expedient character. Needless to say, other economies are also enmeshed, e.g., textual, narrational, judgmental, disciplinary and sub-disciplinary economies, etc., e.g., with respect to the latter we must include hermeneutical, phenomenological, existential sub-disciplines, and so on. Given, in my opinion, that the philosophical economy can be treated as one portion that is hermeneutical (interpretation), one portion that is phenomenological (semantics), and one portion that is existential (e/valuational formation). Now, all that said, the primary problematic of this essay is to economically explore, both individually and collectively, how processes of interpretation, imputation, and transformation(al retreatment), as heuristic devices, can be profitably paralleled through economic complexification and overseen to positively contribute to the viable, pragmatic complexion of the philosophical discipline when suitably explicated. The primary objective of this essay being the latter, namely, an attempt to proffer a set of valid arguments that demonstrate the nature of the philosophical economy is, and should be, pragmatic (as well as collectively utilizing an anti-representationalism, a positive nihilism, and a productive existentialism able to enrich the course of our lives and mutually enlarge the overall semblance of a freedom that can only be exercised through the world of the other)… (i)

Or, in other words, I will be comparatively exploring the economics of interpretation, imputation, and transformation, and, delineating how they positively contribute to a pragmatic reading of the philosophical discipline. (ii)
*    
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0. Pre-Introduction and Introduction

As just noted, one of my primary objectives in Part III is to proffer an overall heuristical device for critically and radically re(-)interpreting the pragmatic prospect, and, by such means, have it act as a commentary, e.g., on those important ideas as proposed, say, by Richard Rorty, et al. I will do this by radically re(-)framing ideas of interpretation, imputation and transformation (as collectively needed to implement an existential pragmatics as a viable form of philosophical positioning in order to suitably oversee the beneficially re(-)self-organized re(-)engineering
 of social interactions of ourselves with one another in the mutual pursuit of a positive amplification of human freedoms). (0)

In a short section I will recap the previous two essays in this self-contained series on this topic of pragmatism (within Volume III of this collection of essays titled: The Pursuit of Philosophy as a Discipline) that will supply a certain ‘moral’ or ‘line of attack’ that contributes various ‘points’ or ‘insights’ into the linear delineation of the intent behind the construction of this essay. (1)

I will then reintroduce the idea of the ‘economic’ and outline what is meant by my use of the expression ‘heuristic’. (2)

Exploring, in turn, as heuristic devices, the economics of interpretation, imputation, and transformation (with the latter as previously explored under the rubric of ‘transformational retreatment’). At the same time, this exploration will be conducted within the liberating confines of a narrational economy. (3)


Then, I will explore how these three economies can be profitably interrelated through economic complexification, narration, etc., to arrive at a pragmatic philosophy that is able to comment on the type of pragmatism seemingly being articulated by the philosopher Richard Rorty, et al. Indeed, as a way of reconstituting the philosophical discipline that is anti-representational, existential, positively nihilistic, and, has an overall complexion that is ‘pragmatic’ without rewriting this discipline as just the promotion of a ‘mere pragmatism’ (and, thereby, writing it off as an exercise in ‘mere expediency’). (4)


Concluding this disquisition with an outline of the ramifications flowing on from a pragmatic re(-)appreciation of the ‘conventional’ within the embrace of the philosophical discipline that truly sets out to be both ‘critical’ and ‘radical’ whilst beginning from and returning back to the pre-critical world of ‘that which is to hand’ alone to be taken up by the seriously committed ‘philosopher’, namely, this much misunderstood secular world of the ‘natural’, or ‘mundane’, from which there can be no impossible forms of imaginary escape! Finding, instead, an amplification of a pragmatic freedom that frees us from fictitious forms of the philosophical imagination that can only obstruct the ongoing refinement of a working clarity of vision to be progressively realized solely through our topically focused conversations with others… as ever an ‘introductory work in progress’… (5)

1. Part I and Part II: A Brief Recapitulation

It annoys me no end, especially in the highly focused, derivative expositions, say, of an analytical philosophy, where the discipline of philosophy, itself, is traduced and rendered as not much more than a linguistic game played out on a superficial field of disquisition that has no subtlety, no depth, not a skerrick of dialectical nuance. All terms are defined to mean exactly what they are made to mean and where evident limitations to such playfulness are just not productively attended to. However, we should realize that all presentations, as phenomenologically articulated, are hermeneutically represented in the contexts of their situatedness, which, in turn, are also contextualized. Then all shifts in meaning, and so on, are transformations with a certain past and a possibly different future. All such fabrications are expressed through a variety of overlapping narrations whose complexity of intent will always be a shifting mix of both overt and covert objectives with varying degrees of desired resolution and non-resolution to both compound and confound the dialectics of such processes of conversational expression..! (6)

On the other hand, it also equally annoys me to have to follow the convoluted encirclements of those unfocused exponents of discourse who having nothing to say, to add to our conversations other than a fancy repackaging of ideas when that type of conversation could well be more a critique of its raison d’être, when such reframing could become more the topic of discussion with a spinning off into new topics, albeit more as themes in variation, but, where at the very least, it is to be hoped, that those variations are novel and illuminating of new ways of talking about such non-trivial topics… as topics that should be both insightful and influential… as possessing pragmatic ramifications..! (7)

Between these metaphorical extremes of those ‘flat-earthers’ and the ‘cosmically entangled in some form of outer space’ we must also avoid a deceptive realm of discourse that has no common sense and has no truck with conventional forms of existence, and, as a result, quite equally, can have nothing to say of any worthwhile import given that it is the primary task of all disciplinary exponents to positively contribute to our being with other, and, in this regard, the ‘philosopher’, as a ‘pragmatic philosopher’ is also not exempt..! (8)

At the very center of each and every form of disciplinary activity resides considerations of interpretation. ‘Interpretation’ occurs in an ‘economics of interpretation’ where ‘we must navigate and negotiate terms of relative interpretation, relative reinterptation through the apparent application of forms of critical appreciation that, then, may or may not lead to relatively radical forms of overt ‘re-interpretation’.’ However, all three possibilities must be covertly present in this economy of interpretation for how otherwise could we both separate and accommodate these now apparent economic facets? Where the ‘interpretation of interpretation’ is ‘not interpretation’ but is a form of ‘non-interpretation’ or ‘meta-interpretation’, or, indeed, becomes a critically differentiated form of ‘reinterpretation’. Where, equally, the ‘reinterpretation of reinterpretation’ is not a mere process of reinterpretation, but, becomes more a differentiated process of meta-reinterpretation or ‘re-interpretation’, and so on. Hence the economic presence, in any process of interpretation, of these facets or orientations of ‘interpretation, reinterpretation and re-interpretation’. Critically, and radically when called upon ‘to be radical’, we need to both dialectically differentiate and accommodate such ‘unobtainable’ orientations in order to run an interpretative economy worthy of contributing to a well-constructed discourse as now being exercised within such a potentially well-conducted disciplinary economy. Such a simple observation is being made here. That there can be, solely within a discourse, neither interpretations nor reinterpretations nor re-interpretations! But, unfortunately, this philosophical observation is one that is barely recognized in either formal or informal terms of reference. So, if we are to badge ‘philosophical discourse’ as ‘interpretative’, as we must from a disciplinary perspective, then, at the very least, we need to radically re-see it as not just a playful exercise in just shallow processes of mere interpretation… but as an exercise that is dialectically engendered between these individually non-attainable polarities of interpretation, reinterpretation, and re-interpretation… and where the potentially productive findings to be discerned in that discursive situation in question will naturally gravitate to one or other of these forms of interpretative polarization. (9)

Throughout these first two essay various economies were introduced to profitably set up a philosophically enriched vision of the ‘economic’, that, then, commented upon how we might better read the philosophical complexities of a pragmatic prospect. They each had a certain series of ‘points’ or ‘insights’ or ‘morals’ to be derived from their introduction and exposition that would then give us a better ‘line of attack’ as to how we might philosophically re(-)formulate the pragmatic rules pertaining to the philosophical discipline. (10)

E.g., an implication to be drawn from the aspirational economy is the fact that the pragmatics of ‘how’ are needed in order to profitably link a realistically oriented understanding of where we are, as a ‘when and where’, with the idealistically oriented formulation of an aspirational ‘why’, as to where we seemingly which to aspire after. That, without the co-presence of all three contributions an aspirational economy just cannot operate with this important implication, namely, that the pragmatic view must accept the ongoing cooperation between these three non-ideological forms of realism, idealism and pragmatiism. That, similarly, in aspiring to be philosophically oriented, we cannot be just pragmatically disposed (through focusing only upon this functional, hermeneutically oriented contribution of ‘how’). (11) 

A number of economies were introduced. E.g., the intentional economy, the interrogative economy, the representational economy, and so on. (12)

In the intentional economy (formulated in cognitive terms of reference and overlooking the co-delivery of the ‘transcendental’, trans-cognitive nature of judgmental resolutions) I noted, first, intentional directedness towards the intentional object(tive); second, the more functional motivation of intentional intent; and, third, the necessary co-association of an intentional (and ‘transcendental’) subjectivity. Arguing, I must add, that the existentially directed orientation upon an engagement with such subjectivity, and its co-associated inter-subjectivity, opens us up to the insightfulness of an existential economy where we directly encounter, recognize and engage with our experience of the non-otherness of the other with whom we can only partially disengage through various non-existentially oriented strategies (and whose exploration would form a fruitful topic that, unfortunately, will not be directly discussed in this set of essays). One moral to be drawn is that intentional existence is fully situated in the very midst of our intentionally engaged conversations within this world of the other and not otherwise (as might be prompted by the short-sighted running of superficial arguments postulating the presence of an impossible diabolical skepticism, and so on and so forth)! (13)

An interrogative economy, central to the expedition of the philosophical prospect, as well as all forms of disciplinary behaviour, indeed, all forms of life, whether conventionally secular or professionally disciplined, noted the rhetorical nature of the question was to be met by the metaphorical nature of a first reply that might or might not then proceed to a more literal form of an apparitional second reply in which we formulate that deemed to be factual either as the confirmation of its factual form or as a confirmation of its negated form. ‘Is that John?’ becomes ‘that looks both like John or not like John’ to either then pin this down as ‘this is John’ or that it is the case that ‘this is not John’. In other words, to simply ask a question we cannot divorce ourselves from the rhetorical, the metaphorical, and the simulated nature of represented apparitions which, acting as imputations, will then find forms of either factual-like confirmation or disconfirmation, or, the temporary or permanent deferral of a decision that we just cannot currently decide or wish to decide, etc. Where all considerations of truth determination can be formulated in Tarskian semantic terms of reference without necessarily needing to explicate fully what evidentiary terms of reference are being suitably invoked over the course of such determinations. Of course, under more philosophically exacting considerations such issues would need to both critically and radically delineated but in terms that would necessarily need to surpass the confinement of a mere interrogative economy per se. In that regard, the mere asking of questions is not enough to answer them on the understanding that we cannot exercise a definitive separation between analytically oriented propositions and seemingly synthetically oriented statements (understanding that we can only reasonably, sensibly, and meaningfully operate
 between the absolutistically indubitable and the non-indubitable, and, most certainly cannot be thematized and resolved in such extremist and impossible terms of reference).  (14)

It was also argued that representations are impossible to extricate ourselves from if such devices were to be merely excluded from the disciplined form of discourse. The philosopher, like any disciplinary exponent, is dependent upon ‘what is to hand’, namely, those conventional forms of usage which cannot be formulated apart from all those relevant modes of representation entailed in such invocations. That in just asking a question the course of that instance of interrogation can not divorce itself from either the rhetorical, the metaphorical, or the simulated nature of the apparitional. Subsequently, and consequently, modes of representation are inescapably entailed in all forms of disciplinary research. However, this does not mean we have to exercise a simplistic representationalistic philosophy in which we are forever beholden to a representationalistic stance. It was in this context that I introduced the implicit concept of an ‘imputational economy’ in which imputations on a first level, suitably subjected to a transcendental suspension, i.e., an extensive suspension as defined, were allowed to stand as just phenomenological representations without being extrapolated beyond their presentational terms of reference. That when extrapolated beyond their presentational terms of reference we had imputations problematically occupying a second level of theoretical deployment, practical employment, and critical re-deployment. However, in this third essay, I wish to render and remould these two levels in an economic format by proposing the following extension over three levels, namely; first, as both fully suspended and non-extrapolated imputations; second, as both fully suspended and as extrapolated imputations; and, third, as both non-suspended and fully extrapolated imputations (with the latter finding a more recognizable coincidence as ‘expressions’ residing in a more conventional format). That, in effect, I am arguing for the interdependence of the three realms of the relatively radical, critical, and pre-critical respectively. But, let me merely introduce this revision at this point which will be soon explored later in this essay (when paralleling actual ‘interpretations’ with possible ‘transformations’ in the situational context of a ‘narrational economy’ that is already to hand). (15)

Over the course of these first two essays, I asked that a pragmatic prospect be able to operate from an anti-representational stance, that also takes on an existential complexion, is indicative of a positive nihilism, and, is truly representative of an ‘ethical pragmatism’ that could not be dismissed as merely some calculated form of expediency. I.e., that is merely set up to benefit one or more parties perhaps at the expense of one or more other parties. As a test, I proposed the concept of a pro-relational form of ‘remonstration’. That in applying this process of remonstration, either hypothetically or non-hypothetically, it was hoped that we might be able to better exhibit the full, pragmatic nature of that philosophy, in the evolving enrichment of our relationships, in such a manner that clearly demonstrated its deontological non-coincidence with such a form of pragmatic expediency. I.e., when a sensitively receptive form of an ethical response was suitably determined as being more existentially ‘called for’. At the same time, a response, equally, that neither downplays nor denigrate the practical ‘pragmatic’ side of our embodiment, embeddedness with others, and our embankment in this world at large.
 (16)
Hence the following formula or motto pronounced in this second essay…
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] (17)
… and where these three vital facets of pragmatic experience, in my estimation, were linked, as already noted, by the following refrain…
Through the timely intervention of a suitable transcendental suspension… (18)
2. The Dialectical Concepts of the ‘Economic’ and the ‘Heuristic Device’

I suspect that having arrived at this point in the third essay that I do not need to define the nature of the economic in its philosophical sense. However, lest there be any form of misunderstanding, let me at least articulate some of the presuppositions behind its ever-present iteration. (19)

First, pragmatically, in its broader sense, it works. (20) 

Then, second, as a heuristical device, it is capable of supplying much more value than that invested in the mere running of such a scheme, in the schematic modelling of its topic. (21)
Third, I would argue that it parallels how we actually think, at least metaphorically, philosophically, epistemologically... I.e., through a complex overlapping of hermeneutic fields, focusing on a phenomenal-phenomenological objective being simulated therein, and, that that the former are both experienced subjectively and existentially to a certain degree; where an existential complexion takes on an overt form of the relatively existential to that degree there is an identification with the relational situation in question from a pro-relational stance. Or, more bluntly put, but not to be too literally (mis)construed, that our relationships, through existential surpluses, have the apparent power to positively alter their own trajectories if not non-existentially interfered with. A position informed by the concurrence of the instantiation of a suitable transcendental suspension commensurate with the representative contours of that primary relationship. I.e., that those representative contours are suitably exemplified and duly balanced dynamically over the course of that relationship (as expression of the instantiation of that ‘extensive suspension’, aka as a ‘transcendental suspension’).
 (22)


Fourth, I would argue, effectively, that there can be no ultimate difference and separation between the epistemological and the ontological orientations in experience, and, that this intimate form of causal communion also needs to be closely attended to and balanced through the auspices of such a suspension. Indeed, as preparatory to the entailed resolution of all forms of interrogation and its ensuing trans-cognitive/trans-intentional delivery of judgment which is then pursued in and through a cognitively intentional format. (23)

That, the suitable delivery of truth determinations necessitates forms of appreciation that must be trans-intentional in their deliberations in order to proffer forms of insightful reflection in intentional terms of reference (in a format that also recognizes a Tarskian semantic approach
). That the necessity for such suspensions is economically based and expedited. Needless, to say, a plethora of other reasons could also be mustered to indicate the effective superiority of an economically oriented perspective, as expressed, e.g., through the utilization of economic forms of complexification, correlativity, simplification, induction, and so on. (24)

In effect, my explication of the ‘economic’ is the detailed exposition of a ‘heuristical device’. A disciplined strategy that operates as a form of metaphorical modelling that is rhetorically set up to deliver a form of value that can be apparitionally demonstrated, i.e., in experiential terms of reference, i.e., as insightful(ly simulated), predictive, appropriative, as enriching interpretative explanations, and so on. Indeed, as a pragmatic mechanism that delivers a comparatively much greater degree of e/valuative formation over that invested along those lines that would otherwise have taken a less disciplined, more conventional form of a strategic approach. (25)

We could, to some extent, refer to this use of a heuristic device as a type of catalyst that promotes a process of interpretative formation which, at the end of that transformational process, could well be dispensed with and then disposed of. On the other hand, given its economic re(-)construction of that interpretative frame of reference this putting to the side the heuristical device invoked is something rather more suspended that actually dispensed with. Furthermore, we should not statically regard it as a mere model, albeit functioning through economic re(-)modelling, but more as a series of illuminative strategies where the ramifications of such strategic re(-)thinking should be more concentrated upon rather than the transformational nature of those strategic steps themselves. To a great extent even language itself needs to be viewed as ‘heuristical’ in its mysterious operations, and, that this world as lived is heuristical all the way down so to speak. Of course, the more important point to be made is that ‘we do not live by reductive bread alone’ but through the emergent fruitfulness of our efforts’, different aspects of experience that should not be confused even thought they must be economic interrelated in their epistemological cooperation. (26)

Now, let me proceed to the ‘heart’ of the matter, or, at least, the ‘doorway’ through which we enter this essay, namely, the nature of interpretation, etc., at the ‘center’ of the disciplined enterprise… (27)

3a. The Interpretative Economy


The hermeneutic process of ‘interpretation’ is ‘the reading of a text(ual situation) that has been written’.
 Into such apparent simplicity is packed the complexity of the world as lived. Interpretation is central to the philosophical discipline, central to all disciplinary behaviour, and, is central to all intentional acts of living in this overall world-of-life. The world at large, itself, is seen as a potential text upon which non-virtual and virtual texts are imprinted through a rearrangement of the surface of this textualized world. So, e.g., I virtually think about writing a letter or sending an email (in virtual terms of reference), and, then, I go ahead and write that letter or send that email (in non-virtual terms of reference). Our imprinting a text upon the face of the world sees us differentiating the passivity of the world and our intentionally directed activity in rearranging the surface of that same semblance of a world at large. Hence this working distinction between the non-textual and the textual, and, the virtual semblance of a text (of a non-virtual text) and the process of the non-virtual realization of that intentionally deposited text arrived at through rearrangement of that which is relatively not textual. (28)

We have learnt to make this distinction between ‘that which is not directly a human artefact’ and ‘the understood formation of a human artefact in the form of a general text’. That such texts fall into either ‘classical texts with a co-associated message’ or just ‘non-classical artefacts of a relatively accidental intentional deposition’, and, an indeterminate realm in between where textual formations either happily or unhappily may well be read as belonging more to one camp or to the other.
 So, e.g., a photograph, as an intentional artefact, may or may not be contrived to send a so-called message and/or may or may not be read to have such a co-associated message when the intentions of its author or authors was either to have sent a message or to not have sent a message. That where the classical ends and where the non-classical begins, and v.v., can be a problem for both the hermeneut and non-hermeneut alike. (29)

Effectively, the discernment of a text is based upon the discernment of a textualize situation wherein the intentions of one or more persons has or have imprinted, advertently or inadvertently, upon the world a rearrangement of the surface of that so-called ‘natural world’ (that more correctly has been already quite radically reconfigured by the over-exuberant rampaging and ravaging of the proliferated designs of mankind
). Hence, this non-separable relationship between (the reading of our intentional focus upon) the presentation of an apparent textual situation and its meta-textually inscribed representation informed through the adoption and adaptation of a set of genres that are both hierarchically interrelated and sufficiently integrated gestalt-wise in order to oversee their discharge in that specific instance of textual rearrangement. Hence this apparent remeeting and rematching of text and meta-text in the apparent reconstruction of the apparent import of such textual reconfigurement of this overall life-world. But, how is such reconfigurement received in the living-expression of our lived-experience? (30)

Non-textually! This remerger of an apparent text (either with and/or without a message) with its apparent meta-text(ual environment) is emergently experienced in relatively ‘non-textual-like terms of reference’. Let me explain. (31)


When we read, e.g., a wonderful novel, it is as if it comes alive for us. A world is virtually (re)simulated into which we become absorbed. Moreover, through such ongoing ‘transparency’ we virtually enter the non-textual world of that resimulated text as if without effort. However, the moment a section of that classical text is no longer fully comprehended then to that same degree that text then takes on a relatively translucent complexion that could well appear as if quite opaque. We might meet a word whose meaning is not recognized or is quite unknown. Or, we might meet an expression that, unintentionally, or so it would see, appears to be quite ambivalent and we are left not knowing which sense to pursue. Or, the transmitted or received dissemination of that text might be quite problematic, be that the fault of the author or authors, or, from those that either disseminated and/or received that text (now both in question and still being questioned). (32)

This third dialectical moment, in my vision of the textual economy, as reconstructed here (as this heuristical device of the ‘textual economy’), imputes a simulated non-textual dimension, a relatively non-textual dimension of simulation. Why is it described as ‘relatively non-textual’ in its dialectical orientation? For a number of reasons, namely, in its contrast with the inscriptive nature of that textual situation under such review; that it is simulated and takes on a transparent-like phenomenal experience; that we become absorbed in such apparitional simulations (that through the inherent exercise of a transcendental suspension) take on a relatively non-intentional stance to that extent that we relatively cease ‘to think that we are actually reading’. In a contrast, the moment we start ‘to rethink that we are actually reading’ then to that same extent we then cease to be reading per se (as paradoxical as it might seem). Just as in those situations when a text ceases to take on that transparent-like tenor when, for whatever reason or reasons, we find some form of obstruction in the very midst of that act of reading that must also transcend the very intent ‘to read’ entailed in this state of affairs where I am reading this text more through an act of non-reading (since the moment ‘I think I am reading’ then to that same extent ‘I am not directly engaged in that overall act of reading per se’). We could also argue that without this experiential contrast, in the very act of reading, that we could not propose that we were reading in the first place since what would it no such contrast could be experienced? (33)

Whatever your current thoughts on this matter, for the sake of understanding the nature of the textual economy and the manner of its interpretation, as here being envisaged, at least hypothetically run with this textual economy as a ‘dynamic interrelationship between these three dialectical moments of textual presentation (of apparent intentional content), meta-textual representation (of genres), and, its non-textual reception (wherein we seem to re-experience the simulation of the apparent intent that impelled such imputations arrived at through our apparent reconstruction of the apparently intended formation of that textual situation in the first place)’. I.e., that the textual economy, as a heuristical device, is this envisaged interrelationship between these co-associated dimensions of the ‘text(ual), meta-text(ual) and non-text(ual)’. (34)

Such ‘apparently’ imprinted intentions are indirectly perceived and directly apperceived as having been executed with a certain intent, rightly or wrongly, that fell within a certain set of genres. I say ‘set’ because such genres are hierarchically mapped with respect to each other, and, have to be exercised with the necessary degree of integrated intentionally organized gestalt integrity to have been executed through such intentional resolution. So, e.g., I wish ‘to write a letter’ is a genre of activity that involves the genre of writing that invokes the sub-genre of letter-writing within the super-genre of moving my fingers across a surface (in order to use an implement that allows me to write). (35)

Therefore, it must be understood that genres of intentional behaviour are both written and/or read, be such processes conducted either together or separately (although it could be better argued that such behaviour must co-occur in the execution of an apparent act that is more oriented either towards an act of writing or an act of reading). (36)


Now, an act of apparent intentional understanding, in an act of reading, is traditionally understood as a ‘temporal process of encoding, dissemination of the same, reception, de-encoding and comprehension of that code’. However, a deeper understanding recognizes that such ‘mutual understanding only arises in that period of moments when an apparent alignment is established, either virtually and/or non-virtually, between such parties through a sufficient form of an existential excess that appears to guarantee such a mutual coincidence of intentional dispositions able to affirm such readings’.
 Such an experience is metaphorically experienced as a form of ‘textual transparency’. However, such a metaphor should not be over-read given that we are in no position to exercise such an indubitable claim (as might be put forward if we were to claim perfect transparency) nor have we the need to have such absolutistical forms of conformation
 just as all guarantees in lived-experience are equally limited for any variety of reasons and where such limitations do not stop us from accepting the relative worth of such co-associated textual promises. On the other hand, equally, there can be no grounds for absolutistical forms of non-comprehension since the hermeneutical recognition of a text(ual situation) qua text(ual situation) implies that a process of hermeneutic understanding has already begun.
 (37)

Obviously, our hermeneutical recognition of the phenomenal presentation of an apparent text means that in a textual economy we have already established this relationship between an apparent textual situation and its meta-textual determination of its apparent set of genres (as hierarchically formed in our semantic/syntactical mapping of our world as lived) needed in the perceived and apperceived writing and reading of that textual situation. (38)

This tripolar configuration of the textual economy now sets the stage for a parallel trimodal configuration of the ‘interpretative economy’, as the ‘economy of interpretation’ that I have divided up, respectively, between ‘interpretation, reinterpretation and re-interpretation’, namely, as an economy of ‘re(-)interpretation’. Through such parallels being envisaged between these two economies of the textual and the interpretative (in a process I have described as ‘economic complexification’) I am further setting the stage to review this ‘economy of re(-)interpretation’ as, first, the ‘hermeneutical reviewed representatively as the interpretation (to hand)’ meeting, second, the text as ‘the phenomenal-phenomenological presentation of a textual situation being reinterpreted’ that, third, then ‘meets the emergent formation of the existential simulation of the relatively non-textual as that which is being re-presented as the re-interpretation through the ensuing emergence of such apparitional simulation’. To illustrate this enriched vision, for convenience, I have depicted these two economies of the ‘textual’ and the ‘interpretative’ diagrammatically side by side (as intermediated by the philosophical economy of the hermeneutical, (phenomenal-)phenomenological, and the existential sub-disciplines):
Diagrammatic Paralleling of Philosophical, Textual & Re(-)Interpretational Econs.
Phenomenological

*
Hermeneutical

Existential

Text(ual Situation)




Reinterpretation

     *






*

Meta-Text

Non-Text

Interpretation      Re-Interpretation

…in reading this diagram we are meant to align the points of these triangles with the same orientation, e.g., ‘Hermeneutical’ - ‘Meta-Text’ - ‘Interpretation’,
 etc.
 (39)

I would argue for the value of such manoeuvres (such as, e.g., economic complexification, etc.) on the pragmatic grounds that they work – that the utilization of such devices, and their comparative meta-treatment, can further enrich our understanding. Hence this call, at least, for the tentative acceptance of their ‘hypothetical enactment’). (40)

From this process of economic enrichment, I am now in a position to explore the interpretative economy. But, first, to better introduce this topic, let me return to the problematic type of considerations raised in Part I in indirect reference to the so-called problem of the Chinese Room, namely, more specifically, on questioning the hypothetical possibility or impossibility of deciphering a dead language without some intermediating form of translation or ‘dictionary’, etc?
 (41)

In dealing with this type of problematic consideration I noted our non-economic ability to translate syntax into semantic comprehension (and v.v.). However, in an economically viable relationship both syntax and semantics are naturally interposable through economic correlativity. I.e., dialectically, a correlativity must exit between all trimodal poles in that economy (in the same manner that Husserl argued that there was a correlativity between the noetic and the noematic, i.e., between the intentional in its second sense of ‘intent’ and the intentional in its first sense of the intentional object(ive)’. So, obviously, if we are to decipher a so-called ‘dead language’ we must bring it economically ‘back to life’ so to speak. Of course, the easiest way to do this is by supplying either a well-constructed translation or supplying a sufficiently adequate dictionary (where the latter allows us to map textual content and then to infer the requisite functions that would seemingly supply an adequate interpretation). (42)

We could also argue that this process of interpretation gets off to an interrupted start if only, as per Gadamer, that we recognize the text as qua text deposited through some form of intentional agency. Unfortunately, such a start, in this instance, is an interrupted one since it is near impossible to proceed without this ability to map a pre-informed semantics on to an informed syntax, and v.v. Without an adequate translation or dictionary, or similar, how might we get around such an obstruction? Let me explore further this conundrum. (43)

As a first observation, we might note that an apparently living language, at least one that is found living for us, is one where the text(ual situation) qua text(ual situation) is economically enmeshed in the economics of our political-economy, in our vision of an overall life-world as brought to life for us in its political-economics. The textual traces of an apparent dead language, therefore, until it can be reread, remains, effectively, a disembodied language through its being a dis-embedded language. To remedy this situation we need, somehow, to re-relate its apparent syntactical functions to its semantic functions. To remake these connections, one would need to ask, ‘is there an indirect pathway to achieve the same type of connection/s that would have been realized through its parallelization with the imputed translation, e.g., matching the translation with the text as received through a matching of those syntactic elements being held in such perceived forms of juxtaposition?’  In venturing along these lines of attack how might we economically describe this process of ‘the inter-textual accommodation of apparent co-textually distinctive elements along with their ensuing transformations entered into over the course of unravelling of the apparent intent imputed as imprinted upon the original text currently being place under such scrutiny? (44)

First, let us note that the economy in question is attempting the re(-)construction of the syntactic-semantic-simulated correlativity imputed as being pre-established in the textual formation of that textual situation of this relatively disembodied or dis-embedded textual situation. Now, in attempting to resurrect a reading of that textual situation we recognize the impending difficulties already observed given that this form of scrutiny cannot currently be obtained through some form of a merely engineered internal textual analysis (as might have occurred with a well-formed translation or a well-constructed dictionary). (45)

Second, we accept the premise that we have a textual situation to hand that is adequately formed within its own original economic sphere of influence. (46)


Now, one thing an internal analysis could achieve is a codification of the apparent syntactic rules that appear to be present in that text when viewed from a statistical point of view, etc. (47)


Surmising that that textual situation was written by human hands and expresses human intent we might conjecture just what genres of behaviour operated in the cultural-intercultural space of that political-economy in question, and, more importantly, statistically conjecture what would have been more prominently focused upon by that political-economic culture. One might be able to form this preferentially constructed relational topography of genres by noting the range of artefacts of that culture, if to hand, and imputing in what apparent manner such artefact in their manufacture also appear to take on forms of relative prevalence versus relative non-prevalence. Tabulating such statistical frequencies (and perhaps also taking into account an adjustment for the perishability of some of those artefacts). (48)

Then, if luck is on our side, and we are met by an adequate sufficiency of statistical information both in our analysis of imputed syntactical rules and an adjusted inventory of types of artefact manufacture then we might be able to match the high reoccurrence of the former with the high reoccurrence of the latter, and v.v. Then, along with a number of other tentative conjectures, e.g., dealing with subjectivity, important events (like wars, etc.), and so on, we might then be able to go on to seemingly ‘read’ the significance of that textual situation hitherto found to be decidedly ‘opaque’, but, which is now, metaphorically, being rendered more ‘translucent’ so to speak. Seemingly revealing such intentional significance should the incorporation of such comparative conjectures find some form of an emergent surplus of e/valuational formation greater than that invested; where those ensuing re(-)appropriations are able to progressively demonstrate this amplified excess in apparent significance generation. Of course, such an approach is a big ask. However, such a possibility is predicated on the assumed actuality of an original economic correlativity between both the syntactical and the semantic and that together they induce the formation of a connected series of non-textual simulations able to re(-)simulate the apparent intent originally imprinted in such textual formation in the first place. (49)

Now, I have attempted to go down this seemingly impossible rabbit hole in order to demonstrate the economic correlativity that intentionally occurs between syntax and semantics, and, simulations of non-textually experienced apparitions that have us seeming ‘reading’ (and ‘writing’) such textual situations (through processes that are economically engineered through an in depth parallelization between such deeper, parallel processes of ‘re(-)writing with re(-)reading’. (50)

As I have already remarked, through a semantic appreciation of the differentiation and accommodation (and transformations of) phenomenological inputs and their cultural-intercultural mapping in various hierarchical maps, that reflect our interrelated understandings of this world at large, we also find a parallel mapping of our hermeneutic world dealing with co-associated genres of behaviour. (51)

E.g., in order to taste a liquid and thereby observe its apparent sweetness and/or saltiness, if present, we must also invoke the genres of ‘drinking’ and ‘how we might react to such perceptions of sweetness and/or saltiness’ should they be present and to the extent such phenomenologically distinctive (essential-like) quantities are experienced as possessing a certain range of intensities that meet with correspondingly pre-determined range of responses. So, e.g., I might be asked to taste a soup just prepared and, in doing so, note that it is nice and mildly sweet but that it also could be a bit more salty (or savory) at the same time. Here our appreciation of distinctive phenomenological inputs is mapped in such a way that parallels our hermeneutic mapping of genres and their co-expected genre-responses. In effect, such an understanding of this parallelization between ‘texts’ and ‘meta-texts, in their economic paralleling, respectively, ‘semantics’ and ‘syntax’, we can see that if this same relationship between the ‘phenomenological’ and the ‘hermeneutical’ can be economically re(-)established then we should be able to achieve this relatively impossible-possibility of deciphering a dead language now rendered revivified through the provisional equation of such tentative substitutions, and so on. A possible state of affairs that would find forms of conformation should a suitable degree of an existential excess in e/valuational formation be demonstrated over the course of such textual manipulations. Needless to say, given such anticipated difficulties, these tentative manipulations would be better left to a set of computer algorithms that would test the range such complexities and also evaluate to what extent the ensuing reading also demonstrates this degree of relational resolution, imputed integrity that would be resident in the formation of this anticipate existential excess in e/valuational formation. (52)

To put such complex ideas more simply it is enough to understand that economic correlativity is present at the psychic center of any economy, and, that co-relative hermeneutic mappings of genres and genre responses with the inter-mapping of parallel semantics maps is able to productively provoke the apparitional-like simulation of the apparent intent being both expressed and reinforced as an experiential surplus in our reading-writing of such texts. (53)

This digression was entertained to demonstrate this economic correlativity present in our reading-and-writing/writing-and-reading of a certain textual situation. That, as you might well suspect, I am now going to draw exacts parallels with the former in my exposition of an interpretative economy. (54) 
At this point let me just telegraph the economic positioning entailed in my vision of the interpretative economy: that ‘interpretation’ is ‘primarily preoccupied with the pre-critical, hermeneutical representation of meta-texts’ and their genres of behaviour, etc; that ‘reinterpretation’ is ‘primarily preoccupied with the phenomenological presentation of texts in terms of their critical, semantic mapping’; and, that ‘re-interpretation’ is ‘primarily preoccupied with the radical, existential re-presentation of non-text(ual simulation)s’. That the type of interpretation a disciplinarian enters into would reflect both where they are in this scheme and where they might be heading in a more dynamic sense. (55)

Now, for the moment putting such technical complexities to the side, let me introduce the somewhat intriguing reasons that are being addressed through the evolving exploration of my current formulation of this economy of interpretation. (56)

As I opined earlier in this essay, I find it quite annoying to see philosophers persistently operating as if upon the ‘flattened surface’ of a ‘circus arena’. Without a ‘skerrick of dialectical nuance’ they dance and perform upon a stage performing logical tricks, that on a deeper inspection, they are just not entitled to execute. For a start we should argue that there is the ‘dialectical law of non-equality’ given that in lived-reality, as had in living-experience, there can be no perfectly true identity discerned through processes of identification… only processes of imputation that take or mistake approximations of equality or non-equality as we engender identifications and non-identifications, entertained for a variety of reasons, and which must remain highly dependent upon such positional-decisions. For convenience we overlook the matter of this fact that identity is approached through multiple perspectives and is ever-changing therein and can never equal even its own semblance of self-identity, but, for convenience, in line with our intentional objectives, we impute such identificational stability. Of course, as secularist in the natural world at large this is quite pragmatically acceptable. However, as professional philosophers such a transgression is quite unforgivable for reasons that range from the trivial to the profound. In professional disquisitions this situation must be ever understood and that to find a conventional co-association as secular members of this continually evolving world at large we merely need to recognize that perceived continuities, as imputations, need merely be provisionally understood as tentatively qualified continuities. In this brief momentary period of time ‘I see an apple’, and, in the next moment ‘I’ only perceives the ‘same apple’ through imputation just as it is a co-associated imputation that allows ‘me’ to think it is ‘the same semblance of self that is perceiving this same apple’. Now, it is more natural to perceive and apperceive (such perception), etc., along the lines of a secularist. However, when we called upon to be more philosophically exact such qualified precision is called for lest we fall into any variety of transcendental illusions and from there to any forms of thinking that could well spin off into unhinged modes of ideological extremism that could well take on a conspiratorial-like direction, if not actual modes of misguided conspiratorial misdirection. Such careless thinking is a slippery slope relegating many disciplinarians to a second division if not a third… even more removed from the living-experience to be had in lived-reality… (57)

The application of this principle of continual non-equality, or, rather, qualified continual non-equality, gives us a passport to conducting qualified forms of philosophical processes of re(-)interpretation where all imputations are observed as imputations qua imputations, and, at the same time, put into effect, a thorough transcendental suspension (i.e., as an extensive suspension). Of course, apparent continuities and discontinuities are observed, albeit as imputations of either continuity and/or discontinuity given the dialectics involved in the evolution of our qualified appreciation of such re(-)positional economics. Against such an understanding, we also professionally need to note the functional-content of our interpretative intentions since all intentions are continually being reviewed as being re(-)interpreted as had, e.g., through phenomenal-phenomenological retention, attention, and protention, and so on. I.e., in reviewing all imputations as imputations qua imputations we automatic find ourselves observing a transcendental suspension in that same regard (albeit as a qualified event in which such an apparent continuity is being observed from an assumed imputational perspective). (58)

But, just as we can propose a logical economy, so, too, can we counter-propose a dialectical economy. The tentative formulation of a logical economy was explored in an earlier essay:

It could be said that at the basis of a logic we have three necessary principles, namely, a principle of identity, a principle of contradiction, and, a third principle of the excluded middle.
 A dialectics is based on supplying alterations in the identification of the identities being referred to. We could argue that a logic is built upon the non-alteration of identity so that a principle of contradiction does not appear to contradict itself although with respect to dialectical contradictions this can be resolved by accepting that this process of pre-identification can be altered at any time. Then, if identities are ‘fuzzy’, the exclude middle does not fully apply, giving us further grounds for a dialectical approach in a determination of the possible significance possessed by that topic. [18]
When these three principles are found working together, we have a logical economy. We could argue that only in the functioning existence of a logical economy can a logic be understood. Moreover, these three principles are ‘correlatives’ and mutually co-define each other through their joint negations. I.e., a principle of identity is neither a principle of contradiction nor a principle of the excluded middle, etc.
 [19] (59)


At this point I would like to counter-parallel a dialectical economy versus a logical economy by noting three necessary dialectical principles, namely, a principle of non-identity, a principle of non-contradiction, and, a third principle of the non-excluded middle versus three necessary logical principles as already noted, namely, a principle of identity, a principle of contradiction, and, a third principle of the excluded middle. Let me explore this contrast. (60)

By a ‘dialectical principle of non-identity’ is ‘equally’ meant a ‘dialectical principle of non-equality’, i.e., that there can be no absolutistical format, formation, or form of equality between technically different states except through imputation based on assumed processes of apparent continuity and contiguity. In a supportive contrast to this apparent position, e.g., we can note that the imputed reference of the phenomenological fact that “the ‘Morning Star’ is the ‘Evening Star’ which is the planet ‘Venus’” can be conducted as ‘equivalent modalities’ of the ‘same imputed/non-imputed phenomenon’ by virtue of the fact that ‘nothing other than non-continuity and non-contiguity in linguistic description of this same imputation applies which must also be factually true’ (in a sixth order of trans-cognitive e/valuation by virtue of the fact this meta-level proposition [wherein this equation is conducted] is matched by the apparent conformational truth of its object-level statement).
 However, it still remains the case, from a dialectical point of view, that this reference ‘Venus’ must remain an imputation over time because, technically, each and every moment in its apparent trajectory of its historical identification, technically, is different, and, therefore, non-identical from a more thoroughly ‘observed’ dialectical perspective, even though, from a logical perspective, identity is ‘naturally’ granted through very close imputational approximations, i.e., apparent identificational continuity, etc., of that specific imputational claim). However, the ‘equivalence’ of these three identities is possible by virtue of the fact that they are completely [not non-]continuous, [not non-]contiguous, and also happen to be [not non-]true (in a sixth trans-cognitive order of conformal truth determination when constructed and reviewed in Tarskian terms of semantic reference).
 (61)

Of course, needless to say, the counter-principles of the dialectical economy work economically ‘hand in hand’ with the principles of a logical economy (in order to carve out the imputed representational contours of that specified discourse in question)! (62)

That these trimodal economic elements of any economy also have harmonic ramifications (based upon the gestalt nature of the archetypal economy as perceived as consisting of ‘field, focus and frame’). (63)

As noted, the economy of re(-)interpretation ostensively consists of interpretations, reinterpretations and re-interpretations, although, as these economic polarities cannot be attained and obtained, more correctly, we are moving either towards or away from such relative possibilities. In other words, we must recognize there can be neither pure interpretations nor pure reinterpretations nor pure re-interpretations. Instead, we are simply left with interpretable imputations that are either tending towards interpretations, reinterpretations or re(-)interpretations through forms of qualified continuity, or, qualified non-continuity or dis-continuity. Indeed, taking a harmonic perspective, we might well perceive the hermeneutically oriented nature of meta-textually oriented interpretations to be relatively continuous (and thereby establishing the relative consonance of the background field); that phenomenal-phenomenologically oriented inputs of texts being perceived as distinctively different would be perceived as relatively dissonant; whilst, in contrast, the relatively chaotic re-direction of existentially oriented re-presentations would be perceived as non-text(ual simulation)s. (64)

Should such qualified dialectical distinctions be insisted upon in the formation of a disciplined process of re(-)interpretation sensitively attuned to its economic orientations of the relatively interpretative, the relatively reinterpretative and the relatively re-interpretative? Yes, because an individual text and its individually contributing inputs should be correctly observed as being either relatively interpretative or reinterpretative or re-interpretative. Let me exemplify this observation and also argue why there can be no precise interpretations, etc?! (65)

As much as we might think we can try to achieve a mere interpretation we must forever fail! Even the very same author themselves in attempting to explain, either to themselves and/or others, the significance of a text(ual situation) such paraphrases cannot be identified as mere interpretations (however close we might think they are with respect to each other). This impossibility merely implies any attempt to do so will fall into either one or more of these three categories, namely, as a relatively critical reinterpretation, or as a relatively radical re-interpretation or as a relatively non-critical/non-radical mis-reading (although, technically, all three types of reading are also ‘mis-readings’ in their own right in accordance with their constructed character vis-à-vis the ‘original’ textual situation to hand. In this light we might debate, furthermore, whether a radical re-interpretation is more or less of a mis-reading than a seriously defective mis-reading recognized as a seriously defective mis-reading). (66)

Moving in the opposite direction to the economic impossibility of mere interpretation(al identification) (because of its polar status as both ‘unattainable’ and, therein, ‘unobtainable’ through completely iterated appropriation) we must ‘equally’ declare the perfectly radical re-interpretation as also non-viable, as economically impossible. If an economic process of re(-)interpretation was so entirely radical it would no longer present as an interpretation per se, as an interpretation in any form, be that either non-defective or defective in orientation. So, equally, completely radical re-interpretations are also here philosophically ruled as out of court. (67)

Then, it simply follows that if these two extremes of a purely identical interpretation and a completely radical re-interpretation are neither possible then, in our movement towards either dialectical polarity that although it is conceivable that a midway point could be ideally crossed it could not be practically realized and persisted with in historical terms of reference given a continual shifting in our interpretative stance through ongoing re(-)positioning. I.e., in other words, such a balanced position could be moved through, either wittingly and/or unwittingly, but our recognition of such precision could never pin down the exact moment such dialectical balance was so ideally achieved only for that moment. Therefore, in ideal terms of reference the perfected, relatively critical reinterpretation also cannot be attained and, therein, obtained in historical terms of lived-experience. (68)

However, thankfully, through logical imputation, a logical economy of imputation can be both relatively attained and obtained, i.e., arrived at, albeit in dialectically qualified terms of reference. Thence our ascriptions of interpretations as being either relatively interpretative (in pre-critical terms of reference), critically reinterpretative, radically re-interpretative, or, as just mis-interpretative (although never absolutistically mis-interpreted lest we evacuate the expression ‘interpretation’ entirely of all semantic significance). (69)

Without their due deference to the interplay between the dialectical and logical economies, all philosophers, and all other disciplinarians, along with all secularists alike, are ever prone to then forever go on a frolic of horrendous proportions as far as finding a satisfactory equilibrium and a suitable working-alignment with the lived-reality of living-experience that can then truly take on a ‘pragmatic complexion’ that cannot be merely reduced to mis-guided notions of mere pragmatic expediency. Let me argue for the veracity of this observation, namely, that without relevant dialectical qualifications we are forever mired in a distorted world of interpretations that can only forge pointless and interminable controversies with very little to show for such a waste of our time when we could be better engaged with others through ongoing processes of relative de-distortion and re-alignment realized through forms of existentially oriented interpretation more worthy of both the serious disciplinarian and the existential secularist. (70)

Admittedly, the advancement of my arguments here must also seem to be, in its own manner, a ‘frolic of horrendous proportions’ if only through the apparent strangeness of its presentation. But, let me quickly salvage the integrity of my intentions by demonstrating the centrality of interpretation in all economies and how its dialectical treatment must assist in refining the suitability and successfulness of such inescapable operations central to our existentially being in this world of the other... as we find ourselves standing with(-)others, before(-)others, and, finding, both therein and thereby, all our freedoms through(-)others…. (71) 

This imputational approach accepted, another important reason, therefore, for adopting and adapting this interpretative economy, as here envisaged, stems from the observation that the ramifications associated with interpretation, reinterpretation, re-interpretation and misinterpretation are each quite different and need to be noted over the course of our disciplinary research. Such distinctions need to be differentiated besides, when and where necessary, being also accommodated and subjected to suitable forms of transformation when called for, and so on. (72)

Interpretation, and its attempted paraphrases, establishes the pre-critical material as being found to hand (regardless of its critical and radical complexion if already present). Its modus operandi is hermeneutically investigative and is primarily preoccupied with narrations, meta-texts, determinations of contexts (con-texts), etc. (73)

Reinterpretation, through critical forms of iteration, establishes the critical complexion of such research. It operates primarily through deconstruction arrived at through the utilization of suitable forms of suspension. Its tenor is ahistorical and, hopefully, operates in such a manner that oversees an expansion of its critical appreciation. It is also relatively reductive and analytical in orientation hence its phenomenological form is that arrived at principally through a process of an ‘analysis’. (74)


Re-interpretation, thematized through relatively chaotic forms of re-direction, consequently and subsequently, takes on a relatively radical sense of re-direction in an alignment with such relatively radical re-ordering. It operates primarily through an evolving process of re(-)normalization arrived at through such re(-)alignment with the existential potentials to be discerned in such examinations. The operative mechanism here is the de-suspension of prior suspensions along with an ensuing appreciation of the relatively radical (to be correctly discerned from its being mistreated as being merely the realization of a critical disposition given that these different dispositions have distinctly different ramification within the orbit of the interpretative economy). In this aspect of the interpretative economy there is a profound preoccupation with the living-specificity of the existential orientation that takes a pro-relational, historically concrete attitude towards its relationally appreciated inputs and outputs, etc. (75)

In contrast, both patent and latent forms of misinterpretation need to be resolved within an economy of interpretation lest they de-center the successfulness of such research, be that philosophical or otherwise. Here a more logical approach can be adopted wherein we note the presupposed need for the logical and dialectical integrity of premises, arguments, and conclusions being entered into; oversee the narrational viability of our narratives; and correctly discern these distinctions between aspects of the interpretative economy, in order to productively engage, etc., in forms of economic alignment that allow us to successfully realize the arbitrated nature of our aspirations, etc., in a manner that is truly ‘pragmatic’ in spirit that is not just materially expedient. (76)

To complete the circular nature of this economy, in line with the philosophy of transformational retreatment, existential ‘retreatment’, exercised as patterns of ‘posttreatment’, can then rewrite, either relatively critically and/or relatively radically the relatively pre-critical nature of the merely interpretative, and, therein and thereby, ensure the ensuing evolution of such research conducted within the auspices of this economy of interpretation as being re(-)situated within the evolution of the overall form of the economic behaviour in question. (77)

So, besides distinguishing processes of interpretation statically as relatively interpretative, reinterpretative, etc., and, dynamically as possibly moving in a certain other interpretative direction, the appreciation of these forms of interpretation also calls for different form of interpretative approach in understanding the evolving nature of their gestation despite the fact that such subtleties must occur within the overall embrace of the economy in question. (78) 

Hence our need to note these important ramifications of imputation, and the discernment of interpretative orientations along with the discernment of their evolution through possible forms of re(-)orientation and re(-)alignment, and so on. Let me now return to further address these considerations of imputation. (79)
3b. The Imputational Economy


All significance is economic, and, our discernment of the imputational economy is no different. Therefore, given such terms of reference, from a disciplinary perspective, we need to be mindful that the generation of significance, correctly, should not be extrapolated beyond those terms of reference! So, as philosophers, we need to respect such limitations and be aware when we transgress these pre-conditions for the theoretical deployment, these conditions for the practical employment, and these post-conditions for both the critical and radical re-deployment of our research and its explorations conducted therein; taking the requisite forms of investigation, analysis and examinations, respectively, as required along with the logical and dialectical rejection of those forms of both patent and latent misinterpretation. (80)


Now, as a rule of thumb I would like to suggest that imputation is engineered, i.e., induced and exercised, through forms of logical domination, and, is circumscribed dialectically (when this dimension is recognized and exercised). So, e.g., whatever inhabits a certain, small, predefined region of space and is logically proposed to reside there for a certain defined period of time is existentially described as possessing a certain continuity of identity. E.g., a bowl of six apples seen at breakfast time and seen again after the evening meal. We would normally assume, logically, that those six apples were the same apples as seen at breakfast time even though they could have all been eaten at lunchtime and replaced by six apples before the evening meal that, more or less, just look the same. But, by extension, this same argument, although somewhat logically contrived, could be constructed that has us perceive, and apperceive, those six apples as being continually substituted with ‘new’ apples moment by moment (given this dialectical principle of non-equivalence of identity). But, the dialectical qualification of both identity and self-identity would give us the same form of argument, namely, that, the postulation of both apparent identity and self-identity is the result of a process of logical imputation arrived at through some form of inference, say, a combination of deduction, induction and/or abduction, or similar, etc. The point being made here is that the logical supplies the mechanism for the postulation of imputations, rightly or wrongly, and, that the dialectical will circumscribe such actual and potential mental adventurism. That, ideally, a realistic balance between such logical materials and dialectical counter-forces needs to be arrived at in order to engineer a more viable sense of the pragmatic, and, where a dynamic, ongoing balance of all three economic polarities in play will give our simulated appreciation of that relational situation an enriched sense and semblance of the existential. To this end let me now introduce the hypothetical formation of the imputational economy, the economy that oversees the formation of all forms of imputation, as being constituted in three mutually over-lapping flavours, or, metaphorically, as being formed on three interrelated levels (namely, of relatively pre-critical deployment, critical employment, and radical re-deployment respectively). (81)

That only two ‘operations’ are needed in order to arrive at these three levels of imputational supposition. Namely the extrapolation or non-extrapolation of logical imputations and their being rendered suspended through forms of dialectical circumscription or non-suspended through non-dialectic circumscription. (82) 

As introduced in Part II, we have the same ‘first level’ consisting of non-extrapolated imputations that are effectively suspended, or circumscribed, in full.
 (83)

Then taking ‘illegitimate second level imputations’ we can now divide them into second level extrapolated imputations, but ‘supported’ through suspension (i.e., full dialectical circumscription), and, third level imputations that both extrapolated and non-supported through an adequate degree of suspension. (84)

For the record, we can resurrect this expressive contrast of ‘the legitimate versus the illegitimate’ by invoking an overall economy that is adequately supported versus an economy that is inadequately supported through the exercise of the degree of dialectical circumscription called for (recognizing the economic necessity for a dialectical relationship between the functioning existence of these three elements of the pre-critical, critical and radical
). By inadequate we can read non-suitable, i.e., the effect presence of the improper degree of phenomenal-phenomenological input/output, inappropriate hermeneutical input/output, and/or, inapposite existential input/output. I.e, an illegitimate imputational economy is one that does not observe a fully suspended balance between these three levels of overall input/output. (85)

Now, by ‘supported’ is meant the running of a transcendental suspension, i.e., an extensive suspension. By ‘extrapolated’ is meant the supplying of an imputational force to that in question. However, if looked at more closely we might surmise that as every act of judgment necessitates some sufficient degree of suspension that we cannot arrive at a state that is not supported to some degree and that this aspect of the metaphorical ‘equation’ might be better served by being rendered as ‘minimally suspended’. Then, in an economic contrast, since the suspension must be undone by a requisite de-suspension, and the same, again, needs to be de-suspended in order to run the continuation of an economy, for it to be economic in tenor, it would follow that we cannot correctly observe this distinction of the fully supported, i.e., the fully suspended. Therefore, we could read this tendency to supply non-imputations as a function of the degree to which a suspension is actually being instantiated, i.e., from the radically well-instantiated to the critically sufficiently instantiated to the pre-critical being minimally instantiated, and, hence, this rewriting of imputations along those lines that assess to what extent the current orientation of the suspension is being psychically exercised. Such an understanding then being complicated by a consideration of the overall instantiation of the extensive suspension being engendered through the dynamic balance being maintained between these three suspensional facets within this economy of the imputational. (86)
Let me diagrammatically represent these dialectically constituted economic distinctions of the pre-critical, etc., in the relatively non-subtle and subtle schematizations:
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I.e., the intensity of the imputational status is inversely proportional to the degree an extensive suspension is being observed (be that either statically, actively, and/or in an existentially oriented manner of engagement
). (87)

Such reconsiderations have considerably reorganized this concept of these levels of ensuing imputational status given their rewriting through the inverse treatment of the degree or intensity and quality of the suspension present. The moral being presupposed is that this aspect of the suspensional must be present but cannot be absolutistically present and, therefore, as an inverse corollary, that imputations cannot be completely expunged from such economic consideration. That, effectively, there is a dialectical interaction between imputation and suspension that cannot be eradicated, and, where all involved polarities of the conventionally pre-critical, the critical and the radically anti-representational must all learn to live with each other in order to truly express a fully fleshed out pragmatic complexion in our existentially engaged undertakings. (88)

Now, some interesting questions need to be posed. How can we conduct truth determinations in a dialectical orientation that is anti-representational in tenor, and, similarly, how do we conduct a narrative if imputations of subjectivity are equally called into question? (89)


Or, such questions posed from the perspective of economic correlativity, assuming truth determination and imputations of subjectivity can be carried out in any economic aspect or polarity then it follows that the same must be able to be performed in all economic aspects or polarities. That given that such procedures in significance generation can be carried out in conventional terms of reference, in an interpretative orientation, it follows that all such procedures must be able to be exercised, and successfully performed, in all three trimodal economic orientations. However, that guarantee accepted, this does not mean that in order to ascertain the distinctive features of such procedures in one economic aspect it needs be explained in terms of some other orientation, say, from a conventional point of view (of interpretation), despite the well-disputed and well-formed nature of that traditional orientation. Therefore, the question still remains, how do we distinctively perform truth determinations in these three different economic orientations and how do such distinctively envisaged imputations of subjectivity, therein, be expressed likewise? (90)

Operations in a reinterpretative orientation, generally expressed through traditional conventions that are primarily logical in operation, can be see, therefore, to basically comply with such well-developed logical procedures. I.e., as being economically generated through various interpretations centered around those logical principles of a principle of identity, a principle of contradiction, and, a third principle of the excluded middle.
 Then, from the radical orientation of re-interpretation we could supply the three correlative dialectical principles of a principle of non-identity, a principle of non-contradiction, and, a third principle of the non-excluded middle.
 With respect to the relatively critical sphere of retreatment we could well invoke a hybrid of such logical and dialectical principles to the proportional extent that would appear to be more value-forming. So, in the advent of moving towards a re-interpretative stance from an interpretative stance we would be more inclined, either inadvertently and/or advertently of adopting and adapting a more pro-dialectical form of logical hybridization. In effect, at least the starting to recognize the dialectical limitations of those logical operators (of correlations, accommodations and transformations being entered into). (91)

Somewhat speculatively, given the potentially radical, existential complexion of re-interpretation, I would surmise that dialectical-like operations would take an incipient pro-relational-like stance that would involve a determination of an existential excess being immediately anticipated as the hallmarks of ensuing processes of concurrent truth determination. I.e., that any truth determination enacted form this perspective of the radical and anti-representational would be more a determination of the ensuing existential excess as a surplus of e/valuational formation over that invested in such overall economic considerations. That, in effect, the superfluidity of e/valuational formation would be indicative of a positive form of truth determination made in sympathy with such relatively productive forms of engagement. That, to a great extent, imputations of subjectivity would correspondingly reflect the specificity of that existential unfolding as it occurred primarily in terms of the concrete immediacy of that historical complexion as it was found to be realized through such discrete events stamped with such a productivity of existential engagement. (92)
That, similarly, from the critical orientation of reinterpretation, the existential tenor to be experienced, through a meeting of such anticipated expectations, would take the form of ahistorical, non-geographically specific intimations of the existential as if it were to take on a more radical complexion in and through processes of potential re-interpretation. As already mentioned, the primary mechanism here would be the utilization of deconstructions arrived at through suspensions. (93)
In a distinctive contrast, the relatively radical nature of re-interpretation is centered on process of an evolving re(-)normalization (of the relational representations/imputations being invoked) where the potentiality of our relationships takes on a more optimal form of optimization, i.e., relational enrichment through existentialization of the relatively non-existential (as expressed through processes of relational creation, preservation and/or conservation
). (94)

In a contrast, I perceive the primary mechanism behind the economics of interpretation to be primarily processes of ‘rectification’ as arrived at through either an affirmation and/or minor tweaking of meta-textual inputs such as genres, con-texts, narrational trajectories, etc. Such ‘tweaking’, when put into effect, is the relatively minor alteration of genres of behaviour, etc., already being invoked. Effectively, such interventions here take the form of an affirmation of what meta-textual aspects are being preserved post-posttreatment, as derived from realized forms of retreatment, acting as forms of amendment as would be described, etc., in an economy of transformational retreatment. (95)
3c. The Economy of Transformational Retreatment


That, given this understanding that processes of relatively pre-critical interpretation, relatively critical reinterpretation, and relatively radical re-interpretation, are all functioning within an economy of re(-)interpretation, it now behooves us to better understand the transformational aspects of economic evolvement with an emphasis on this in-depth appreciation of the interpretational economy along with our reconsiderations that must take place in our understanding of imputational phenomena. I.e., how we attempt to ‘represent’ both our world and our evolving emplacement in this world at large, within this open, overall sense and semblance of a life-world as being interpretated by(-)us or with(-)us through interpretation, before(-)us through re-interpretation, and through(-)us through processes of re-interpretation that indicate to us how we might better optimize our existential engagements and the ensuing freedoms to be found through those others that enable us as we, in turn, enable them, and, therein and thereby, through such processes given greater value to our existence in this inescapable world of the other… (96)

That the economics of transformation, as here being entered into, either advertently and/or inadvertently, through economic processes of re(-)interpretation, will be refracted through a ‘philosophy of transformational retreatment’, as already alluded to in part, and, now, will be given a short re-introduction. (97)

Over many years, in a quest to deal both with the preservation of identity and the transformation of identity I have formulated this heuristic tool of ‘transformational retreatment’. In an economic formulation it is ready to be used (e.g., in processes of economic complexification, etc.) to informatively comprehend the transformational nature of various economies (say, interptation, imputation, transformation, narration), etc., through such ‘resonant’ acts of comparison. At this point in this essay my objectives are to quickly appreciate the nature of economic transformation and apply such re(-)positioning to an appreciation of interpretation, imputation, ensuing alterations in positioning, the relatively radical re-direction of narrational trajectories when informed processes of existential intervention are seeming called for from a relatively pro-relational perspective. (98)

I also have the ulterior motive of wishing to demonstrate that, from a transformational perspective, an ordered approach would demonstrate that the anti-representational stance, as ensconced in processes of ‘re-interpretation’, is primarily ‘deontological’ in complexion (in a third trans-cognitive ordering), and, secondarily, must also co-opt both a ‘pragmatic complexion’ (in a fourth trans-cognitive ordering) and an ‘aesthetic complexion’ (in a second trans-cognitive ordering) that implies, in no uncertain detail, that in and through processes of re-interpretation, conducted from an existential orientation, we can better meet, if not best meet, with a fully pragmatic approach to e/valuational formation that is neither derivative of nor able to be reduced to a merely expedient mistreatment of the sense and semblance of the pragmatic as found to issue from an anti-representational stance, albeit as enacted through existential retreatment as realized within the confines of an interpretative economy, etc. Or, put another way, that processes, e.g., of remonstration, etc., suitably conducted from within an interpretational economy that is mindful of an anti-representational stance, co-associated with relatively radical processes of re-interpretation, cannot but be expressed through an existential optimization of such ensuing retreatment (posttreatment). (99)

In a dialectical treatment of logically treated forms of imputation we note that through dialectical non-equivalence or non-identification of imputative identity, that, in historical terms, there is no absolutistical forms of identificational equivalence other than that as a convenient imputation automatically extrapolated through logically inferred terms of treatment. Of course, in a consequential analysis, we could well argue that this dialectical re-configurement does not amount to much in practical terms of reference. On the other hand, in both critical and radical terms of reference, such understanding, or, rather dialectical misunderstanding, can make for quite a profound difference in both existential and philosophical spheres of influence, etc. (100)

It is my observation that much of the philosophical discipline can be relegated to a second or third division by virtue of this inability to appreciate such important distinctions. In this section let me demonstrate this point (of contention I have with much of traditional philosophy). (101)

When we think ‘about’ something we automatically propel such thinking to a higher level of meta-deployment. We give to such thought a relational status that is one meta-degree removed from the initial object status taken up in the mere introduction of such an imputation, as it was first being entertained. As a convention, we could say, such relational treatment is elevated by one meta-degree. (102)

Those who can appreciate a Tarskian approach to a semantic vision of truth determination should immediately see the convenience of this approach.
 (103)

Now, say, as a rule, if we were mentally exploring the construction of a house the transformation of the attendant idea takes on a meta-status elevated by one meta-degree. Obviously, it is the case that although we can imaginatively enter this idea of that imagined house we cannot do so physically if this house were to remain merely a relational idea of that envisaged house as being ‘designed through such thinking’. Therefore, it follows that in order to physically entertain a material house, identical to the former ideation, such thinking enacted on a meta-level of mental deployment needs to be returned to the object level of propositional employment. But, problematically, in ‘thinking about this transitional-transformation’, according to this prior rule, would merely have us ascending, higher and ever higher, into the infinite height of those realms involved in such ever-elevated states of meta-transformation (or metafication). How, therefore, do we return to this propositional realm of object-transformation (through such propositional objectification)? (104)

For a long time, I merely supplied the ad hoc rule that in returning to an object-level we merely imposed a counter-rule of objectification that merely reversed such metafication. However, more recently, through invoking a model of (deconstructive) suspensions and their automatic (de-deconstructive) de-suspensions this heuristic device of transformational retreatment was put on more firm philosophical foundations in this same regard. (105)

I.e., in deconstructive forms of treatment, the imposition of suspensional metafication is automatically reversed through de-suspensional objectification. Therefore, by such means, this philosophical problem in such heuristic consideration is resolved. (106)

It should be noted that in thinking about possible modes of treatment we can only envisage three simple forms (and the contemplation of an ensuing complexity only through the complication of their combinations). Those three forms are, namely, analysis, synthesis and nomination (of apparent identificational equivalence or non-equivalence). As a philosophical challenge, if you should be able to think of a fourth or fifth variety in this transformational typology, in this exhibition of such relatively fundamental transformational forms of treatment, please let me know.
 (107)

Diagrammatically this economy of transformational retreatment can be sketched as follows:
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So, by such heuristical means, through this rereading of suspensions-and-de-suspensions, this problem is basically resolved. But, then, what are the philosophical (and existential) ramifications of such an insight? (109)


In the light of this reading of the re(-)interpretational economy as proceeding (logically) from pre-critical, hermeneutically oriented interpretations to critical, phenomenologically oriented reinterpretations to radical, existentially oriented re-interpretations (and their alignment with an archetypal economy of the dialectical moments or poles of World, Object, and Ego respectively) we can surmise that in an ordered perspective these same economic progressions are primarily aligned, respectively, with the fifth trans-cognitive order of the hermeneutical, the first trans-cognitive order of the phenomenological, and the third, trans-cognitive order off the existential; as exemplified, respectively, by hermeneutic potentiality, the semantic mapping of the nature of pre-essential phenomenological essentials, and, the deontological forms of e/valuational formation. The latter having secondary inputs in the form of second order aesthetic forms of e/valuational formation and fourth order pragmatic forms of e/valuational formation. In effect, giving to the relatively radical nature of re-interpretation, in its anti-representational stance, a deontological complexion qualified by both secondary aesthetic and pragmatic inputs. (110)

Or, taking a more transformational approach, we can arrive at exactly the same type of considerations by noting that through a suspended suppression of both the interpretative mode and the reinterpretative mode we can arrive at the de-suspensional promotion of the re-interpretative mode along with is primary deontological complexion and its secondary flavours of the aesthetic and the pragmatic. Implying that the pragmatic complexion of an anti-representationalistic stance, as schematically represented in this economic format, is primarily deontological in complexion as well as being, in a secondary sense, both aesthetic and pragmatic in flavour. Hence an argument for my explorations of the ethical practice of remonstration as explored in Part II that presented the pragmatic nature of an anti-representational philosophy as exhibiting, ideally, a pragmatically-oriented, deontological tenor without being reduced to some form of pragmatism that was a simple exercise in mere expediency. Of course, at the same time, not writing off this open form of an existentially receptive pragmatism as some form of a blackbox that merely issues blind commands of indicative of some form of either a set and/or series of mono-dimensional deontological imperatives. (111)

This transformational approach also implies that given no economic polarity can be ever attained, let along obtained and completely appropriated, that all process of interpretation within the re(-)interpretational economy are more movements toward or away from these orientations of the interpretative, reinterpretative, and the re-interpretative. Seen in this manner, implies we could further categorize processes of interpretation through these following six possibilities, namely, interpretative-reinterpretation, reinterpretative-interpretation; reinterpretative-re-interpretation, re-interpretative-reinterpretation; re-interpretative-interpretation, and interpretative-re-interpretation (where these combinations will also present with their net expression of a requisite sense of an ordered complexion). E.g., the dialectical preferencing of those interpretative movements that contribute towards the thematization of the mode of re-interpretation will naturally be expressed with a deontological flavour enriched with either aesthetic and/or pragmatic inputs. Let me diagrammatically sketch this as follows:
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…in this instance where movement towards the interpretative-re-interpretation (1-3/AC) and the reinterpretative-re-interpretation (2-3/BC) should, together, induce the sense and semblance of the relatively radical modality of re-interpretation. (112)

Or, to return to the heuristic idea of the suspension automatically followed by its co-associated de-suspension we could translate this same realization of the relatively radical nature of re-interptation through invoking a suspension of both interpretation and reinterpretation, and their joint suppression of the former, in order to induce a de-suspensional flow that promotes the existential specificity of this relatively radical orientation of the re-interpretative modality. (113)

Now, most admittedly, some very complex ideas have been approached over the course of these three essays. Let me summarize them, to some extent, in the next section (by exploring the ramifications of economic complexion) and, then, allow me to make a short digression to introduce the relatively novel concepts of ‘hyper-informative realization’ and ‘hypo-informative realization’ (as a qualifications of this comparative process of economic complexification). (114)


Before attempting to ‘economically’ re(-)interpret, in the light of this critical-radical scheme, the philosophical arguments, say, of an anti-representational pragmatist like Richard Rorty, let me first summarize the radical ramifications entailed in my close philosophical reading of this economic concept of ‘re(-)interpretation’ by invoking the twin concepts of ‘economic complexification’ and ‘economic reincorporation’. (115)

By ‘economic complexification’ is meant the observation that, given shifts in economic perspective, different economies would naturally overlap the primary economy under consideration, but, that given also that all economies are conjectured to possess the same archetypal-like configuration (gestaltwise, etc.) we can align such economic perspectives in such a manner so as to enrich our readings of that over economy in question. That a harmonization of such readings occurs in a process of textual harmonization that can be referred to as ‘economic re(-)incorporation’. (116)
3d. Ramifications of Economic Complexification and Economic Re(-)Incorporation


For some time, I have argued that my reading of Husserl, especially in regard to the concept of the transcendental suspension, is quite radical and should not be viewed as just a mere interpretation. Equally, it should not be viewed as just a critical review of those Husserlian concepts merely conducted within the philosophical framework as established by Husserl himself. Instead, I have radically reconfigured that Husserlian context by exercising a complex economic re-reading of just how that type of proposal would better function given such an economic make over. Of course, I would like to think that Husserl, himself, might well have approved of such a radical sense of re-direction given that his modus operandi appears to operate along similar lines, namely, the painstaking explication of how such concepts function both individually and collectively. Fortunately, I am unable to seek either Husserl’s approval or condemnation of this re(-)configuration of this type of philosophical project (or program, if not more a prospect that appears to move well past a phenomenologically oriented domain in my movement of it towards both hermeneutic and existential domains as well). At the same time, I need not fear the disapproval of Husserlian scholars since I clearly admit my appropriations of a Husserlian language are deliberate ‘mis-readings’ given my intentions are clearly enacted in the light of an ‘economic turning’. (117)

In defending my deliberate distortions of the Husserlian project, I have come to understand that there is a considerable difference both between ‘mere interpretations and relatively critical reinterpretations’, and, ‘relatively critical reinterpretations and relatively radical re-interpretations’ with that all important hyphen being both noticed and understood. Moreover, underlying these three interpretative options of ‘interpretation, ‘reinterpretation, and re-interpretation’, I have come to understand that they are centered on three relatively different types of procedural mechanism or transformational operation, namely, more or less, hermeneutically oriented rectification, phenomenal-phenomenological oriented deconstruction, and existential oriented re(-)normalization. Furthermore, as it can be successfully argued that these three economic idealities can be neither attained (as very close approximations) nor obtained (as definitive forms of identification) it follows that these ‘economic process of re(-)interpretation’ are just that, namely, either a relatively stable or unstable mix of these three economic polarities of interpretation, reinterpretation, and re-interpretation. The important implication being that no process of interpretation can then ignore these three contributing factors of the merely interpretative, etc., despite the distinctive flavour imprinted on these respective orientations in literary appreciation and criticism, etc., when exercised from the preferential treatment afforded to the current style of exploration, i.e., be that as either a relatively simple process of interpretation through some form of re-paraphrasing, a critical expansion of those terms and contexts of reference, or, a relatively radical sense of ‘re-direction’ imparted as the consequential ramifications of such critical explorations, etc. (118)

Now, given this observation that we have three relatively distinctive types of mechanism underlying these three interpretative orientations it behooves me to at least introduce an explication of the same in order to then reinforce the observational force of this argument of mine). Hence this following, introductory exploration of these three forms of literary explication, namely, hermeneutic rectification, phenomenal-phenomenological deconstruction, and existential re(-)normalization. (119)

In the explication of my transformational philosophy of retreatment I argue for a dialectical progression of an economy of retreatment, namely, relatively pre-critical pretreatment – relatively critical treatment – relatively radical retreatment (which, then, as a form of posttreatment rewrites the relatively pre-critical stage of pretreatment, and so the economy continues). ‘Relatively, because these stages are idealized dialectical aspects or ‘orientations’ in an economy where they co-occur in lived-time which can be neither closely attained nor exactly obtained (by virtue of their dialectical status as ‘poles’ or ‘moments’ that can only be somewhat ‘seen’ as only being approached in the linearity of non-dialectical thought). That, through suspensions the linearity of such thoughts, effectively, can be returned to the dialectical functioning of the economy to hand. Furthermore, we should also realize, through economic correlativity and complexification, that our so-called ‘economic thinking’ is a complex supposition of overlapping imputations where pragmatic criteria will decide more as to which economic considerations are currently more relevant or not so relevant. Those qualifications understood, let me now briefly outline the distinctive nature of the central mechanisms that appear to underwrite such stages in the economy of transformational appreciation. (120)

In the hermeneutic orientation of the pre-critical, the problematic nature of our enquires, as being either self-narrated and/or other-narrated (to others), is already discerned as problematic or problematizable through the mix of genres invoked in order to frame such actual or potential problematicity. In other words, this resident mix of genres has already hierarchically established the stage upon which we will be currently stride forth so to speak. In the light of this perception of the actually or potentially problematic nature of our enquiries we must recognize that this resident mix of genres has already set the parameters for those same reflections. In this regard, all we can do, besides completely changing the scenery upon that metaphorical stage, is to merely shuffle some of meta-textual furniture already to hand. Hence this adoption and adaptation of what is already to hand by merely tweaking that mix of genres already waiting for us on this stage waiting for ‘the curtain to go up’. The general mechanism in play here is that of ‘rectification’ where we merely refine our mix of genres that basically reconstitute the synthesized nature of such scrutiny through forms of affirmation that merely confirm the basic meta-textual structural-functions currently in play. Iteration here is merely ‘reiterative’ as we generally confirm the general hermeneutical nature of our enquiries. (121)

Then, when the metaphorical curtain is raised, we critically attempt to appreciate what is to hand. The operative mechanism here is ‘deconstruction’ instituted through forms of partial suspension or forms of suspension more replete for the critical tasks to hand. This form of research is analytical and reductive in tenor. ‘Deconstructive’ in the sense of weeding out what is illogical, and, both ‘constructive’ and ‘reconstructive’ of what is logically left after such critical forms of reduction. In this focus on such represented materials, we relatively discern what is both different and that which survives as difference after such reductive manoeuvres. Under this form of scrutiny, we are dealing with the semantic and its phenomenological mapping (upon a meta-textual mapping of genres of behaviour), and, ensuing forms of iteration are noted as generally dissonant in tenor. (122)

In the relatively radical territory of retreatment, we witness the epistemological-psychological consequences of the de-suspension as we move from generality versus particularity to the existential specificity of lived-experience. I.e., that from a harmonization of the former there is realized the historically concrete nature of living-experience that should it be the case that a process of resolution be perfected would then terminate the historical continuity of that relationship in question. But, as we aspire to oversee a continuation of our more important relationships it follows that we seek, instead, the ongoing resolution of those relationships. This is done by maintaining a dynamic balance between these three poles of the pre-critical, critical, and radical by preserving their overall treatment as relatively pre-critical, etc. Hence the existentialization of our relationships can be more understood as the ongoing harmonization of their economic continuation through a mutual, dynamic balancing of these aspects of the pre-critical. Here the operative mechanism is that of an ongoing re(-)normalization of our relationships where we seek the ongoing correlative re(-)alignment of those structural-functions that oversee the existential optimization of that ensuing expression of existential enrichment that needs to be observed in either the creation, preservation, and/or conservational expansion of that same relationship as it finds itself embedded in a web of relationships being both centered through integration and differentiated through forms of de-centering between such modes or ‘islands’ of relative integration. (123)

‘Transformation’ is eventually viewed as a ‘process of retreatment’. Elsewhere I have argued that in relationally focusing on intentionally formed materials found to hand, through the suspension, we automatically raise the meta-status of that to hand by one degree. However, through the force of the ensuing de-suspension the meta-status of such research is then lowered by one meta-degree… in effect returning us to the simulation of that which is to hand, albeit as now retreated by such inputs and outputs, and, in the form of a ‘posttreatment’ can then be regarded (once more) as the ‘pre-critical pretreatment material for the re(-)continuation of this process of research’. Hence the dialectics of transformation retreatment is based on these three mechanisms of ‘rectificational affirmation, deconstructive reduction, and, reconstructive ongoing re(-)normalization’ of our relational appreciation as discerned through this form of an ongoing economic thematization that is both capable and able, hopefully, of inducing an existentialization of that simulated relationship in question. By such an existential approach there is the optimizing of that relationship through the ongoing enrichment of that relationship in question, be that through either the creation, preservation and/or conservational expansion of that experiential enrichment as expressed through the continuing evolvement of that relationship subjected to such ongoing retreatment. (124)

That by the nature and economic location of such apparent suspensions through ensuing de-suspensional flows forms of ordered e/valuation can now be both understood and indirectly induced. That through distinctively approached processes of ongoing harmonization a corresponding mix of ordered e/valuational formation is realized. Hence combinations of the semantically pre-essential; the aesthetic integration of the former; the deontological; the pragmatical; the hermeneutical; and/or the ontical can be progressively delineated. (125)

Ideally, a process of harmonized enrichment is sought that optimizes a path between perfected relational resolution and imperfect forms of relational resolution that de-enrich that relationship and mark out, both consequently and subsequently, its imminent demise. (126)

So, relational perfection is neither sought nor should be sought if we wish to either create, preserve and/or conserve those relationships that are found to be of significance for us! (127)
Now, to conclude this process of summarization, as a short digression, I would like to introduce the comparative distinctions of ‘hyper-informative realization’ and ‘hypo-informative realization’ as realized through economic complexification between seemingly disparate economies both primarily aligned and secondarily aligned respectively (in terms of a perceived archetypal economic co-alignment). (128)

I have argued over the course of these essays that patterns of economic alignment can be observed that take on an economic enrichment of those relationships through such conceptual-practices of correlativity, complexification and incorporation, etc. Just how is this form of alignment engineered in practice? (129)

I have just argued that these iterative processes of rectification, deconstruction, and ongoing re(-)normalization drive the economy of transformational retreatment, but, by extension, should be seen as co-present in all economies. That when we hypothetically align one economy with another, and then synchronize their economic polarities with their co-polar-opposites, as must be the case in dialectical experience, we then have formed, theoretically, a mutual commentary that can insightfully enrich the significance of either economy.  So, e.g., the process of deconstructive reduction or analysis aligns with retrospective temporal experience. Accepting this pattern of such parallelization implies that hermeneutical acts of synthesis through rectification are going to involve a theoretical alignment with either present or future form of temporal orientation. But, normally, the aspect of the existential, in its concrete, historical specificity, is reserved for the present moment leaving synthesis as a future-oriented act of intentional representation. Hence the expectational nature of hermeneutic preoccupations versus the immediately anticipated nature of existentially oriented experience. (130)

However, through the dialectical nature of economic correlativity and relational holism, we can also significantly align economic poles in non-synchronized orientations, but, in doing so we relatively reduce somewhat the overall semblance of significance to be harvested by such hypothetical means. Hence the description of such relative non-alignment as ‘relatively hypo-informative’ rather than being ‘relatively hyper informative’ in direct forms of economic complexification. (131)
4. Exploring the Pragmatic Prospect through a Re(-)Interpretation of Rorty, et al

Metaphorically, we could say we are now coming down the mountain, so to speak. It is now my desire, in the second half of this paper, to creatively explore the work of Richard Rorty through this complex lens as focused upon through my fashioning of this concept of the re(-)interpretational economy. I.e., these intimately interrelated and distinctive economic aspects that arise through co-associated processes of interpretation, reinterpretation, and re-interpretation (with the hyphen). (132)

Rorty himself says, in regard to ‘dialectic(s)’ that he would rather see this approach treated as if a form of ‘literary criticism’. Let us take him at his word in this regard:

I have defined “dialectic” as the attempt to play off the vocabularies against one another, rather than merely to infer propositions from one another, and thus as the partial substitution of redescription for inference. I used Hegel’s word because I think of Hegel’s Phenomenology both as the beginning of the end of the Plato–Kant tradition and as a paradigm of the ironist’s ability to exploit possibilities of massive redescription.
 In this view, Hegel’s so-called dialectical method is not an argumentative procedure or a way of unifying subject and object, but simply a literary skill – skill at producing surprising gestalt switches by making smooth,
 rapid transitions from one terminology to another.
 (133)

Much like Rorty’s expansion of the conventional understanding of the expression ‘conversation’, as explored in his Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature, his re-appropriation of this expression of ‘literary criticism’ is not to be just viewed as ‘literary criticism’ per se, but, rather, how he views the historical trajectory of this form of practice appears to be heading, or might be better heading.
 As he notes:
It is a familiar fact that the “literary criticism” has been stretched further and further in the course of our century. It originally meant comparison and evaluation of plays, poems and novels – with perhaps an occasional glance at the visual arts. Then it got extended to include past criticism… Then, quite quickly, it got extended to the books which had supplied past critics with their critical vocabulary and were supplying present critics with theirs. This meant extending it to theology, philosophy, social theory, reformist political programs, and revolutionary manifestoes.
…literary criticism is stretched that far there is, of course, less and less point in calling it literary criticism. But for accidental historical reasons, having to do with the way in which intellectuals got jobs in universities by pretending to pursue academic specialties, the name has stuck. So instead of changing the term “literary criticism” to something like “cultural criticism,” we have instead stretched the word “literature” to something like “cultural criticism.”
 (134)

In this reappropriation of literary criticism, Rorty casts himself as an ‘ironist’. He tells us that:
Such comparisons, such playing off of figures against each other, is the principal activity now covered by the term “literary criticism.” …This placing is done in the same way we place a new friend or enemy in the context of old friends and enemies. In the course of doing so, we revise our opinions of both old and new. Simultaneously, we revise our moral identity by revising our own final vocabulary.
 Literary criticism does for ironists what the search for universal moral principles is supposed to do for metaphysicians. 
For us ironists, nothing can serve as a criticism of a final vocabulary save another vocabulary; there is no answer to a redescription save a re-re-description.
 (135)

This ‘re-re-description’ is an obvious indication that Rorty has no desire to merely interpret philosophical texts, etc., or, for that matter, merely critically reinterpret the same by playing by the same rules exercised by the people he is criticizing. His ambition, rather, is something much more radical, transgressive, but, at the same time illuminating in a fresh productive sense that is not merely a pretentious exercise that is just dazzling, superficial, frivolous or gratuitous to its core. In a way, by abnormalizing the discourse a point is made that dialectically complements or supplements previous forms of appreciation that may well more productively augment or supplant the previous way things were understood.
 In this regard, seen through my schematic thoughts on re(-)interpretation, Rorty, at first, might take an exception to the operative mechanism here being described by myself as ‘a process of progressive re(-)normalization’ being ever arrived at through ‘an alignment within our evolving appreciation of the phenomenological nature of the phenomenon or phenomena in question’. However ‘re(-)normalization’ is to be seen as a ‘successful re-appropriation of the literary topic to hand given its inescapable presentation as a textual situation and where that process must have something to say in addition its pre-critical pretreatment’.
 I.e., it must make an apposite, ‘insightful’ contribution that is either complementary through some form of hitherto overlooked augmentation or supplementary through some form of relatively radical substitution applied to the textual surface of that topic that still preserves that topic as that topic qua that topic in question. E.g., we might say of a certain politician that they are not a fully paid up ‘democratic proponent’ because they have expressed a desire to override the constitution constituting the democratic nature of their democratic governance, or, that as an authoritarian or fascist they have dispensed completely with all democratic pretentions whatsoever. In all of this we might observe an abnormalization of current conventions, still, at the end of the day such political announcements or identifications are demonstrating a better alignment with the way these politicians actually see themselves in respect to their ‘final vocabularies’. Yes, we might find such orientations as abnormal, given a democratic context, but as relative phenomena, in their own right, we then see politicians as either ‘democrats’ seeking to alter the current constitution, or, as politicians that have no desire whatsoever for democratic conventions, niceties, procedures, etc. This concept of re(-)normalization exhibits the ability to both abnormalize and re(-)harmonize such forms of relatively radical transgression, albeit more in terms of their textual situatedness rather than as the mere textual presentations themselves (given that even texts need to be economically reviewed through the suitable auspices of requisite textual economies, etc.). (136)

Ironists are afraid they will get stuck in the vocabulary in which they were brought up if they only know the people in their own neighborhood, so they try to get acquainted with strange people…


Ironists read literary critics, and take them as moral advertisers, simply because such critics have an exceptionally large range of acquaintance. They are moral advisers not because they have special access to moral truth but because they have been around. They have read more books and are thus less likely to get trapped in the vocabulary of any single book.
 (137)

This is such a strange argument that we must well suspect that there are a lot more connecting suppositions, observations and premises that then would allow us to both better understand and possibly run with such a radically bizarre perspective. So, you have a rather difficult ethical dilemma to resolve, so, therefore, read this novel that touches on the topicality of your dilemma, and, then, for good measure, read this other novel that has a completely contradictory opinion on how to resolve that same set of issues. Surely, this approach is a brilliant recipe for the total ethical and moral disaster to be perpetrated on a cultural level for all such novel reading enthusiasts who both read such contradictory texts and take them to heart as moral guidelines? I am sure such contradictory advice would be most welcome… (138)

Of course, Rorty is making a dialectical point that is to be taken either as a complement or supplement to the way things are currently being viewed (in terms of us already possessing a similar vocabulary and also being engaged in this search for so-called final vocabularies that better emends the former). A sort of ‘(pragmatic) making amends through emendation’? (139)
In this regard, my take on this dialectical-like manoeuvre it to argue that textual depositions reflect our intentional interpretations of this world at large, and, by doing so also reflect the relational realities able to engineers such happenings and their comprehensions as those realities that can be experienced by both their disseminators and by ourselves. Moreover, in reflecting such relational realities, they also reflect those relational approaches that have some productive resonance with our own relational interactions in terms of those possible options that are there for us. That, by mirroring such potential possibilities in a manner that is existentially viable, then, we too can adopt such options should those options also prove to be both relevant and viable for us over the course of our ethical approaches to one another in our dealing with similar cultural situations. Invoking this relational dimension, from an existential or relational perspective, that cannot be merely reduced to a material basis, and, importantly, recognizing what might better optimize the resident e/valuational formation of our relationships so that we, too, can better participate in such textually expressed evocations of behaviour both found to be applicable and relevant for us. Such emulation being the selective adoption and adaptation of that which seems to be relevant to us and, therefore, such ‘literary criticism’ itself must be radically re-interpreted as having relevance for us before its adoption and adaptation in that same or, rather, relatively similar regard. (140)

I have some sympathies with Rorty here. In my exploration of the deontological forms of judgment (as understood as those forms of e/valuational formation primarily occupying a fourth trans-cognitive order) I see no need to appeal to universal principles or local conventions in the formation of this type of judgment, but, instead, reference only to the mutual optimization or non-optimization of our relationships in terms of their appreciation through concerned forms of consequential analysis, etc. I.e., in our existential appreciation of those relationships in question through taking an alternative pro-relational perspective on their topical concerns. Such an understanding may well be referred to as a careful form of ‘literary criticism’, but, at the same time, could not be reduced merely to a form of literary criticism of any variety given that so-called ethical concerns can be quite misconstrued or ignored from the perspective of a literary approach. We are more than that, indeed, for a start, our world at large cannot be merely reduced to just a world of textual situations and the same applies to all ethical-like conundrums experienced within the overall extent of this life-world. Because, for a start, even no textual situation itself can be viewed as just a ‘text’ or as a ‘series of texts, or a set or sets of texts’, etc. Textuality is not a superficial phenomenon but has a depth given the meta-textual (and con-textual, narrational, genres of behaviour, etc.), along with a non-textual element of the simulated, cultural baggage, and so on. So, in a defense of Rorty, how might we defend him in such a way that this predilection for literary criticism can still have role to play in much wider terms of reference? (141)

Interestingly, Rorty runs a somewhat fallacious argument that might give us a clue as to what he might be up to, be that either advertently and/or inadvertently? Let me explore this possible lead:
Since there is nothing beyond vocabularies which serves as a criterion of choice between them, criticism is a matter of looking on this picture or that, not comparing both pictures with the original. Nothing can serve as a criticism of a person save another person, or of a culture save an alternative culture – for persons and cultures are, for us, incarnated vocabularies. So our doubts about our own characters and our own culture can be resolved or assuaged only by enlarging our acquaintance. The easiest way of doing that is to read books, and so an ironist spends more of their time placing books than placing real live people.
 (142)

Rorty must be having a good laugh here. So, we compare people… by reading books… and widening our acquaintances… by reading more books. Seeming simulating experience and our reflections upon the same… vicariously? His metaphorical allusion to paintings and originals breaks down, easily deconstructs. Paintings were copied even by the same artist… in which case the ‘copies’ then become ‘originals’. The critics may then have to question which of two or more near identical paintings came first? Often sketches precede finished works, and, prints are often issued after the likeness of painted originals (and whose reproductions may well have been more profitable than the originals as perhaps was the case with the printed series periodically issued by the British painter William Hogarth and reissued a few years later after his death by his widow?). Then, much of our lives are spent comparing things that are not directly comparable. If I were to show you a picture of a baby boy and claim that that was myself when it wasn’t would you be able to see the difference? Or, as we say that different things are ‘like chalk and cheese’ and cannot be compared, yet, if we were to seriously think through this simile, we would soon realize that given that chalk consists of compounded materials that include the element of calcium just like cheese which, being made from milk, must also possess this same element. Indeed, his very example of knowing people through reading more books is a case in point given that the preservation of simulated isomorphic forms of transformational invariance can be comparatively engendered between different states with differences in logical type (as explored elsewhere by myself under the rubric of a ‘transformational retreatment’). (143)

But, let us explore more closely this seemingly ironic set of comments. It does seem self-evident that a vocabulary in use dealing with a certain logical type should more easily be able to be used with another instance of that same type, and, furthermore, the more you conduct such comparisons with other instances of that same or similar type that this should enrich your overall field of knowledge dealing with such typology. So, to this extent, Rorty is making some sense in this regard. The idea that such a ‘field of expertise’ is a ‘vocabulary’ is also a resonant observation, and, one I would add that becomes exponentially enriched from a relational perspective the more that ‘vocabulary’ is worked with.
 Moreover, we might even envisage such a vocabulary, as relatively incommensurable with other vocabularies that do not deal with the same typologies, as acquiring a thematized life of its own to the extent that it can more richly comment on this same field of expertise. In effect, such ‘disciplines’ could assist us in seeing what is to be seen in such a field that might not have been observed by someone just beginning to develop that type of expertise. Along these lines we might surmise that ethical appreciation could well be both formed and informed through processes of iteration that are found to produce and reproduce a sense of ethical conformity disseminated through actions and conversations along with conversations about such adopted and adapted ethical responses in vocabularies adopted and adapted for such cultural forms of communication. In this somewhat confined, artificial frame of reference we do not need to appeal to ethical principles or instructions, moral maxims or rules of law (or lore)… we need merely observe cultural conversations that disseminate such attitudes and, perhaps, find ourselves merely complying, or not complying, with such observations? However, how such judgments are formed needs more that mere syntax but also a sense of semantic meaning. We do x because of y, we don’t do a because of b, etc. Now, in the formation of semantic rules for the mapping out of certain ‘vocabularies’ certain relational connections and non-connections need to be formed in our semantic appreciation of the field of that vocabulary. In this regard, we only need to appeal to those relational fields themselves and, in this regard, we would have no need for so-called universal principles of mandatory ethical compliance just a confirmation of responses that appear to create, maintain, or enhance some form of overall e/valuational formation conducive to the continuation of those relationships engendered within those fields of ‘conversational expertise’. Or, in other words, beneath the ostensive surfaces of such observed vocabularies being enacted in certain ethically oriented situations we draw certain conclusion because it can also be demonstrated that such conversational conformity is more conducive to the continuation of those relationships being apparent preferenced in those types of situations. This might explain, how even in the face of an imminent death on the battlefield soldiers do not flee or surrender as much as they might want to, without having to metaphysically appeal to so-called deontological ‘principles’. On the other hand, deontological types of judgment discerned through this desire to maintain the continuation of our relationships might better explain the tenacity of such vocabularies when their replacement by any number of more preferable vocabularies might be envisaged and entertained but rejected on a deontological appreciation of the nature of their current relationships being engaged and entered into through such form of mutual identification and expressions of relational loyalty, and so on. In effect, demonstrating a group preferencing of certain vocabularies over other vocabularies in certain types of situation, etc. In other words, beneath the syntax of such vocabularies we might envisage a semantic field more mindful of relational connections that better map out our observations of such more seemingly superficial connections. I.e., forms of ethical discernment are entered into as judgments whose overall coherence is reflective of the ethos of that vocabulary rather the mere appearance of any coherent syntactic forms of expressions. Resonant features indicative of a coherence of judgment rather than a mere syntactic conformity to a reiterated vocabulary, but, where such consensus is arrived at through an appreciation of those measures that optimize those relationships in question. Or, in other words, a pro-relational appreciation of the existential dimension that emerges in and through our relationships that, equally, cannot be reduced to mere vocabularies even though the existence of such conformal forms of judgment are to be observed and imputed through such syntactic alignments. My primary argument here being that such alignments could not be appreciated except semantically when the requisite connections are made, be that by trial or error, but, then, given that all vocabularies are also resident in comprehensive natural languages it would also follow that such vocabularies would eventually be appreciated by semantic means given their embracement within the adaptability of a natural language. Put simplistically, we could say that the perceived integrity of a vocabulary is apperceived semantically and would reflect the mode of life that integrated the evolving integrity of that same vocabulary. So, even if Rorty can make this claim that vocabularies, and that forms of disseminated consensus can be arrived within those vocabularies, still, it is only at the level of their semantic forms of appreciation that resonant forms of conformal behaviour could be arrived at whilst simultaneously also expressing a certain co-relative ethos that is understood through such resonant relational entanglement. Rorty’s argument is a bit like telling someone ‘to look over there’ but not even hinting at what they are meant to look at. Even in the game played by children, old enough to read, where a first letter of the yet-to-be-named object is supplied to help them guess just what is being looked at (assuming that all players are being honest and play by the simplicity of such rules once understood by all parties concerned). In effect, Rorty is hoping that by merely becoming acquainted with a certain vocabulary we will also gain our semantic acquaintance with the integrity of that field of expertise and, at the same, not have to discern the distinctive character of the relational forms of judgment being entered into by those persons cognizant with the semantics of that particular or specific language-game. But that begs the question as to how those distinctive forms of resident judgment are to be made since mere imitation on a syntactic level will not tell us much more other than the fact that intentionally directed forms of behaviour are involved. On the other hand, if semantic appreciation is arrived at then the requisite judgmental forms exercised by that vocabulary are also being co-appreciated by the members of that vocabulary implying the requisite skills are in place to enter meaningfully into such conversations given this sematic appreciation of the judgments involved in that specific vocabulary or language game. (144)

Now, such skills do not need to metaphysically invoke universal ethical principles or principles of any envisaged esoteric form, but, on the other hand, semantic appreciation does demand the ability to enter into the same types of judgment and this demands forms of semantic alignment that cannot be discerned through the mere imitations of vocabularies. Rather, such forms of judgment, be they either virtual or non-virtual in their iterated comprehension, need to be economically co-invoked in order to establish that degree of mutual understanding. Therefore, forms of alignment, deeper than iterative imitation, must devolve from their co-invoked semantic appreciation. So, yes, ironists can read books, but, the mere possession of a vocabulary cannot itself establish such semantic alignment because the requisite forms of judgment must be able to be co-entertained and in this regard a range of judgmental forms need to be taken into account, including the complexities of co-associated modes of ethical discernment.
 (145)

Despite a demolishment of Rorty’s arguments given the dialectical imposition of this syntactic-semantic distinction, still, some of his pragmatic intuitions appear to be valid once we overlook this problematic aspect of his argument. I suspect embedded in his understanding of a ‘vocabulary’, as a so-called ‘final vocabulary’, that forms of consensus are already entered into because those vocabularies are fully imprinted, holistically, with those requisite forms of sematic appreciation given the relational nature of their genetic origination. In such comparable terms we are then in a position to make inter-relational comparisons about the perceived viability of such vocabularies assuming that such fields of expertise can be observed to have the requisite degree of utility, or judgmental competence, etc., required in the fruitful exercise of such co-associated vocabularies. I would argue that our relational interaction with others necessitates the natural uptake of these requisite forms of hermeneutic recognition, phenomenal-phenomenological encounter, and existential engagement. That, when all three factors are co-present then our vocabularies can maintain a metaphorical life of their own… replete with all necessary forms of judgmental determination co-associated with that specific field of linguistic expertise. (146)

That when we scrutinize such inter-relational competencies, we should perceive that those competent agents needed no metaphysical recourse to so-called universal ethical and non-ethical principles for the relatively successful instantiation of their behaviours as they formulate their final vocabularies and the apparent positions associated with such mutual understandings. Of course, such vocabularies are never ‘final’, but, rather, provisional in nature even if not regarded as such in that more pragmatic light. That such a negotiated landscape of arbitration is assumed as present and where, thankfully, its more core dictates are presupposed as already established and will be regarded as relatively non-controversial until another paradigm shift is able to de-finalize such attitudes and replace more superficial aspects with a newer re-modellings of this world at large instrumental in how we formulate the intentional framing of our interactions with one another (that, by such necessary forms of contextualization, must also take place through such vocabularies, albeit as contained and supported by their natural languages). (147)

So, e.g., a pandemic is experienced, and we now ‘nudge elbows’ rather than ‘shake hands’ on being introduced with someone new. The genre of ‘being introduced’ is maintained but how we express this current form of interaction is merely tweaked. On the other hand, although we might appeal to moral maxims and the law (and lore) of the land as guides for the re(-)direction of our behaviour it is obvious to the non-philosophical, at least, that there is no actual appeal being made to so called universal laws of Reason, or Absolute Spirit or the Divine, Universal Truths, and so on.
 (148)

Just as, in the form of a corollary or analogy, for those working within the modern psychiatric establishment, from a general perspective, generally make no real, significant and successful appeal to the theoretical work of a raft of so-called psychiatrists like Freud, Jung, et al.
 Although, let me hasten to add, vast swarths of conventional medicine are also exercised without due regard to evidential standards and where, on a near routine basis therapeutic practitioners have fallen back upon more traditional methods of treatment in the light of demands by patients to either prescribe something or  do something in the way of an intervention masquerading as a form of treatment. This does not mean we cannot learn something from such medical cul de sacs. At the same time, it should be recognized, that there is a definite need for a more holistic approach in the therapeutic process by re-preferencing the relationship between both medical practitioners and patients, and where a lot more room should be made in order to talk to patients and carefully and clearly explain what is either known or unknown in regard to their current conditions, etc.
 Progress is often made when we can distinguish, in terms of medical forms of treatment, the relatively more successful from the relatively unsuccessful, and, when medical practitioners assist the patient to become more resilient, along with a recognition that an ethos of establishing the good life is preferable to the continuation of a long life of long drawn-out suffering. The point of this digression is that little acknowledgment is made of so-called universal principles as most of our behaviour patterns are non-controversially exercised in conformity with conventional forms of wisdom, already worked out through forms of consensus, that equally have little deep recourse to any so-called universal principles of ethical determination. However, such an obvious recognition of this ethical lay of the land should not be marshalled as an argument against deontological forms of judgment since to my mind they are ‘pragmatically’ central to existenitalization of conventional pattern of moral behaviours (contra Richard Rorty in this particular regard?). (149)

Now Rorty declares that he is an ironist, but, should we take him at his word? He is certainly attempting to be radical and tells us as much. He has no truck with traditional metaphysics and epistemology and seems seriously intent on both subverting and undermining much of traditional philosophy. Yet, despite his calls for a pursuit of ‘literary criticism’ he is still operating as if within the critical sphere of a philosophical discipline, albeit as reconfigured from his re-prescription and re-description of a pragmatic philosophy. In view of my economy of interpretation as occupying three relatively distinctive aspects of relatively pre-critical conventional interpretation, critical reinterpretation, and radical re-interpretation we can better explicate the types of manoeuvres he is apparently articulating. But, first, let me diagrammatically depict this schematization of this heuristic device, namely, this economy of interpretation (as further enriched through forms of parallel complexification):
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With these two schematic representations in mind let me now chart the apparent manoevres being entertained by Rorty as perceived by myself. Given his declaration of being radical, and an ironist, we can treat such positioning as falling primarily under the economic aspect of re-interpretation. From such a position he can further delineate his understanding of his positioning whilst also tacking to either the economic spheres of reinterpretation and/or interpretation. Let me demonstrate that he is doing all three types of manoeuvres from a radical sense of perspective. (151)

But first we should note all the possible manoeuvres that could be exercised within this scheme and, in superimposing an ordered form of analysis and scrutiny,
 we can describe those type of manoeuvres entertained through the lens of such a heuristic device. I.e., that from each of these three points we can entertain three non-translational forms of transformation within their domain, namely, AA, BB, CC, or, entertain three translational forms of transformation that are either relatively clockwise or anti-clockwise in circularity, namely, AB/BA, BC/CB, CA/AC where we note the relationships between these poles without noting the direction of that interaction (which otherwise would then add a further six nominations in that additional regard
). So, to make this clear let me diagrammatically superimpose this ordered scheme upon these three distinctive forms of interpretation:
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I have added this further ordered level of complication because it distinctly denominates these forms of non-translational and translational transformations. E.g., Rorty describes the transition described by myself as BC/CB, i.e., between critically oriented reinterpretation and relatively radical re-interpretation as a form of ‘literary criticism’. The relationship here is basically that of the second order where judgments pertaining to an integration of essential-like semantic units pre-determined phenomenologically, effectively, are aesthetic in orientation. In other words, in moving from a relatively critical orientation to one that is more radical in tenor we are basically exercising a form of aesthetic appreciation and the open, general description of ‘literary criticism’ can well capture that insight. Interestingly, in moving from a relatively radical sense of positioning to a more secular, pre-critical sphere of the secular and conventional we can quite aptly designate such a translation as ‘pragmatic’ in complexion as per this ordered form of scrutiny. For convenience let me chart and designate these three types of non-translational and three types of translational transformation accordingly:
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Therefore, the transition between the pre-critical interpretational status of the hermeneutical (as pertaining to the fifth order/50) and the critical reinterpretative status of the phenomenological (10) basically revolves around factual determination of the ontical domain (60). Or, this translation might be described as occurring from a hermeneutical orientation to a factual determination and thence to their phenomenological mapping (in terms of their essential-like
 components). (154)

Now, let me return to Rorty in order to capitalize on these interpretative schemes, etc., by demonstrating their relevance in our observing the types of manoeuvres he appears to enter into as refracted through this complex heuristical device (in which we can dissect the distinctive forms of transformation involved in this overall economic processes of interpretation). (155)


Rorty describes himself as being an ‘ironist’ adopting an idiosyncratic philosophical interpretation of that expression. What might he mean by such a designation? (156)


In his book Contingency, irony, and solidarity, 1989, he is telegraphing his reading of the private versus public domains as effectively incommensurable and how those two domains are symbolically represented, albeit through a lens of liberal optimism, as ‘irony’ and ‘solidarity’ respectively. In other words, because the entire world at large is characterized by ‘contingency’ these two realms of the private and public cannot be ideologically integrated through traditional philosophical manoeuvres based on ideas of necessity, etc. From an optimistic point of view the best we can hope for is that the individual be and become a ‘liberal ironist’ who believes that inflicting pain and humiliation on others, and all other negative forms of inflictions and affliction, is just not acceptable for a wide range of reasons starting with observations starting from commonsense, and so on and so forth. Then, from a public point of view, the best we can hope for is that there will be through the auspices of democratic institutions enough social solidarity and cohesion to politically stand us in good stead. Placing, I am sure, an over-optimistic degree of faith in the sturdy development, maintenance and utilization of such political institutions. However, such faith has ever been tested, witness recent political events that have seen the current erosion of such institutions through the ever-present threats of populism, racism, authoritarian movements, conspiratorial fantasies, miscreant politicians perpetrating self-serving distortions of the political landscape, rampant forms social inequality and inequity, all often induced and not rectified by neo-liberal policy settings, other forms of political-economic inequitableness in management, etc. (157)

In paraphrasing the way I see Rorty’s vision of the liberal ironist, I believe he would argue, more or less, that people, hopefully in good faith, seek a ‘final’ vocabulary through re-descriptions of themselves that better serve both themselves and others in good stead whilst recognizing that such so-called final descriptions, as ‘final vocabularies’, are never really ‘final’ and always in need of ongoing re-re-description. As Rorty states:
Ironism, as I have defined it, results from the power of redescription. 
 (158)

Rorty then adds the observation that such redescriptions can also humiliate other when applied by others, say, by intellectuals to non-intellectuals, or, when ‘a primitive culture is conquered by a more advanced culture’.
 As Rorty puts it:
Redescription often humiliates.
 (159)


But the province of re-description does not belong just to the ironist themselves as metaphysicians can do the same. The difference being that the latter use arguments that invoke forms of non-contingency, i.e., necessity, which Rorty would argue are fraudulent, mistaken, either impossible or inapplicable, etc. (160)
Redescription is a generic trait of the intellectual, not a specific mark of the ironist. So why do ironists arouse special resentment?
 (161)

To answer his own question Rorty argues that the metaphysician believes that through right arguments, in conformity with reality, such re-descriptions both free and empower the individual in a ‘progressive’ sense. In a stark contrast the liberal ironist has no such recourse to such ingrained ‘progressive’ and ‘dynamic’ thinking. Rorty succinctly describes the course of the ironist as follows:
On her account, that ability is a matter of weapons and luck, not a matter of having truth on your side, or having detected the “movement of history.”
 (162)

He then adds:
There are, then, two differences between the liberal ironist and the liberal metaphysician. The first concerns their sense of what redescription can do for liberalism; the second, their sense of the connection between public hope and private irony. The first difference is that the ironist thinks that the only redescriptions which serve liberal purposes are those that answer the question “What humiliates?” whereas the metaphysician also wants to answer the question “Why should I avoid humiliating?”
 (163)

He goes on to say that the liberal ironist merely wants to expand the lists of reasons to do as such through redescription (that expand the reasoning for such a liberal attitude), whereas, the metaphysician want to make, through traditional philosophical styles of argumentation, some form of an appeal to: 

…a larger shared power – rationality, God, truth, or history, for example – the ironist takes the morally relevant definition of a person, a moral subject, to be “something that can be humiliated.” Her sense of human solidarity is based on a sense of common danger, not on a common possession of a shared power.
 (164)


Rorty argues that a metaphysician wants an ‘organically’ styled ‘final vocabulary’ that links both private and public domains, whereas, in a definitive contrast, the liberal ironist can only operate with a patchwork split down the middle into both private and public domains. Economically, Rorty has a point, but, this is an observation that I believe that can only be carried so far, and certainly not to the extent over-promoted by this protagonist. Let me, instead, reframe this point of distinction in terms of the heuristic schematization as proposed by myself. (165)
First, let me note that intersubjectivity is incorporated in this schematization by virtue of the hermeneutical orientation given that genres of behaviour are already in the social domain, and, that this domain must be continually appealed to for the significant operation of all forms of intentional representation. So, in this regard, interpretation is intersubjectively available, i.e., in the form of texts as critically discerned through ‘reinterpretation’ whose complex sense of genre must be delineated in hermeneutical terms of reference. Then, through a suspended conjunction of the former the non-textual appreciation of the re-interpretative dimension can be simulated in non-textual terms of reference given the implication that the economic is only possible through the conjunction of all three economic orientations. (166)

In other words, these three economic orientations of the intersubjectivity of World (meta-text), the subjectivity of Ego (experienced through non-textual simulation and its subjective engagement) and the interconnections between the former, namely, through the Object (text) can only occur in and through the dialectics of such economic interconnections. Now, it is true that we can also observe a partial incommensurability between these three distinctive economic moments or poles by virtue of their operating via distinctively different mechanisms (such as rectification, deconstruction and re(-)normalization, etc.), still, such incommensurability is only relative, limited, qualified. So, Rorty is right to claim that we can and should observe some form of an incommensurability between these domains, but, in this he cannot claim a non-qualified, absolute sense or degree of incommensurability! The economic is economic, is able to create and recreate a surplus of circulating value, by virtue of the fact that is it ‘economic’ and not otherwise! Therefore, relative incommensurability, but not non-qualified incommensurability (as Rorty seems to insistently claim). (167)

At this point in this argument, to demonstrate that a close form of economic scrutiny must both critically and radically re(-)interpret Rorty’s positioning in such matters, let me note the following four implications that can be drawn from such reasoning and its in-depth appreciation. (168)

First, the dialectical nature of distinctive economic moments or poles or polarities is such that we can claim a limited form of relative incommensurability in those limited terms of reference; given, too, that the principle underlying mechanisms function differently and contribute different consequences to the overall economic positioning that ensue from the appreciation of that overall economy as suitably viewed within its co-associated contextual situatedness.
 (169)

Second, despite the experiential fact that different economic orientations have the appearance of being relatively incommensurable economic correlativity demands a deeper level of overall economic commensurability otherwise there could be no transformations enacted in such non-economic terms of reference.
 (170)

Third, the ensuing circulation of economic e/valuational formation cannot be reduced to the mere synthesis or sum of those economic moments nor to the mere summation of their individual cataloguing in analytical terms of reference, or, for that matter, the mere addition of the former.
 (171)

Fourth, as all economic enstructuralization is envisaged as similar in its constitution it follows that all forms of economic complexification and incorporation are possible although that does not guarantee the comparative viability and profitability of such endeavours.
 (172)

Returning such insightful observations back into this arena of current discussion we can declare that Rorty is partially correct to the extent that the spheres of the subjective and the spheres of the intersubjective are both relatively non-commensurable, yet, still commensurable to the extent that they are underwritten in economic correlative terms of reference. (173)

The title of this volume of essays, that has already referred, to includes the word ‘contingency’. I would contend that we can also apply this same economic understanding to such modal terms likewise and arrive at a similar four observations just noted. In the process proffering a similar set of qualifications. Let me explain. (174)

If we were to propose a modal economy, envisaged as occurring between necessity, contingency (as the virtual viewed in terms of coherent possibility) and the non-virtual (as a relatively qualified sense of the actual viewed as the limited specification of the historical) then it would follow that all three expressions could be collectively treated as representative of a qualified form of modal expression that is relatively incommensurable with respect to each other whilst, at the same time, also exhibiting a qualified form of an in-depth commensurability. That, in such a scheme, we would need to recognize that the possible configurations of modality are such that they are relatively incommensurable whilst also being relatively non-incommensurable on deeper levels of scrutiny, and, that such an understanding is the basis for an in-depth comprehension of transformations along with the reductive emergence of the e/valuational formation originating in and through the apparent auspices of such economies by the mutable nature of such an economic basis. Let me further explain what is being pointed out here. (175)

Let me explore the example of my preparing a cup of black tea for a guest in oder to demonstrate these modalities, their relative incommensurability and their relative in-depth commensurability as the basis for various forms of transformation as defined and scoped by the specific configuration of that economic situatedness. (176)


It is in a contingent state of affairs that I take the sugar tong to clasp a cube of sugar and then move that cube towards the teacup, and, then, just above the surface of that tea, ensure that it falls into that hot black tea. Moreover, once I let that cube go, by releasing those sugar nips, then through sheer causal necessity that sugar cube must fall into this cup and dissolved therein. In telling this simple story, I have already invoked three modal orientations in recounting this simple set of actions. The sugar cube must possess some form of non-virtual specificity (actuality), i.e., non-virtual actuality. Then, in being able to envisage moving that sugar cube above the hot tea I am entertaining its contingency, the virtual possibilities of its reconfigurations in space and time as intentionally directed by a certain agent, namely, myself. In doing so, I have revealing one connected set of contingent possibilities, i.e., of overseeing that the sugar cube gently falls within that cup of hot tea. But, once I let that sugar cube fall into that cup of tea it must then observe the unique specificity of its own causal trajectory through a necessary form of causal transformation that optimizes the most efficient path in self-observing the unique dictates that process.
 (177)

From an economic perspective, in this re(-)reading of modal orientations, we must argue that contingency is relative incommensurable with virtual possibility and non-virtual actuality, but, in deeper terms of reference, i.e., on a level of economic correlativity, all three modalities can be transformationally re-configured vis-à-vis each other… as we are witness to through our observations of such daily occurrences. (178)

Thus, in the light of this overall argument, we are now in a possible to recognize the economic nature of modal contingency, the subjective-intersubjective economy, and the interpretative economy, and, through complexification the natural alignments that can be entertained as a form of commentary of such economic behaviours. Furthermore, given the isomorphic nature of the economic, and, the preservation of an in-depth isomorphic transformational invariance underlying all forms of economic transitioning, through economic transformation, as delineated through an appreciation of transformational retreatment, it follows that in close, philosophical terms of reference all such needs to comply with the articulation of these four points of relative incommensurability, relative in-depth commensurability, emergent formation of existential surpluses of economic e/valuational formation, and, forms of economic comparison through complexification and incorporation. That, effectively, in terms of interpretation, these same four observations can also be made to apply. Let me demonstrate the validity of this complex economic argument by closely critiquing these ideas being put forward by Rorty. (179)

First, can we run a form of economic complexification between, say, a modal economy and a philosophical economy (collectively configured as one part hermeneutics, one part phenomenology, and one part existentialism [as explored elsewhere]), and, oversee their economic incorporation in an economy of interpretation, and v.v? (180)


Elsewhere, hermeneutics has been envisaged as that form of e/valuation whose judgmental form concerns potentiality, i.e., possibility, probability, potency, etc. Thus, it takes little mental effort to anchor a modal economy by noting this correlation between ‘modal possibility’ and ‘hermeneutic possibility’. This now leaves us to determine how the actual (the relative specificity of the non-virtual) and the necessity (as an analytical-like a priori) relates to either the phenomenological or the existential subfield of the philosophical discipline? To some extent this is pre-decided for us, too, by virtue of the fact that the ‘existential’ is coincident with ‘the relatively specific’ (rather than the relative particularity of the phenomenological, and, the relative generality of the hermeneutical) moving us to align analytical necessity with the phenomenological and the relative specificity of the actual with the existential (whilst recognizing that unqualified indubitability is ruled out of court implying the qualified nature of such paralleled correspondences). Hence this apposition (of economic complexity) between the modal economy and the philosophical economy as potentiality-hermeneutical, necessity-phenomenological, and actuality-existential). Such an alignment with the philosophical now allows us to add the additional alignment of the interpretative, reinterpretative, and the re-interpretative respectively. (181)

From such reasonings, we are now in a position to radically re(-)interpret Rorty’s arguments as explored to date. (182)

In his seemingly contentious distinction between the private and public realms we are now in a position to concede that such a difference does exist, but, as a difference that is only relatively incommensurable and not non-relatively incommensurable. Such a ‘vocabulary’ appears to have been borrowed from Kuhn, and others, exploring the disciplinary pursuit of apparent scientific progress, in this discipline of the scientific life-world or mode-of-life, given these obvious discontinuities between theoretical frameworks that appear to have been entered into over the apparent course of the history of science as closely re(-)interpreted along such lines (of so-called ‘incommensurable discontinuities’). But, a well-thematized economic philosophy, as outlined here, would quickly argue that such historical incommensurabilities are relative and qualified, and, are certainly not non-relative and non-deserving of forms of qualification in delineating their in-depth historical complexions. Let me unpack this more subtle form of a re(-)appraisal. (183)

We could say, as a general observation, ‘that all discontinuities are relatively superficial however profound their apparent manifestations’. E.g., at my high school they wanted us ‘athletes’ to wear singlets of the same colour. So, we were instructed to buy white singlets and also purchase a certain dye, say, batch 21, and dye our singlets accordingly. This transition between a white singlet and those lime-green singlets demonstrates an obvious visual discontinuity in terms of colour but those singlets would still be perceived as singlets. So, applying this economic philosophy, we could say that in this economy involved in the dying of cotton fabric that there were discontinuities to be observed in the visual field between colours but that the dyed objects themselves remained the same. ‘White singlets’ became, through the transformational process of dying, ‘lime-green singlets’. Hence demonstrating this dictum that discontinuities are relatively superficial. For philosophers like Rorty, et al, to pick up on such discontinuities in the history of scientific exploration, as if they were non-relatively discontinuous, is a bit all too short-sighted to say the least, or, if I were to be a bit more harsh, I would be tempted to declare such adherents of unqualified discontinuities as potential resident of a metaphorical flat-earth. Sadly, time and time again, disciplinarians seem to entertain no necessary or requisite depth to their fields of exploration and by such oversight overlook a more economically tempered view of their hypothetical landscapes. Yes, Rorty is right to declare an apparent incommensurability does seem to exist between the private realm of the subject and the inter-subjective realm of public discourse, but, that such a ‘discontinuity’ is only a ‘partial discontinuity’, a ‘discontinuity that must be qualified, scoped, limited, and not rendered philosophically useless through a lack of suitable qualification’! (184)

The experiential presence of such relative discontinuities is also to be experienced as consequentially discontinuous, but, again, where such descriptions (or prescriptions or proscriptions) must also be treated in a form that is relatively scoped. Those white singlets became lime-green singlets, but, for all their change remained as singlets to be worn (unfortunately, regardless of whether the season was a sunburnt summer or a continually miserable drizzle of an endless New Zealand winter in the colder south of The South Island [Te Waipounamu]). (185)

The economically qualified nature of the contingent implies that the ‘contingent’ should also be viewed with some degree of philosophical suspicion as well. But let me not be too distracted in continuing this process of re(-)interpretation by going any further down that prospective rabbit hole.
 Instead, let me now explore the ramifications for the process of interpretation itself given that the interpretative economy is constructed, hypothetically, along similar lines of isomorphic incorporation.
 (186)

By proposing this less superficial qualification of such discontinuities means that Rorty would now not be able to maintain this so-defined incommensurable distinction between the private and public realms, certainly not to extent that he has set out in such concrete terms of reference. In effect, moving somewhat closer to, or, at least, in a movement more towards the philosophical positioning of someone like Jürgen Habemas.
 (187)

‘Contingency’ is a major theme for Rorty and at this point I would like to radically-critique
 his perspective on this important topic.
 At the same time I would like it to be known that, whilst I am very sympathetic to his perspective, my qualifications of his positioning will weaken a number of his arguments without removing both of us from a pragmatically oriented paradigm that is both ethical and anti-representational in tenor but which is firmly ensconced in an existential perspective that allows both the individual and the community to relatively self-recreate themselves in an authentic manner that enhances the ensuing freedom of all parties.
 (188)

As intimated, my theoretical understanding of transformation envisages shifting balances between pre-conditional-necessity, virtual-potentiality, and non-virtual-actuality. But, putting this aspect of this topic to the side, let me run a philosophy of innovation that necessitates an economic integration of intersubjective genres of behaviour, a concern for the phenomenological constitution of the situation to hand, and, the subjective instantiation of subjective involvement. This is expressed through the idea of an aspirational economy where our ambitions, desires, intentional projects and programs are enacted with a due concern for the apparent reality of ‘where and when’, the apparent ideality of ‘why’, and the functioning of a pragmatic interconnection of ‘how’. But, it should be obvious to those who think through the practical exercise of this aspirational economy that it needs to be economically incorporated within the greater context of an arbitrated economy given that the individual has little or no freedom to inaugurate and integrate those inputs demanded by the aspirational economy in question. So, you want a cup of coffee… and go to university to get a degree that might give you the requisite qualifications for a certain profession? Hence this declaration that we are totally dependent upon the arbitration of the overall political-economy in order to expedite our aspirations (despite the relatively qualified incommensurable nature of self-expression and self-identity (to be observed throughs such efforts in qualified self-creation/self-recreation?)? (189)

Although I am setting out to seriously critique Rorty, as I have found him in this set of essays titled Contingency, irony, and solidarity, I find much to admire in his staunch and honest attempts to redescribe his positioning in the face of certain tensions and conflicts in how he goes about telling his way of seeing such things. For example, the division he makes between the private world of the ironist and the public world of the liberal person who seeks to find a political solidarity in a form of political practice that sets out, say, to do no harm to others on most occasion, and, as little harm in other situations, as much as that would be possible. This dilemma is spelt out at the end of the essay titled: Private irony and liberal hope:
The suspicion is that ironism in philosophy has not helped liberalism is quite right, but that is not because ironist philosophy is inherently cruel. It is because liberals have come to expect philosophy to do a certain job – namely, answering questions like “Why not be cruel?” and “Why be kind?” – and they feel that any philosophy which refuses this assignment must be heartless. But that expectation is the result of a metaphysical upbringing. If we could get rid of the expectation, liberals would not ask ironist philosophy to do a job which it cannot do, and which it defines itself as unable to do.
 (190)


This position is then summarized:
…I shall claim that ironist philosophers are private philosophers – philosophers concerned to intensify the irony of the nominalist and historicist. Their work is ill-suited to public purposes, of no use to liberals qua liberals.
 (191)


It is almost as if Rorty is trying to drive a car up a cul de sac on both sides of the street at the same time whilst being immobilized in the light of an oncoming vehicle that has no idea where he is going. Yes, definitely a mix metaphor, but, that is also my point. Just where is Rorty going with this conundrum? Surely, he is problematizing a philosophical problem in such a fashion that there can be no open exit through which to find an escape? (192)

Rorty’s complex set of manoeuvres here reminds me of the type of argument, ever repeated, that without some form of dominant religious practice underlying the social fabric, acting as a form of ‘social glue’, the moral functioning of society would fall apart and civilization as we know it would be a thing of the past.
 Of course, that has not happened and is not going to happen. So, admittedly, using Rorty’s own line of thought, I would like to dismantle this argument for an incommensurability between our private and political lives whilst retaining those parts that are well worth preserving. (193)

If it is the case that the fraudulent use of metaphysical fictions that collectively have been utilized as the agent for binding society cannot possibly be thought let alone function as such, then, it is obvious, philosophically, that neither their presence nor absence could make a difference in the functioning of societies, certainly not in the form of a radical difference as to the maintenance of their integrity. On the other hand, given that ‘metaphysics’ can also be construed as (an instrument of) ‘violence’ (given that subscription to such fictions is a source of constraint and power exercised by such adherents over the populations of such societies) then it follows, as Rorty himself argues, that we would be better off without such impossibilia. On the other hand, in the form of a contrast is it not possible that processes of re-description could be allowed to flourish to find new descriptions, as yet unseen and unforetold, that through persuasion and ongoing consensus could aid in the (existential) optimization of those societies? In other words, there should be no barriers to such innovative forms of re-description other than finding an eventual acceptance of their novelty through such consensus formation. Of course, we would hope that this process avoid all aberrant forms of metaphysical thinking and practice and I am sure this condition could be better expedited since I am certain that moral judgments, e.g., neither consult some metaphysical manual of moral principles to be observed nor, for that matter, the ledger books of a cost-benefit accountant only interested in expediting all forms of mere expediency. We only have to look at the decisions of juries to appreciate that deontological considerations, more often than not, are more inclined to be invoked rather than some mechanical calculus conducted as some form of a business transaction that either minimizes a loss or maximizes a profit. At the same time, we should also realize that such ‘deontologically oriented judgments’ equally do not invoke a raft of ethical principles supposedly at the core of such decision making. We might do that retrospectively, or prospectively.
 But, I am certain that the formation of ethical judgments do not need the assistance of some pre-programmed set of instructions whose dictates are immediately brought to mind, clearly understood, and, able to be definitively applied to the exigencies of all situations in the proverbial ‘blink of an eye’ or, perhaps, those ‘short moments it takes to scratch our heads’.
 (194)

To my mind, there are certain noisy ‘silences’ in the writings of Rorty, as in the work of all philosophers, where he seems to be tiptoeing around certain conundrums demanding the squaring of a metaphysical circle which would be better confronted, embraced, resolved, dissolved, and fully dispensed with by then just letting them go, giving up on such impossible situations by truly realizing how impossible they are made to look… by relaxing such tension through economically understanding that the world is not flat, appearances are deceptive, and so on. That all questions have inbuilt answers resident in some form or other that are better comprehended in depth, through deeper forms of exploration and scrutiny. Ostensively, Rorty is confronting such issues by spelling out their perceived problematicity. Still, it seems to me that it is as if he were tentatively walking around such tendentious disputes in wooden clogs that through their insistent clip-clopping upon a wooden floor that he is also signaling an endless circling about such points of disorder that some might wish to refer to them as blind-spots.
 However, upon both reflection and self-reflection, it appears to me that philosophical writers and other disciplinarians are all too aware of these vortexes of over-concern that they might be better referred to as a ‘loitering array or field of hidden attractors’
 ever threatening to chaotically deconstruct the value of all our ambitions and aspirations. In refining this metaphor, we might, instead, refer to them as if they were ‘loitering munitions’ and, as such, we are then automatically afforded a set of possible metaphorical strategies as to how we might better deal with such ever-present aporias.
 A first and very sensible strategy might be to just avoid them. But, I well suspect that their presence is the primary inspiration for the prolixity of philosophical writing as philosophers ever feel they have to grapple with such perplexing problema. A second solution may well to embrace such explosive conundrums and through such self-destruction no longer feel they then have to deal with them ever again – a bit like the Zen koan that askes ‘how you get a goose out of a bottle?’ when we must realize we, in our own minds, put that goose there in the first place and that within our own minds we can equally release both it and ourselves from such an impossible situation… or like those terrifying dreams where we are fleeing some person about to attack us or attempting to escape some horrendous situation and when we suddenly realize all we need to do is to just make a mental stand, declare ‘the nightmare to be a dream’, and have it completely dissipate in front of us. A third strategy might be ‘go deeper and realize that all conundrums are mentally formulated and are not self-existent in the first place…’ By utilizing a transcendental suspension in some form, we might discern the current dilemma to hand to be no more than a form of ‘economic mismanagement’. I.e., mistakenly regarding the world as flat, that all distinctions are both absolutely distinctive and should be indubitably categorized in their truth determinations when properly discerned… that is, in essence, if I am allowed to use such an expression metaphorically, that all problems are, equally, of both our own making and our own unmaking. That such metaphysical-like thinking is truly bankrupt as Rorty so clearly demonstrates. So, applying such understandings, we should then be able to indicate how such paradoxical tensions and conflicts can be better philosophically translated and harmonized, and, then, both successfully resolved and dissolve in and through this form of an approach that could well be regarded as therapeutic in tenor.
 (195)

By such means, much of Rorty’s concepts and terminology could be successfully salvaged. Am I optimistic about the potential successfulness of this process of economic translation? Yes, and, no. Yes, all problems stand better chance of resolution is if economically qualified as provisional; limited; correlatively co-associated with their dialectical economic partners be they either overtly and/or covertly delineated, suitably treated through transformational retreatment, etc. Moreover, I am sure that from such clarified thinking, we would no longer be so beholden to non-economic forms of qualification and scoping, and, as a result, act in this world through forms of intervention with an enhanced existential complexion. On the other hand, and this I confess, I am sure the world is constructed with hidden attractors all the way down (and up) so to speak. That getting rid of one lot of problematic vortexes is only going to reveal another deeper set to work our way through at a later date. Still, by circumventing such roadblocks in the here and now we can better concentrate our attention on those matters that are more pressing and more deserve our ‘concern and care’. Philosophically translating such issues found to hand in an economic form that better explicates the recognition of the practical pathways to oversee their own resolutions, engender in us those responses that enact the existential optimization of our relationships in which we find ourselves both embraced and emplaced. Indeed, ‘thrown’ into a world where intervention is an inescapable fact of our existence in this ‘relational world of the other’ and through whose auspices, alone, we must find our ensuing overall freedom to be in this world at large… (196)

Can we give individual names to these ‘hidden attractors’ that, in their own way, chaotically threaten all non-economically constructed modes of behaviour, persistently terrorize traditional forms of metaphysical speculation, and deform all other forms of inauthentic disciplinary practice? (197)


Each philosopher, indeed, each author is author of their own ‘demons’. Before the more perspicacious of residents in this world, some of these persistent anomalies
 will be more obvious and others will be less obvious, even to that authorial figure themselves. Without wishing to cast the first stone, in this regard, let me merely point out, instead, that Rorty has predilections for (mis)treating relative forms of incommensuration as absolutely incommensurable; a refusal to confront in-depth deontologically oriented forms of judgment; a reluctance to apperceive a relative preference for the relational realm of existentially oriented experience; an unhealthy disregard for the positive role to be played by representations since without which an anti-representational pragmatism could not be established, and so on and so forth.  Hopefully, the naming of our demonic tendencies is the beginnings of a therapeutic process wherein we can successfully address these ‘devils’ through better delineating such confounding ‘details’. By better explicating such points of disorder, we are then in a position to truly move on so to speak. To this end, therefore, let me place before you, for your philosophical delectation, such a diet as outlined in order to find, through such critical and radical processes of digestion, the full satisfaction to be gained from our reflections upon this veritable feast… (198)

The first item on this four-course menu was this mistaking of the ‘relatively incommensurable’ for the ‘absolutely incommensurable’. In this regard Rorty is somewhat mesmerized by the likes of Thomas Kuhn and, perhaps Michel Foucault, et al. Yes, there are obvious discontinuities in the world of science (and between different scientific fields and other theoretical constructs), and, yes, there are discontinuities between distinctly different cultural eras (and, to a certain extent, between cultures and nationalities, etc.), but, all discontinuities cannot be absolute discontinuities otherwise there would be no continuations (of such relational forms of interactive engagement) and certainly cultures could not remotely understand each other or even see each other as actually existing!
 The to be discerned stratum of discontinuity exists upon a constituted hierarchy of strata that remain non-discontinuous. The world is not flat! An in-depth appreciation of the phenomenological constitution of that in question would not question this fact of our being. We are directly engaged in a world of complexity that is hierarchically enstructured, and, a moment of reflection should reveal this natural facet of our existence to us. So, e.g., I walk across the floor of my current dwelling. This dwelling rest upon the surface of this planet Earth, which, as we know is incorporated within the Solar System, placed on the edge of our immense galaxy the Milky Way, itself, a member of the local galactic cluster, and so on. Or, equally, we could go in reverse… being embodied with a body that is composed of matter, where its atomic constituents are composed, in turn, of even more mysterious sub-atomic ‘particles’ where even the word ‘particle’ is ceasing to possess much literal meaning beyond its imputed metaphorical significance, and so on and so forth… (199)

Reading discontinuities in this fashion means we no longer interpret them through an absolutistical lens. So, we can agree (or perhaps disagree) with Rorty that there is a ‘relative discontinuity’ between the private and public realms, but, that there can be no ‘absolutistic discontinuity’ because such a fantastic beast can have no existence in our philosophical zoo! (200)

Therefore, there can be no absolutistical philosophical argument that insists that personal self-redescription could not instrumentally assist with the inauguration and consolidation of a form of political solidarity able to successfully expedite a liberal philosophy in practice. Of course, the real problem then is to delineate just what strategies would need to be practically exercised that would allow positively directed personal e/valuational formations to overspill positively into the political realm, and v.v. Which is as every liberally minded citizen already both knows and expects to be the case as indirectly noted by Rorty.
 (201)

This practical concept of ‘redescription of one’s ‘final’ vocabulary, which, of course, can never be truly final, given both its provisional nature and that we should recognize that fact, is a philosophical idea that has much in common with my concept of ‘(ongoing existential) re(-)normalization’. I.e., a ‘progressively realized economic alignment with the relationship in its relational situatedness through a reiterated matching of an interpreted lived-experience with a re(-)interpreted living-experience’. Or, in a more technical format as the ‘reiterated circulation of e/valuational formation realized in a philosophical economy between our hermeneutical investigations arrived at through rectification (of our pre-critical appreciation of those adopted and adapted set of genres, etc., as appropriately utilized), phenomenal-phenomenological analyses arrived at through (the propriety of relatively critical forms of) deconstruction, and, existential examinations arrived at through (the relatively radical appositeness of all relevant ongoing processes of) re(-)normalization all enacted within the conduct of an extensive suspension’. Or, again, more simply, in language used by Rorty, as ‘a process of continual re-description that reveals unforeseen innovations in our final vocabularies that find forms of persuasive uptake through ongoing formations of consensus-building (or edification) (without, hopefully, being violently and coercively disseminated). (202)

In my definitions, ostensively, I am invoking a concept of ‘ongoing re-alignment’, or, more correctly, an ‘economy of re(-)alignment’. An obvious question to ask would be ‘an alignment of what with what by whom?’ In this regard I feel we can salvage the word ‘representation’, albeit as philosophically resituated in an anti-representationalistic context. A sentence that is descriptive, e.g., in a process of redescription, must be describing something and where a certain someone, at least, must be entertaining this act either with regard to themselves and/or others, and, where that something need not be treated as a metaphysical imputation, i.e., as an imputation conceived of in metaphysically treated categories as might (impossibly) appertain to the misguided thinking of a traditional metaphysician. How is this salvage possible for the philosopher who is either relatively critical and/or relatively radical in their explorations? (203)

It has been well-demonstrated, historically, that ‘representation’ as ‘representations of ontological reality in the so-called external world and epistemologically presented in a so-called internal world of the traditional philosopher or metaphysician, or any other disciplinarian or secularist for that matter’, is an impossible feat. That such a person who believes otherwise, a miscreant who thinks they believe in such impossible things, is incurable, or, at least, until such a time they eventually get to see the obvious errors of their misdirected ways. Ever the optimist, I still recognize that I should not ‘hold my metaphorical breath’ waiting for such insightfulness given that these misguided patterns of thought are also reinforced through wicked and wayward forms of language that ever-reinforce such forgetfulness, or, rather, a form of self-forgetfulness; given that we are ever a part of this overall world-of-life and not to be endlessly rendered apart from such living-experience whose freedoms for(-)us can only be found through(-)others… (204)

Having ruled out such impossible forms of representation is there a residue in lived-experience, as an interpretation of living-experience, that possibly remains to be salvaged? Our experience of ‘representations’ cannot be ‘representations of that which cannot be represented’, but, must instead, be as representations of that which can be represented in intentional experience, namely, as ‘intentional constructs in the full economic sense of their intentional semblances’. I.e., as intentional object(ive)s, motivationally expressed through (a resolution of intentional-)intent, and whose significance is subjectively appreciated through forms of intentional(-transcendental-)subjectivity in a relevantly contexted situation of simulation. Or, to co-invoke a textual economy, represented through texts, meta-texts and non-textual forms of simulation. I.e., where such ‘representations’ are ‘simulations’, or, where such ‘simulated-representations’ are ‘represented-simulations’, and so forth. (205)

In other words, we can treat ‘representations’ as ‘representing representations through a simulation of simulation’ that does not require any form of metaphysical mistreatment along the lines of ‘traditional representations’ that were impossibly conceived of as ‘representing that which could not be represented’. By evacuating all representational presentations from inputs that are not represented or pre-represented or post-represented or trans-represented, etc., we are left with an intentional residue that is anti-representationa(listica)lly portrayed. Or representations that merely represent other representations (as might be construed, e.g., through the use of the Husserlian concepts of retention and protension [plus my economic addition of attention]). (206)

Hence, effectively, this strategy of treating ‘representations’ only as ‘simulated imputations through the auspices of the transcendental suspension (extensive suspension)’ (given that this treatment of ‘representations’ as only ‘simulated simulations’ is indicative of the experiential fact that such treatment must implicate the involvement of the utilization of a transcendental suspension). (207)

Or, put another way, we could say that only through a suspension of representation can we arrive at an anti-representationalistic stance, and v.v! That once we understand ‘representations’ in this special sense of simulated-simulations, and not as simulations of the pre-simulated, etc., can we actually entertain the very notion of an anti-representational philosophy central to a both a relatively critical and relatively radical pragmatic philosophy (as here being envisaged over the course of these essays entailed under the rubric of a Pragmatic Prospect). (208)

To drive this point home let me borrow a type of argument from Yogacara Buddhist Philosophy (that we are dealing with ‘representational experiences’
 and not with ‘objects as imputed in the so-called external world’).
 Yesterday, I bought six apples packaged on a small pallet and labelled as such. They were so nice to eat that word got around and now, sadly, there are none left. But, even though these six apples can now no longer be seen, touched and eaten, I can still talk about them. Moreover, a set of textual trails have been left that refer to those six apples that were eaten. Obviously, these apples are now no longer evident and only their apparent ‘absence’ can be used to reinforce the current consensus that those six apples that were bought yesterday have now all been eaten. The inter-textual process of comparing these various textual reports and indicators of their existence allows me to enter into processes of re(-)normalization in which I can tabulate a specific factual statement with the requisite degree of confidence needed for the formation of such an historical account. ‘I was asked to buy six apples’; ‘I saw six apples for sale’; ‘I remember buying those six apples’; ‘I have the docket that says I “bought six apples yesterday”’; ‘I remember putting them in the bowl’; ‘I remember, unfortunately, only getting to eat one of them’; ‘fellow apple eaters also said how nice they were’, and so on. In all these comparative textual machinations it just so happens that those six apples no longer need to be still in that bowl on the kitchen table for such reporting to be co-assessed, etc. Point made – we need have no apparent ‘reference’ to the ‘imputed objects’ per se since we are collating textual reports. Of course, such phenomenal-phenomenological input is assumed, but, not necessary for the conducting of such retrospective inter-textual assessments and re(-)assessments,
 and so forth! (209)

Let me now return to an exploration of the ‘incommensurability’ discerned by Rorty between ‘the ironism of a private sphere’ and ‘the hopefully envisaged liberal solidarity of the political realm coincidental with the public sphere’. In order to mediate these relatively incommensurable domains let me invoke the relatively incommensurable domain of the ‘arbitrated sphere of influence’ so as to economically construct a potentially viable economy of the political-economy better able to integrate these relatively incommensurable realms of both the private and public spheres of influence. As I have noted elsewhere, it is all very well to conceive of an aspirational economy in order to explain the expeditions of our intentional desires, be they either personal ambitions and/or social aspirations. The social truth of the matter is that we only obtain our overall freedom, through a range of different freedoms, through(-)others, and, this entails an arbitrated economy in which we are forced to prioritize our aspirational objectives in the light of their necessary social arbitration needed to even actually expedite any single personal aspiration. Hence this natural invocation of an ‘arbitrated sphere of influence’ given the necessary existence of this world of arbitration in order to just expedite our intentional aspirations within the realms of the political-economy. (210)

Why have I designated this ‘arbitrated sphere of influence’ as also relatively incommensurable? Because, in economic correlativity, economic moments as poles or polarities, cannot be ideally approached, attained and obtained. Therefore, this economic orientation must also be constituted as relatively incommensurable likewise. But relatively incommensurable also implies that it is relatively commensurable, and v.v. That it is this dialectic that allows us to note both the similarities and dissimilarities between the economic orientations found within the same overall economy in question, and, which, altogether, create that ensuing circulation of e/valuational formation representative of that overall economy (incorporating all necessary sub-economies), albeit as also found it its relational situatedness (and commented upon by suitable forms of internal economic correlativity, external economic complexification, economic incorporation, etc.). (211)

We also have the technical difficulty of relating an aspirational economy, previously explicated as a trimodal bipolar economy vis-à-vis the trimodal monopolar economies of both the arbitrated and the political-economic. However, this technical complication is easily resolved once we realize that all economies are archetypally grounded in the co-existence of a trimodal-mono economic and trimodal-bipolar economic form of interaction at the center of the overall archetypal economy given the nature of the (extensive) suspension and its automatic de-suspensional flows instrumental in the overall realization of all ongoing processes of relational resolution. (212)

I also have two more additional argument for invoking this ‘arbitrated sphere of influence’. As it stands, the imputed bipolar private-public form of relational interaction cannot be conceived of in economic terms given the economic imperative (as perceived of by myself) for the necessary possession of a trimodal constitution (where a third economic party must be found in what is already to be found to hand). The invocation of this arbitrated sub-economy allows us to economically incorporate that with this private-public interaction which I have designated as the ‘political-economic’ (which has already been viewed through a trimodal lens of the political, economic, and stylistic aspects, etc.). A second additional argument can also be supplied to the extent that this third contribution of the arbitrated sub-economy parallels, through economic correlation, with the non-systematic so-called third moment of the non-systematic existential anf for it to be treated as both the metaphorical ‘doorway’ and ‘exit’ to and from the more systematic sense of the existential. Given such conceived of existential correlativity (in the archetypal constitution of the economic) it follows that this sphere of influence is also indicative of an existential dimension. In my close reading of Rorty I would contend that his overlooking of this existential dimension in human relations is problematic on a number of counts. Given that the existential orientation is also coincidental primarily with (the third trans-cognitive order of) deontologically oriented e/valuational formation it follows that he simultaneously overlooks both the existential and the deontological given this ‘correspondence’ or ‘alignment’ in judgmental appreciation. Invoking a simulated semblance of the deontological that has no direct reference to ethical principles (although such judgments can be rationalized retrospectively, or prospectively, by invoking such unnecessary imputations that only deserve a provisional role in the education of school children). Hence the wide-ranging utility of this supposition of an economic dimension of the arbitrated existentially mediating both the relatively incommensurable private-and-public realms of political-economic interaction, engagement, and discourse, etc. (213)

As I have intimated, the coincidence of both the deontological and the existential forms of e/valuation present for Rorty the appearance of a ‘loitering instance of a hidden attractor’
 that deserves to be confronted and properly addressed philosophically. Now, that granted, we could ask in what manner does Rorty interact or not interact with this ‘vortex of concern’, this ‘narrational anomaly’ of the arbitrated dimension to political-economic life? Underneath such a question we are probing, on balance, for the experiential existence of either a non-psychotic disposition or a pseudo-psychotic disposition (as would accompany the ardent ideologically over-committed or under-committed proponent/non-proponent) or someone whose interest in this topic is such that that they possess a disposition that is psychotically deformed or malformed to some extent. The cogent and well-integrated (non-deluded) writings of Rorty easily rules out the last possibility. Moreover, his earnest desire to confront these apparently bipolar issues,
 and not self-identity with their dissemination, must also rule out this second possibility. Therefore, his interest in such dilemmas, either as traditional problems and/or problems that result from certain processes of problematization, can now be looked at through an economically interpretative lens that, non-psychotically, both discriminates and integrates processes of interpretation, reinterpretation and re(-)interpretation. Let me now return to focus on the pragmatic implications of this type of enquiry. (214)

I have argued earlier that in the interpretative economy we have three relatively distinctive economic aspects of interpretation whose dialectical interactions are instrumental in the circulation of interpretative e/valuational formation. That ‘circulation’ arising from the creation of an economic surplus whose emergence cannot be reduced to the mere mechanics of that economy in question. That such trans-cognitive, judgmental evaluation is able to deliver a cognitive form of intentional valuation delivered and deposited by textual means (i.e., within a textual economy
). I.e., as the act of judgment is between, with, or through concepts it can be neither conceptual nor intentional in its epistemological (and psychological) orientation.
 On the other hand, the performance of such judgments is then delivery, through processes of harmonic resolution, in the form of textual depositions that can be conceptually and intentional appropriated (in and through an intentional economy of re(-)appropriation). Such appropriation is through an act of interpretation. As noted earlier an interpretative economy is this dialectical interaction between interpretation, reinterpretation, and re-interpretation, and, importantly, these economic phases are relatively incommensurable, distinctively constituted, and have relatively different interpretative and causal ‘ramifications’, i.e., as divided between current implications and future consequences.
 (215)

In the light of this scheme, authors exercising considerable degrees of interpretation, fall basically into three categories each with two forms of an existential orientation, i.e, the relatively non-existential or existential articulation with respect to either an interpretative author, reinterpretative author, and a re-interpretative author. The latter type is relatively radical in tenor, and, hopefully, relatively existential in their relational outlook. Into the latter category Rorty can be clearly perceived to be a relatively radical writer, writing (and performing) relatively radical forms of literature in somewhat of a revolutionary manner. To the same extent, we could also view Rorty as a ‘philosophical revolutionary’ given his penchant for extensive sections of re-interpretation. As I have noted, re-interpretation is primarily characterized by appeals to ongoing processes of harmonically oriented re(-)normalization, i.e., forms of relatively radical re-alignment hopefully of an existential complexion that further foster supplementary or complementary forms of an existential surplus in addition the existential surpluses already present and evident (and which can be ascertained for ourselves from our own re(-)reading such texts). (216)

Similarly, reader can fall into the same scheme through the manner of their interpretation enacted in their engagement within their current textual situatedness. (217)


In this regard, it should not take too much imagination to understand that Rorty is primarily a ‘re-interpreter’ and that he sees himself in that same type of role.
 Namely, as an intellectual exercising a desire to radically re-shape the course of philosophical discourse away from traditional metaphysical preoccupations and re-direct it, instead, towards the refining of a number of pursuits that collectively cast it out as a form of pragmatic, anti-representationalism. That as a disciplinarian he is someone who, in his relatively private life, is a self-declared ironist, and, in his relatively public life, is an obvious liberal who cares about both the viability and vitality of democratic institutions which we could surmise are the hallmarks of a late twentieth century American political project. That, in this regard, Rorty is a prime exponent of this endeavor even though he expresses such aspirations through a very novel set of lenses that mark him out as a ‘strong disciplinarian’ who is transcending traditional genres of philosophy, political and moral thought, literature, literary criticism, and so forth. (218)

Now, at this point in this essay, I would like to attempt to critically and radically salvage much of the Rortean enterprise through applying an economic makeover using the heuristic machinery already introduced. A quicker way of doing this process of re-interpretation is to just list the innovations I would like to propose and then explore the ramifications of such innovations. Then, it is up to each reader to decide for themselves the apparent worth of such renovations. (219)
As noted earlier, I expanded a twofold scheme first introduced in Part II into a trimodal economic scheme as described:
…However, in this third essay, I wish to render and remould these two levels in an economic format by proposing the following extension over three levels, namely; first, as both fully suspended and non-extrapolated imputations; second, as both fully suspended and as extrapolated imputations; and, third, as both non-suspended and fully extrapolated imputations (with the latter finding a more recognizable coincidence as ‘expressions’
 residing in a more conventional format).
 (220)


The raison d’être for this manoeuvre is:
That, in effect, I am arguing for the interdependence of the three realms of the relatively radical, critical, and pre-critical respectively.
 (221)

By ‘interdependence’ we can read economic ‘orientation’ or ‘relatively incommensurability, etc. Moreover, through economic complexification we can read the ‘interpretative economy’ in parallel with both this ‘imputational economy’ as well as this ‘economy of transformational retreatment’. Tabulating this diagrammatically:
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Economy:


Using this heuristic scheme above, I would argue that Rorty’s sense of schematic positioning is as adopting (and individually adapting) a philosophical stance that falls under a first level (of a pragmatic anti-representationalist) as ‘re-interpretative, with imputations equivalent to representations (as simulated-simulations) that are non-extrapolated and where the transcendental suspension (as an extensive suspension) is applied with a transformational status that has been subjected to radical retreatment (that in as a form of posttreatment has a pragmatic complexion when applied to the pre-critical domain
). Moreover, this identification with Level I also indicates a parallelization with the existential subdiscipline/orientation. (223)

I have also indicated that the primary mechanism at the basis of Level I is an ongoing process of re(-)normalization whose force or import is to oversee an existentially oriented alignment that directly promotes a pro-relational optimization of the relationship in question as found in its relational situatedness. I have also remarked that this distinctive type of operation has a certain positive resonance with the Rortean process of re-description entertained with the view in mind of re-forming /reforming a provisional construction in the form of a final vocabulary disseminated in the hope of also refining a working consensus that rather ‘persuades’ rather than dictates or coerces the ongoing formulation of a working response that can also innovatively progress or finesse the ramifications of that situatedness in question. Such ‘progress’, like my redefinition of ‘representations’ (as ‘simulated-simulations’), is no longer working with some template that is either an underlying immanent and/or overlying transcendent sense of the metaphysical in which ‘destiny’ or the ‘teleologically directed trajectory’ or ‘fate’ that is already worked out, prefigured in some pre-ordained determinism, or similar. Of course, there is noting ‘final’ about such a ‘final vocabulary’ given its ironic pre-configurement. (224)

The use of a transcendental suspension also lends an ironic air, and, on occasions a humorous complexion given that the dialectical nature of, say, the interrogative economy, is also isomorphic with the comic progression involved in the narration of a joke or jest or some other humorous device. (225)

My use of an economic approach is also central to my radical-critique of Rorty since in so far as all economies cannot cut themselves off from their economically correlative constituents which, through operational necessity, implies that, e.g., for an imputational economy to operate that we must insist upon our operating with imputations that entail the entire gamut from Level I to Level III including our passing through Level II. Similarly, an ‘anti-representational philosophy’ just cannot be envisaged without also invoking ‘representations’, albeit as re-defined by myself (as simulated-simulations). That should an extreme anti-representational ideologue insist, e.g., that as a pre-simulated simulation is a contradiction in terms, etc., and that such representations have no existence, either metaphysical or otherwise, then it follows that we can only proceed with an anti-representationalism. But this counter-argument is fallacious. Even though all economic moments in a trimodal economy are relatively incommensurable still through economic correlativity they cannot be absolutistically incommensurable. Therefore, it is true that representations can have no absolutistical existence, given their impossibility to even be found in any form of a constructed scheme, but, through the non-obtainability of all economic moments or polarities then it also follows that even an anti-representational stance can have no form of self-existence, be that non-metaphysical or otherwise. That, given this economy and the generation of provisional forms of significance therein (in the ongoing generation, say, of our final vocabularies) then it behooves us to recognize the co-existence of all mutual forms of economic correlativity given their co-constitution in and through that economy in question. Hence no qualified forms of anti-representationalism without qualified forms of representationalism, and v.v! (226)

What are some of the important ramifications of this economic approach to re-constituting a ‘strong’ anti-representational form of pragmatism (that avoids all forms of ideological extremism and misguided tendencies for metaphysical speculation)? (227)

Over the course of writing this essay I was surprised to discover that in an interpretative economy there is a relative commensurability between these distinctive levels of re-interpretation (exercised on a First Level), reinterpretation (exercised on a Second Level), and interpretation (exercised on a Third level), each functioning with different type of epistemological, logico-dialectical functioning as well as mutually co-defining each other collectively as an ‘economy’ (albeit as it is also contextually situated in an overlapping web of relational economies co-constituting the semblance of an overall life-world). (228)


So, e.g., if we succeed in re-interpreting a certain text or philosopher or discipline or work of art or craft, or a work literature, etc., then our take on that re-interpreted topic is basically ‘radical’ in orientation. On the other hand, a merely critical reinterpretation is a relatively critical critique and operates, ostensively, within the relative incommensurability of that identified field of concern (and its phenomenological-semantics). (229)


Interestingly, the formation of our narratives is also an economic enterprise and the interpretative nature of our current pursuit will reflect where we are in this scheme. Moreover, we can add that if these three Levels are overlooked or over-preferentially treated, or mistreated, then our endeavour is less likely to take on an existential complexion and ambiance given that an ongoing, dynamic, economic balance or transcendental suspension (extensive suspension) is necessary for the smooth and productive operation of each and every economy, be they incorporated or co-associated, etc. (230)

However, of more profound significance for myself is the realization that this Level I, through its coincidence with the existential sub-discipline in the philosophical economy,
 can also be regarded as the metaphorical ‘doorway’, and ‘exit’, of an existential dimension (in its more systematic sense and semblance). (231)

To conclude this essay, let me explore this imputed existential coincidence. (232)
5. Provisional Conclusions, Observations, and Comments

Richard Rorty is perceptive enough to ‘see’ that there is a psychic gulf, an incommensurability, between the private and public spheres, and, apperceptive enough to philosophically ‘know’ that, somehow, we must be able to dialectically overcome this sense of an experiential and logical division. Before the company of others, we are in a position, say, to either ‘smile’ or ‘frown’ and other people have absolutely no idea what we might be actually thinking as we make such gestures. Of course, we can try to be ‘transparent’ and set about attempting to ‘synchronize’ ourselves with each other through the use of a co-authored form of narration, such as, e.g., when we tell a joke and the other party laugh ‘with us’ at exactly the same time, and so on. But, despite such mirroring of gestures and talking about ‘ourselves’, just how do we really know what the other parties are thinking and feeling other than what we might be prepared to intimate through such signaled gestures and shared narrations? (233) 

In bravely facing this philosophical observation and noting this dilemma I had earlier described Rorty as both honest and staunch:
…I find much to admire in his staunch and honest attempts to redescribe his positioning in the face of certain tensions and conflicts in how he goes about telling his way of seeing such things. For example, the division he makes between the private world of the ironist and the public world of the liberal person who seeks to find a political solidarity in a form of political practice that sets out, say, to do no harm to others on most occasion, and, as little harm in other situations, as much as that would be possible.
 (234)


I say ‘bravely, as I know many readers would immediately think that Rorty’s positioning can be swiftly dismissed by using the Wittgensteinian argument that there is no such thing as a private language and so, therefore, there could be no absolute dichotomy between both private and public spheres. Now, such an argument works if you were to try to non-provisionally propose such an absolute incommensurability (albeit as inconceivable as that would be for reasons noted elsewhere). But, nonetheless, Rorty is correct to posit that there is such an experiential incommensurability in place (although he is not correct to conceive of it as insurmountable). Just as when ‘we smile or frown’ and, still, people have no idea that we might be actually thinking and have to hazard a guess should they wish to speculate about such matters. Of course, I am not arguing that we cannot start such a process because once we discern a smile is a ‘smile’ or frown is a ‘frown’ we have already started to interpret the other… No, what we need to confront is the fact that there is a relative incommensurability, and that this educated form of a counterattack is just not applicable in this type of philosophical situation. (235) 

Many years ago, too many years to confess exactly how many, I constructed a secret form of writing in which I could transcribe texts I did not wish to have read by other people… probably in memory of the fact that I had found my sister’s unlocked diary and could have read it, and where she was under the non-disabused impression that I had. I used phonetic transcriptions, substituting many different signs for the same English consonants, interspersed at random null values, and contracted definite and indefinite articles behind different glyphs, and so on. Now, I was the only one who could read such transcribed texts. But could this secret writing be termed a ‘private language’. No, because I was merely transcribing English into a script that only I could read. The point I am making here is that the constructs of our private lives are intentionally invoking genres of behavioural performance that are already in the public domain so to speak. However, the philosophical point being made here is that we cannot compare the privacy of our lives with a private language and thence utilize this private language argument because we are not actually utilizing a ‘private’ language given that we think our thoughts in our native tongue, or some language closely allied to such linguistic positioning. No, the profound point being made by Rorty is that there is this experiential incommensurability, that the non-metaphysical philosopher or disciplinarian would be an ironist, and that from his perspective of an historical understanding such a person has nothing to say or show that is of value in the performances of our public lives and political personae should we attempt to develop the latter. He cites the ironist philosopher Derrida as evidence of this and spends a whole chapter, among others, attempting to demonstrate that ‘observation’. Now, I do agree with him that much of political philosophy, conducted from either a metaphysically entrenched perspective or from an ironist sense of repositioning, has little to make in the form of a positive contribution to the overseeing of our political lives. Far too much philosophizing is theoretically engendered with too little input that is both truly practical and truly critical in tenor, but, that is more the fault of institutional philosophy and not so much the fact that the ironist has nothing to say, has nothing that they could say to either their own public sense of face or the public face of others. That conclusion is just wrong as we can find many seriously committed philosophers agonizing over such issues as Rorty, himself, appears so often to be doing – demonstrating his ‘existential concern and care for others’. (236)

Therefore, we should come to agree with Rorty that there is this philosophical problem and join forces with both Rortean and non-Rortean philosophers seeking a resolution of such a conundrum, namely, just how do we overcome this relatively incommensurable gap between this imputed space between the spheres of our private lives and out parading in public along with our occasional forays into the potentially dangerous realms of the political? (237)

In a resolution of this experiential aporia I am proposing a two-pronged attack on two different levels of epistemological organization, namely, the imputation of an economically intermediating sphere of the arbitrational (as explicated through a sub-economy of arbitration), and, an existential sphere of engagement that can be entered through the auspices of the former when our overall economic sense of perspective is, itself, properly suspended from an overall economic point of view. I.e., I am suggesting that our private lives are intermediated by an the relatively incommensurable and commensurable realm of arbitrational interactions, and, that such intermediation is the initial locus for the imposition of a relatively existential complexion that empowers us through the re-direction of our existential surpluses in e/valuational formation in forms of existentially oriented intervention that further promote such political ideas like ‘solidarity’, the further ongoing enhancement of our freedom to be and become who we are in our private, arbitrational and public lives, and so on. An overall semblance of freedom to be derived only through(-)others and from which all other forms of freedom are found to be both devolved and thematized over the complex course of our lives as led both passively with(-)others privately, and actively before(-)others publicly. The source of such freedom being experienced through our inescapable interventions in these three economic spheres of the private, arbitrated and public, and from the veritable fact that in the ‘oversight’ of an existential perspective these three domains must also interact and overlap in the very formation of an existential excess in e/valuational formation capable of simultaneously spilling over into all three of these lived-dimensions to give the semblance of a progressive, transcendental unity to the circumscribed course of our living-experience in this realm of the other, this semblance of an overall world-of-life, this experiential sense of a world at large… (238)

To conclude this essay, and this set of essays under the rubric of The Pragmatic Prospect, let me explicate this fact of arbitration; explore how this realm is the locus of the non-systematic existential which, when suitably fostered, then takes on a more systematic sense of the existential; that the bracketing of the non-metaphysical experience is required for the enactment of a suspension able to unlock this semblance of an existential freedom; how this qualified anti-representationalism is existential, ethical, nihilistic, and pragmatic in tenor… and overcomes these relative incommensurabilities through the relative commensurabilities of the private, arbitrational and public spheres of influence… and, is then able to promote the necessary degree of political ‘solidarity’ in the sphere of the political-economic when and where political institutions, etc., are needed to be democratically established and preferenced in order to further promote this enhanced issuance of an existential freedom to be both co-authored and shared with others… (239)

Just what are the ramifications, i.e., past pre-conditions, current implications, and future consequences of this hypothesis ‘that in economically linking and mutually co-defining both a private sphere and a public sphere we can and should propose an arbitrational sphere of influence, and v.v’? Just what is to be gained, both philosophically and non-philosophically, from this proposal of this co-equal sphere of arbitration? (240)

As a pre-condition we must ask does this idea have ‘any feet on the ground so to speak’? On one hand, we have people ‘smiling and frowning’, and, on the other hand, we have people ‘collectively grumbling and maybe voting for governments or wishing they could vote for governments in order to have better forms of political representation, and so on’. What might we find in between? Here I would like to appeal, first, to an idea I discerned earlier in the course of working on Volume III of my Pursuit, namely, that politicians acting as political executives in a government are radically different, i.e., act as if their political behaviours are relatively incommensurable, from the legislature even if those two roles should coincide in the form of the same person.
 In effect, there is more difference between the front bench and the back bench than as to where they sit and pay rates, and so on. That an indication of this is the inferred necessity for cabinet confidentiality (that goes against the general demand for transparency in political deliberations and lobbying, etc.). In other words, it is in this ability to exercise executive capacities that might well indicate this sphere of the arbitrational. Or, put more bluntly, it is the pointy end in the imposition of political power as it is disseminated in the political-economy. Implicating, therefore, political and business executives, police and law enforcement, the courts, the army, compliance officers, and so on… beside the exercising our own forms of relational intervention… (241)

A theoretical and economic implication of this schematization of the political-economy (with the hyphen) is that this sphere must coincide with my delineation of the ‘stylistic sub-discipline’ acting critically in concert with the politically theoretical and the commercial practicalities of the business world. That this implies, furthermore, that the public sphere coincides with the political sphere by virtue of its intersubjective orientation, and, therefore, the private sphere must coincide with the practical domain of the commercial world, whilst, leaving this potentially existential sphere of the arbitrational as coinciding with this stylist realm of the ‘critical’. However, as the general expression ‘critical’ must make room for the ‘relatively radical’ (and ‘relatively critical’) we can send the ‘relatively critical’ to the sphere of the practical in line with its phenomenological orientation (where I have already relegated it in my expositions of a philosophy of transformational retreatment under the rubric of ‘critical treatment’). The implication being that the sphere of the person, as we conduct our private lives, is primarily done so through our embodiment from a phenomenological perspective. Let me diagrammatically depict these forms of economic co-association as they fall under the political-economic-stylistic headings with their respective sub-disciplines of the political, commercial, and stylistic, etc. (in terms of their sub-disciplines; subjectivity; philosophical sub-disciplines; economic orientation in terms of their archetypal moments):
Political


Economic


Stylistic

Political


Commercial


Executive
Public



Private



Arbitrated


Hermeneutic


Phenomenological

Existential


World



Object



Ego (242)


The consequences of this scheme are numerous and inter-linked in the form of a manifold which demands that we recognize that our engagement with this sphere of the arbitrational should not be overlooked. Through economic correlativity it also must have a relative incommensurability, but, that which is relatively incommensurable must also be relatively commensurable as well. That, on economic grounds, we must maintain a certain degree of transformational isomorphic invariance, between such relative incommensurabilities, in order for us to observe the relatively unified operations of that economy in question. Moreover, that that being the case, we can then further infer that a transformational economy must also be operating in that economy, indeed, in the operations of all working economies. Let me further unpack the implications of that last observation. (243)

In a philosophy of transformational retreatment I have argued that the relatively pre-critical sphere of the hermeneutical (and public domain, and sub-discipline) is subjected to a form of phenomenological treatment (in the private domain, and subdiscipline), hopefully, enacted in a proper critical format, and, that, through a process of relatively radical retreatment (in this arbitrated domain of the existential sub-discipline) all treatment products are returned to their original level of meta-status (in the pre-critical public domain), hopefully, in a form where such retreatment is conducted within an existential orientation. Where such retreatment, we must assume as a form of ‘posttreatment’, now has the power to both critically and radically re-write the formerly pre-critical in a more critically and radically oriented format. Where the dialectical nature of this transformational process can recommence in an ongoing process of such productively oriented re-writing (within that economy characterized by such re(-)writing, i.e. transformation). In this regard we can treat such transformational products as ‘transforms’ which have a productive transformational resonance, with a non-reductive and emergent existence in living-experience, progressively thematized between representationally oriented imputations and imputations that are being radically re-conceived in anti-representationalistic terms of reference. As ‘orientations’ such ‘terms of reference’, as ‘transforms’, cannot find, as ‘imputations’, a complete coincidence with any one economic polarity. Moreover, through continual economic processing such transforms progressively take on the characteristic form of their thematizations whilst also never being able to be coincidently identified perfectly with the same. In the light of this dialectical schematization, we can say such representations, as textualized simulations, can only be made to ‘represent’ other texts in and through the textualization of such transforms. Obviously, in such a scheme there is no place for a traditional metaphysics per se nor is there any need for such an otiose and reduplicated process of parallel formation since the ensuing e/valuational formations already in place is all that is needed for such ‘living-experience’ to be appreciated through its textualization as ‘lived-experience’. In other words, in this economic schematization, (simulated) transforms are representative of other (simulated) transforms, and not otherwise. Moreover, by such economic treatment, we can elicit the following two implications that need to be understood and appreciated. First, much of a traditional metaphysics, with such terminological expression, e.g., like truth, objectivity, transparency, causal consequentialism, subjectivity, private, public and arbitrated spheres of influence, time and space, and so on and so forth, can all be economically translated as nothing more than economic aspects of an economy, and, that such artefacts will all possess certain necessary, possible and contingent facets thorough co-associated features depending upon where in such economies we might be exercising such provisional and relative forms of transformationally oriented perspectival simulation, etc. Second, given our initiation and expansion of an existential perspective commencing in an arbitrated sphere of influence it follows that we can re-create an ‘existential metaphysics’ as long as certain pre-conditions, conditions, post-conditions and transcendental (trans-cognitive/trans-intentional, judgmental) trans-conditions are transformational met, namely, the continual imposition of a transcendental suspension (extensive suspension) that allows us to operate with transforms qua ‘transforms’ (and not as misconstrued metaphysical relics acting as philosophical zombies in a dead metaphysics that should have been cremated and buried a very long time ago). That in such an existential metaphysics we visit, therein, an existential ontology, an existential epistemology, and a trans-ontological-epistemological philosophy centered on such retranslated and qualified metaphysical artefacts like existential subjectivity, existential community, existential arbitration, existential space and time, etc. Moreover, given such economic translations, in a pro-relational environment, etc., it follows that all imputations, therein, be treated as suspended transforms whose imputational status is dependent upon the extent such imputations are either suspended or not suspended, and, extrapolated or non-extrapolated (as explored earlier in this essay
). That such an understanding then allows us to interpret a certain textual situation, philosophical or otherwise, as either oriented in a First Level, Second Level, and/or, a Third Level as explored through the relative presence of a propositional situation that, respectively, is oriented more towards a re-interpretative, anti-representational stance that is primarily arbitrated; and/or, a reinterpretative stance in a private sphere that is relatively suspended but extrapolated; and/or, an interpretative stance in a public sphere that is both relatively non-suspended and extrapolated. (244)

Now, what is meant by this ‘existential commencement’ in this arbitrated sphere of influence? Basically, understanding that this so-called third dialectical economic moment of the existential, in its non-systematic sense, acts as both an ‘entrance’ and ‘exit’ to a more systematic sense of the existential when the transcendental suspension (extensive suspension) is more fully realized through the relative imposition of an ongoing dynamic balance that is to be entertained between all three economic moments, i.e., when public, private and arbitrated spheres of influence, through their overall, ensuing e/valuational formation, are allowed to co-equally thematize the enrichment of that evolving isomorphic basis associated with each and every delineated transform. That from such an experiential basis much of traditional metaphysics can be re-derived, albeit without either the baggage associated from a traditional metaphysics or the distortions stemming from the consequences from adopting and adapting such impossible forms of nonsense. (245)

As a short digression, I would quickly add that much of an impossible traditional metaphysics arises through a distorted misuse, say, of the interrogative economy (and/or the ensuing distortion of all other economies as well) through a misconstrued extrapolation of those economic aspects of either the rhetorical, metaphysical and/or, apparitional. For example, respectively, running a logical dichotomization of the dialectical ‘either/or’ as either an absolutistically definitive ‘this’ or ‘that’ when such indubitable definitions cannot be arrived at except in provisional, non-qualified, conventional, relatively more short-sighted terms of reference; when a metaphorical ‘like’ is misconstrued as a literal ‘is’ when, e.g., a provisional experience of textual ‘transparency’ is mistreated as ‘metaphysical transparency’, etc; and, when the ‘as if, as if, as if’ is mistreated as just ‘as is’, etc., when we should realize that perspectival meaning(fulness) of a relational situation cannot be exhausted, and, that there can be no exhaustion in the number of possible perspectives as candidates for such aspectival re(-)consideration, although, fortunately, scoped by our existentially oriented search for an apparent, pragmatically oriented  semblance of relevance and which, when found, should be relatively preferenced in the hope of enhancing an existential optimization of our relationships as being ‘represented’ in their relational situatedness, and so on.
 (246)

But, all such economic strategies granted, how should we re(-)envisage a relatively critical and radical pragmatic philosophy as exemplified, e.g., by the work of Richard Rorty, and others? (247)

As noted, in a relatively critical and potentially radical format
 that should be existentially ethical, anti-representational, nihilistic and pragmatic in tenor! Let me demonstrate this form of (an existential) equivalence. (248)


An arbitrational sphere is naturally pro-relational and at the very cutting edge of implementing all forms of interventions, be they either all too conventional and institutionalized or more strongly innovative given their suitable adaptation to the relational environment found to hand. That, on occasions, we can both empower our relationships and permit that same relationship, in its relational situatedness, to empower us. In this regard, metaphorically, we can perceive or apperceive that our relationships can be metaphorically seen to act on the behalf of ourselves in overseeing this preference for an optimization of their self-e/valuational formation. That one mechanism for this empowerment is the existential re-direction of intentional intent through being re-directed in such intentional forms of direction. Moreover, given that our relationships can be permitted, to some extent, ‘to look after themselves’, we might surmise, therefore, that such relative deference to our relationships should be preferentially followed. That such existential observance is a pre-condition for the exercise of an ethical and moral outlook that automatically marks out such a philosophy as both ethically and morally responsible. (249)

Translated into a Rortean context, we might retranslate this along the following lines. That in entertaining a dynamic balance between the spheres of the private and public, in a positive form of an alignment, this third aspect of the arbitrational sphere of influence should be progressively revealed, which, if then entertained in a dynamic balance with both private and public spheres, should then emergently reveal a progressive, responsive form of an existentially mediated arbitration that contributes, relatively systematically, to an overall optimization of that relationship, albeit as re(-)conceived in the uniqueness of its relational situatedness. (250)

A recognition of this apparent existential imperative, for the ongoing optimization of our relationships, is further reinforced through the supplementary or complementary enrichment of our relationships should that arise in and through such existential openness to both the critical and radical ramifications that might need to be made in the ongoing re(-)direction of our passages to be made through this world at large that are optimized either by our advertent and/or inadvertent cognizance of this ever-present existential dimension. (251)

Such a stance is also anti-representational in its outlook by virtue of the fact that, through the transcendental suspension (extensive suspension), this arbitrated domain must be ‘re-written’ and ‘re-read’ as just consisting of mere imputations, as transforms, that are both non-extrapolated and suspended, and, where comparative surpluses of e/valuational formation will find relative degrees of approbation or a proscriptive disapprobation.
 This existential imperative, when both perceived and apperceived, is to be seen as an emergent surplus whose excessive forcefulness is capable of overflowing over and spilling into the suitable re(-)writing of various behaviours through various forms of existential involvement and intervention, etc. (where, as noted, even passive observance must be treated as a form of involvement through its somewhat negative style of intervention). (252)

Consequently, this understanding of the suspension, as a suspension of all ‘imputations’ as ‘transforms’, is none other than a ‘nihilistic reading’ that, at the same time, through this co-association of an existential outlook, also cannot but be ‘positive’ in tenor! That such a pragmatic philosophy, therefore, could not be anything other than demonstrative of a ‘positive nihilism’. (253)


But, importantly, we must now ask ‘can such an existentially ethical and moral, positive nihilism also be characterized as ‘pragmatic’?’ Surely, it should follow, that the existentially oriented optimization of our relationships could not be other than ‘pragmatic’, in the full sense of such an expression? Let me demonstrate that this philosophical conclusion follows if such a philosophy is to be re-interpreted along the narrated lines of this ‘pro-relational, existential understanding of the relational nature of that to hand coincident with that ‘style’ of intervention’. (254)

That word ‘style’, in the following in-depth exploration, proffers a key understanding as to how this pragmatic consequence follows from an existentially oriented process of intervention. The economic can also be read through a harmonic lens where hermeneutical genres (and other intersubjective meta-textual devices) can be read as the relatively consonant background field in which the relative dissonant nature of the phenomenological, in the form of texts, through a textualization arising through a transcribing of such co-associated transforms, finds a private form of resolution in and through the necessary resolution of the arbitrated sphere of influence where a mutual, intersubjective sense of freedom is to be both co-authored and shared… given that that is the very nature of arbitration. (255)

Just as when I walk into a café and request a coffee for the cost of a few dollars and, in the process, I am giving work to a multitude of people around the world who are dependent upon ‘coffee shops having customers which, at the same time, as commercial venues, are able to make a profit, or, at the very least not make a relative loss, from the enacted course of such a commercial investment’. For this simple freedom of my being able to order a coffee, through this mere sacrifice of a few dollars, other people have had to sacrifice some of their freedoms in the hope of obtaining other forms of freedom, which in the wider scheme of things, on balance, hopefully, is a win-win situation for all participants. Unfortunately, the exercise of power in the contractual world is never constituted as an equal win-win for all parties. However, we must also hope that over time such power disparities, under suitable forms of compactual influence, will progressively regularize this commercial landscape to better benefit all participants in this relational world as falls within this living-domain of an ‘overall world-of-life’. (256)

Does the persistent instantiation of an existential enhancement of this overall life-world guarantee that it has a pragmatic dimension from a philosophical point of view? Let me explore this refinement of our understanding? (257)

Just as an existentialization of our relationships is instrumental in an optimization of our experiencing their positive and expanding e/valuational formations it must also follow that in and through our ongoing optimization of the overall life-world, albeit from our own senses of perspective, it must follow, likewise, that the overall semblance of a lifeworld from the net accumulation of such persistently positive inputs must also experience, through the life of its residents, a continual optimization of such re-e/valuations to be had in our individual and collective senses of our living together (be that passively with(-)others, actively before(-)others and in our existentially oriented engagement through(-)others). That as argued elsewhere, our freedom to operate in this world is basically co-authored through(-)others and that it is in our walking together in this world of the other that we mutually find such freedom and its devolvement of all other forms of freedom… (258)

But, given the relative incommensurability of this public world of the other, to what extent can such existential interaction overcome that implicit degree of incommensurability? (259)


Rorty bravely ever faces such a dilemma. But, to my mind, among a number of other problematic presuppositions, his inability to adequately deal with this concept of ‘commensurability’, or, rather in the form of ‘incommensurability’, remains both problematic for him and for us who read this philosopher and engage the same type of philosophical struggle that he, himself, has so consistently entered into. However, as I have argued, absolutistical incommensurability is just as impossible as the entire conceptual catalogue of traditional forms of metaphysics either their impossible constructions and/or their status as just impossible to entertain. As an impossible-to-entertain conceptual conjecture it actually cannot be entertained, or, at least no more that the fictitious characters as found in a novel that we can talk about, but, of course, have no reference whatsoever in living-experience other than as ‘those fictitious characters in a certain novel or a certain series of novels’. Yes, it would appear that we can talk about so-called ‘square circles’ and ‘bald kings currently ruling over a republican France’, and so on, but we have to be wise enough to realize that if we were to believe such non-evident possibilities that to that same extent we actually reduce our opportunities for the existential optimization of our relationships that have or should have a greater existential relevance for both us and all our significant others. Indeed, this is where I believe an existentially reconstituted metaphysics could well help us to pragmatically discern the potential fruitfulness or the potential non-fruitfulness of our imputations provisionally treated as viable and evidential transforms. But, fortunately, relative forms of incommensurability also leave open metaphorical ‘windows and doors’ of relative commensurability that, at least, we can look through and, perhaps, also pass through. In this regard an existential metaphysics would proffer either rhetorical, metaphorical, and/or, apparitional forms of language that would allow us to say there is evidence for such and such, that we can maintain some form of objectivity in our scientific research through the confirmational alignments to be found among well-constructed scientific observations and theories that would allow us to talk about qualified and scoped forms of scientific ‘objectivity’, their provisional forms of ‘truth determination’, the possible ‘consequential ramifications’ of such modelling, and so on. Just as in convention parlance, we can fruitfully talk about such things in a productive manner that is both able and capable of enhancing flows of existentially oriented processes of beneficially oriented patterns of re(-)interpretation, and so forth. (260)

I am also very sympathetic to the rather negative views that Rorty held about traditions philosophical forms of practice. However, I do not believe private forms of ironism, that are unfruitful in either public and arbitrated realms of influence, to be the fault of the incommensurability of the private realm. Rather, we might slate home that the ineffectiveness of such a discipline is the more result of mistakenly pursuing forms of metaphysical underpinning that severely distorted such an overall enterprise and allowed it to indulge, directly or indirectly, in forms of cultural and inter-cultural violence and not the more gentle art of persuasion as preferred by Rorty himself. For me, the necessary and extensive imposition of the suspension is, itself, productive of an automatic form of irony. The moment we ask of something ‘if it is either a this or that?’ would unleash the instantiated possibilities of ironic forms of comprehension at the very basis, I might add of creative innovation itself. That, effectively, our language about the perceived and apperceived entirety of the overall life-world can be fruitfully re-interpreted in an ironic fashion. However, from an existential perspective, given ‘that existentialization is of the relatively non-existential’, my rather snobbish connotations about Level I imputations as non-extrapolated and suspended versus the less desirable, illegitimate Level II imputations as extrapolated but still suspended versus the most undesirable Level III imputations as both extrapolated and non-suspended should be deconstructed. This I did, to a great extent, by recognizing a more subtle form of understanding that all of this can be accounted for in terms of the degrees of suspension being entered into, i.e., the considerable imposition of the suspension versus the less considerable imposition of the suspension versus the minimal imposition of the suspension.
 Still, the move valid point being made here is that all three levels are needed in the economic understanding of this world at large… in order to run any form of a suspension…and, therein and thereafter, reap the positive productive richness, and enrichment, in e/valuational formations expressed in and through the circulation of an emergent existential surplus that can be shared both privately, publicly and in this overlooked existential realm of the arbitrational. (261)

From this qualified, metaphysical-like understanding of this existential domain, as it both experientially underlays and overlays conventional experience, and is manifested therein, just how does such a pragmatic force constitute forms of solidarity in and between these three relatively incommensurable worlds of the private, public and the existentially arbitrated (and the contingently arbitrary in so far as optimization of both our perceived and apperceived existential imperatives seems selectively to self-preference that which deserves to be preferentially treated from its own sense and center of a relational perspective?)? (262)

I cannot help but think that Rorty has inadvertently resolved that particular conundrum albeit without his recognizing that it would be adequately resolved if he were only to have followed through on the forceful direction of his series of arguments, as tortuously redirected as they are. (263)

It is obvious to most people that a ‘moral person’ is ‘a person who privately seeks to be a moral person and who extends such a virtual morality into the non-virtual form of an enactment requisitely conducted within an apposite public space, and v.v.’ Just feeling thoughts of compassion for a hungry person in your midst is not going to feed them, and, moral behaviour, by any definition, demands that form of an alignment. I.e., that both virtual and non-virtual aspects of moral behaviour need to be in an alignment before ensuing patterns of behaviour can be deemed, if not redeemed, as truly moral in their characteristic complexion. So, we cannot even understand what being moral is if we were to run an argument that insists there is only an incommensurability between these two spheres of the private and public. So, knowing that moral behaviour is not only possible but necessary for a well-ordered society, and the necessary freedoms it can impart by being so constituted, it follows that there can be no such insurmountable incommensurability, certainly not in an absolutistical form. That, in the light of this obvious observation, it might have been better for Rorty to have moved in the opposite direction and asked how we can observe moral behaviour observed in the public sphere as qua ‘moral’ from the perspective of a private point of view. (264)

Of course, I know that this is what Rorty must have up his sleave at all times. His constant questioning, especially later in this book, about not being observant of others and by doing so inadvertently inflicting pain upon others, and so on, are a testament to this seeking of an alignment between both private and public domains.
 An alignment that must be there for such aligned behaviour to be even thought of as either ‘moral’ or ‘immoral’, etc. In my response to such a desperate search for a resolution of this conundrum I proposed a number of resolutions, namely, the intermediation of a sphere of arbitration that bridged both private intentions and public aspirations; an economic correlativity that must be in existence between relatively incommensurable economic aspects of a certain economy, or indeed, any and every economy; the observation that the ‘style’ of our relationships is a reflection of their harmonic origination, and, that there could be no relationships without such ongoing processes of evolving evolution… where these transforms of intentional existence must equally underly all spheres of influence and must find some degree of a co-associated, correlative alignment. An alignment that is promoted through an existentialization of our relationships instigated through the imposition of a well-informed and well-conducted transcendental suspension (extensive suspension) at the very lived-center of our relationships and our well-intentioned transformational representations of the same..! (265)

Does Rorty successfully overcome this rift between private and public spheres of influence? Rorty notes in the final chapter:

We have to start from where we are – that is part of the force of Sellar’s claim that we are under no obligations other than the “we-intentions” of the communities of which we identify.
 (266)

Rorty, shortly after his noting Sellar’s ‘we-intentions’, ends this last essay with the following supposition:
…in which large numbers of people have become able to separate the question “Do you believe and desire what we believe and desire?” from the question “Are you suffering?” In my jargon, this is the ability to distinguish the question of whether you and I share the same final vocabulary from the question whether you are in pain. Distinguishing these questions makes it possible to distinguish public from private questions, questions about pain from questions about the point of human life, the domain of the liberal from the domain of the ironist. It thus makes for a single person to be both.
 (267)

But is Rorty right in this supposition (that a progressive expansion of we-intentions can supply this necessary degree of solidarity for, among other things, the widening of a liberal society?)? (268)

In the previous chapter there is curious footnote, no. 20, that seems to suggest that Rorty still has some misgivings about his own overcoming of this ‘natural’ rift between the private and public spheres:

I think of doublethink as a kind of deliberately induced schizophrenia, the dwelling of two systems of belief and desire within a single body…
 (269)

In entertaining a vision of progress, Rorty is not against progress that is apparently ‘progressive’ in its contingency:

The view I am offering says there is such thing as moral progress and that this progress is indeed in the direction of greater human solidarity. (270)

But, importantly, Rorty adds the reason for his persisting reservations:

But that solidarity is not thought of as recognition of a core self, the human essence, in all human beings. Rather, it is thought of as the ability to see more and more traditional differences (of tribe, religion, race, custom, and the like) as unimportant when compared with similarities with respect to pain and humiliation – the ability to think of people wildly different from ourselves as included in the range of “us.” (271)

However, it is my contention that we can go somewhat further than Rorty here by arguing that that which links the hermeneutical, phenomenological and existential experiences of the relational dimension is their apparently shared isomorphic transformational invariance, and that this neatly provides the correlative ‘glue’ between relatively incommensurable economic aspects of the same overall economy, whatever the economy is in question. We can do this by noting that the relationship I have to both my own experience of subjectivity and my own co-associated experience of intersubjectivity (and inter-objectivity likewise), and v.v., is linked specifically to my own experience of the relational, this emergent relational dimension in experience that just cannot be materially reduced to the relatively non-relational (which in its intentionally directed thematization
 also cannot be purely entertained non-economically apart from such relational contextualization
). That, philosophically, we could save ourselves an inordinate amount of time if we were to just stop trying to think the impossible,
 at least in pre-critical and critical terms of reference, and, instead, make ourselves open to new thoughts, those that once were impossible to think, through being incrementally introduced to relatively radical and chaotic forms of change in the re(-)formulation of our final vocabularies through a suitably receptive awareness of an evolution of our so-called ‘final’ vocabularies. (272)


Now, I am going to ‘conclude’ on a more positive note. (273)

These same textual anomalies, that can be shown to exist between public versus private versus an arbitrated domain of the relatively non-existential/existential dissemination of power are already present in the strategies adopted and adapted by the hermeneut in those transformational-transitions they enter into between enacting interpretations versus reinterpretations versus re-(hyphenated)-interpretations. That, as we can observe, this does not stop them from making such transitions and articulating the distinctive types of transformation involved therein. Indeed, I noted (from an ordered perspective) we can entertain three individual transformational strategies for dealing with each on their own terms, and, then, three more strategies for dealing with our transformational-transitions between the same.
 That, as this has not stopped ‘writers’ and ‘readers’ from moving from interpretations to reinterpretations to re-interpretations, and v.v., we should take hope that such ‘progress’ is not impossible, is and can be entered into, and, can be safely and successfully completed… to the extent any sense of an ‘ending’ can be suitably contemplated. Watch this space..!!
 (274)
          Noël Tointon, Penrith, 12.6.22.
6. Appendix A – Some Key Points in this Third Essay

To some extent you could say I have been ‘stalking’ Richard Rorty, or, at least ‘following him’ as he makes a complex passage through a set of essays in his book titled: Contingency, irony, and solidarity (1989). However, in not faithfully ‘interpreting’ him I have also taken a different course that sometimes appears to parallel his thinking, and, at other times, must seem to be more at right angles. (275)
In this essay I continue my explorations of my ‘(re)vision’ of a pragmatic philosophy that is existential and ethically oriented; partakes a distinctive form of anti-representationalism (through a critique of traditional metaphysics, etc.); is, as a consequence, positively nihilistic; and, pragmatic at the same time. (276)
My key strategy is to show that there are distinctive differences within and between interpretations, reinterpretations, and re-interpretations (with the hyphen). (277)
In these explorations I will also show how these hermeneutical strategies can mirror the apparent incommensurabilities between our public and private lives, and an overlooked dimension I will refer to as an ‘arbitrated sphere of influence’ in which we find the dissemination of power and how such disseminations can take on either a non-existential orientation, or, preferably, an existential orientation. (278)
It is my hope that in following through on an understanding of these manoeuvres that we can find a pleasure that can issue forth from such transitions and transformations that, in an innovative spirt, such an element of profitable playfulness can also be experienced. (279)

That, at the end of the day, it was my hope to have formulated a comprehensive idea of what might be entailed in an anti-representational pragmatism whilst also recognizing that much must and has been left unsaid, and unexplored…. (280)   (N.T., 12.6.22)
7. Appendix B: Pragmatism versus Pragmaticism (as per Peirce?)?


We could say that the philosophical sub-discipline of ‘pragmatism’ got off to a slow start in the 1870s. However, around 1905 Peirce wanted to reclaim his sense of this designation ‘pragmatism’ by rebadging it as ‘pragmaticism’ although not completely separating himself from the pragmatic sphere of influence as being advanced by James and Dewey, et al.
 Why did Peirce feel a need for this differentiation and demarcation from other pragmatists? I would like to argue that Peirce did so because he wanted to refine and restrict the central significance of this sub-discipline to what I perceive as its logical pragmaticity. I.e., the consequences of a logical economy, albeit in the wider world of living-experience, are not just deductive and inductive in scope, but, must also be abductive, i.e., must also take on board a logical concept of a pragmatic consequentialism in order to more broadly understand the application of the concept of the ‘consequential’ to the entire range of human experience that, one hand, is not restricted to a narrow conception of the logical, and, on the other hand, is not sent out into the world in such a diluted format and form that it becomes divorced entirely from a sphere of the logical to become treated much more broadly and in such a manner that it loses its ‘pragmatic’ course or sense of direction. (281)

In my own philosophical language I would put this as follows; the overall concept of the ‘consequential’ must include, and not exclude, the relatively incommensurable trimodal economic parties of an deductive, analytical logical consequentialism; an inductive, dialectical consequentialism operating along more probabilistic, synthetic lines of application; and, a pragmatical consequentialism that is primarily abductive in its reasonings and whose pragmatic sense is not satisfactorily captured by the two former senses. The latter logical concept being better able to capture the pragmaticity implied, but not necessarily explicated, in the use of conceptual language with a more pragmatic orientation in application. So, e.g., a bit like saying that in Euclidean geometry the shortest distance between two points is in a straight line, but, in lived-experience, the world is not so straightforward. If a hill or valley lies in between us and our intended destination then the shortest distance, or the path with least effort, has to be determined more through trial and error, observing how others achieve this goal, by testing various pragmatic hypotheses, etc. In essence we seek to determine the ‘ramifications’ of positions taken not just in logical or dialectical terms of reference. Let me explore this idea of ‘pragmatic ramifications’ a little bit further in order to see what light might be thrown on this logical concept of ‘pragmaticity’ as a potential path towards an understanding of what Peirce seems to intend and where such a distinction seems to be heading? (282)

For some time, I have used my technical term ‘ramifications’ to mean both ‘present implications and future consequences’. However, I have also become progressively more mindful of the fact that ramifications should not just be seen as being determined through some present action or non-action or deferral through some form of inaction. That this concept should also include past actions that have co-associated with the present moment or period in time certain positive maturations or negative adversities also associated with previous causal-intentional processes of re(-)direction in the context of that same situational context, be they directly and/or indirectly related to such deliberative actions, etc., entertained by one or more persons retrospectively. Hence ‘ramifications’ should be expanded to include, when present, such facets as ‘maturations, adversities, implications and consequences’. E.g., respectively, person A studied at university and just received their degree (a positive form of maturation); but, in studying for that degree person A has incurred considerable debts (a negative form of adversity); presently, without either a job or bursary or pension, A needs the support of a local foodbank’ (current implication); but, in just finding out that that they have been given a contract with a certain university they can soon start working as an academic (and with that salary better support themself, etc.). Or, e.g., we might like to use the following more negative example, B has murdered as certain person C and is currently not suspected of having committed that crime (maturation); is now seen as the prime suspect but is not arrest (adversity); but, then is arrested and is on remand pending his trial (implication); that this trial will inevitably find enough evidence that a jury will convict person B and they will either be incarcerated for life or wait on death row for their inevitable execution (consequence). Taking the last example, with the concept of ‘having murdered a certain person or persons’ in a country operating with the full rule of law it pragmatically follows that a certain set of sequences have a certain probability of unfolding just as successfully going to university will produce a different set of sequences. The point being, that in our reception of language, in the lived-context of a certain cultural-intercultural setting, concepts do not just have either a logical and/or dialectical force but also a pragmatic-force (through those associations more intimately co-associated with such conceptual constructions). Say ‘B murdered C’ and it would follow that a certain set of expectations would be set in motion so to speak. Hence this logical element of ‘pragmaticity’. In general terms we can see this operating at the overall level of the logical economy in a consequentialistic orientation, or, in more particular terms as a form of pragmatic consequentialism to be arrived at more through both social expectations and abductive form of reasoning, etc. However, if we wish to go down to the level of specificity, specific details, then our passage through this world is more often than not a process of (re-)interpretation in concert with abduction in order to fill in what is currently absent or not precisely present in our current pragmatic reflections. Let me demonstrate this from the point of view of a detective as might be presented in a novel interested in giving the reader a set of clues to work with, i.e., as found in the genre of a conventional ‘who done it?’ (283)

A woman is murdered. Two cups of tea look as if they were drunk on the table beside the dead body. One of the cups has a ‘smudge of lipstick’ on its rim. The dead woman was not wearing lipstick. What are we to assume? (284)

I am fond of saying ‘that from any situation to hand we can supply an infinite number of interpretations (to explain the current situation as found)’. But, despite that observation, we quite naturally fall into seizing only on to a few strands of interpretation that seem to be more credible, and, as well changing our minds when it seems the more suitable thing to do (despite the fact that such changes of direction could still be resisted by those who have commitments in preserving other forms of interpretation). (285)


Of course, in this ‘literary situation’ we have to contend with both the non-virtual author’s intentional manipulations of the text as well as the virtual protagonist taken as if presented in a non-virtual context. However, despite that complication, we are set up by the novelist to assume, on an imputed balance of probabilities, as if we were the detective working on this case, that ‘the person drinking the cup with the smudge of lipstick was wearing lipstick, and, therefore was a woman, and was, also, most probably the person who murdered this unfortunate woman now dead beside this table’. But, are we allowed to go from pragmatic probabilities to pragmatic certainties in this same respect? Consider a number of other possibilities. The ‘woman who murdered this woman does not wear lipstick and only put a smudge of lipstick on the teacup to divert attention from herself’. Or, ‘it was a man dressed as a woman wearing lipstick who carried out this murder’. Or, ‘it was a ‘man’ dressed as a woman who doesn’t wear lipstick who carried out this murder but put a smudge of lipstick on the teacup to divert attention from either herself or themself’. Now, all that is quite probable. Of course, following such probabilities down a hierarchy of even less probable likelihoods is to soon descend down the rabbit hole of mere coincidence or possibility, and thence onward to conspiratorial fantasy or self-deconstructing conspiratorial nonsense. (286)

The upshot of this example is that life is all too often messier than we are prepared to give it credit. On the other hand, in our appreciation of con-textual context, that meta-textual appreciation of what usually conforms with contextual genres, does somewhat limit and direct readings that would be more in tune with the normal ebb and flow of human experience. So, in our reading of that novel we would expect the detective to solve this crime by joining the metaphorical ‘dots’ rhetorically supplied by the author, and, the reader might aspire to do the same either with or before that fictional detective themselves manages to solve such clues. Of course, the expected pragmaticity of such con-texts will differ from culture to culture just as, e.g., in Chinese ‘detective genres’ it might well be the advice from observant ghosts that would help the protagonist to unravel the true course of the events being reflected upon.
 (287)

Now, keeping in mind these comments of mine, let me look more closely at the motivation that seems to be prompting Peirce to make this distinction. From my limited reading it seems that few people have a broad understanding of where Peirce is coming from and where he might be heading in this same respect. However, if I am to intrude in this limited conversation on this topic it may well be that an outline of my struggles to understand could be more informative and, for more knowledgeable people, where I fail might be even more informative. (288)


Peirce’s influence in the fields of logic and mathematics are profound, multivariate, and are still felt today.
 Moreover, in putting together a collection of his voluminous and once scattering writings has been, and is, a formidable task. Therefore, in painting a picture where he seems to be coming from on this topic, as to his distinction of ‘pragmaticism’, is a preoccupation that goes far beyond this mere Appendix B. However, as a tentative set of ideas on this matter let me make the following suggestions. First, such an idea is in tune with his very complex sense of a metaphysical vision that knowledge should not have foundations and should be read through a fallibilistic lens. Second, that a pragmatic dimension based on abduction is all too often overlooked when and where people either restrict their logical vision upon the deductive and the inductive, or, illogically head off into an opportunistic sphere of the conventional or expedient in order to misunderstand the nature of the pragmatical. Third, that reality, despite its condensation into the form of certain ‘habits’ (rather than laws, etc.) across the entire gamut of lived-experience, it does have a positive role to play in the rectification of our interpretation of such experience. That it is in this experience of the pragmatic that we find this semblance of a productive sense of re-alignment which is a basis for the expedition of, e.g., science, and, indeed, I believe for Peirce, all disciplines worthy of being treated as ‘disciplines’. Fourth, that there does exist in methodological terms of reference (operating, as I would see it, to and from the general to the particular, and thence to the specific level of concrete, historical experience, and v.v.) certain methodological approaches that will oversee these pragmatic forms of re-alignment that are positively instrumental in the ongoing refinement of such disciplines. That, in this pursuit a scientific sense of method, Peirce co-opts his economy of deduction, induction and abduction to oversee this type of disciplinary process. Hence these viewpoints and distinctions embedded in this idea of a pragmaticism that pursues this scientific sense of method and neither retreats to a sterile form of a narrow logic nor a view that is so wide and diluted that this semblance of a pragmatic method is lost in mere forms of expediency or conventional habits, and so on. Hence his concerns that what truly passes for being ‘pragmatic’ should closely observe this more narrow form entailed in his rather optimistic sense of method to the extent the world will pragmatically come to our assistance in the further refining of our tools. Adopting a position, that I have also argued for, namely, a well-formed question is always capable of some form of definitive resolution (be that either as a recognition that there is no possible solution or that a solution can be arrived at through reasonable forms of resolution once suitable terms of reference are suitably elucidated). (289)

I am quite sympathetic to Peirce’s concerns re the use and misuse of the pragmatic attitude. But, given the complexity of his positioning, I think it might be more productive to ‘reform’ pragmatic philosophy, when and where necessary, from within the field itself as it has creatively and organically evolved in order to address a wide range of problematic issues it would naturally reformulate through its own sense of vision, etc. To conclude, and proffer a segue to the next appendix, Appendix C, let make the following two comments. (290)

First, there are some people who might be tempted to see ‘pragmatics’ as entirely coincident with ‘hermeneutics’. However, as pointed out in the body of this essay, from an ordered perspective, ‘pragmatics’ and ‘hermeneutics’ are two differently ‘ordered’ subdisciplines which in archetypal economic terms coincide respectively with the subtle, preferential treatment of, respectively, both ‘Ego and World’ versus ‘World’ (as discussed in paragraph 212, e.g.). Seen in this light, we can see or intuit that hermeneutics plays some sort of role in both ordered sub-disciplines, and, importantly, that pragmatics should also include an element of the existential and deontological (Ego orientation) in order to differentiate the semblance of the pragmatic from the merely expedient or some involved form of a utilitarian calculation, and so on. (291)

Second, in observing the imputed pragmaticity of a set of propositional-statements we do have to make educated guesses resonant with some form of abduction, albeit as also exercised within an overall sense of a logical economy that cannot be divorced from both the analytical sphere of the logical in a narrow sense and the synthetical spheres of the dialectical. Now, in this regard, Peirce in his explication of the scientific method, appears to insist upon some form of recursive sequentialism between these trichotomies or relatively incommensurable trimodal logical spheres of operation. However, to my mind, as a more productive way would be to see such economics (not in a financial sense, but, as Peirce points not without financial considerations when viewed through the lens of the scientific life-world) these spheres of the analytical, etc., should also be viewed as correlatively co-associated and, therefore, as co-temporal in their evolutional thematization. Noting that the ‘transcendental possibility’ of thinking, say, the ‘analytical’, can only be done in and through a dialectical relationship of an informative apposition with both the synthetical (coincident with the hermeneutical orientation) and the pragmatical (economically read as coincident with the deontological/existential orientation). Implying, therefore, that there can be no abolutistical sense of the analytical per se without these joint, co-relative counterweights of the synthetical/hermeneutic and the deontological/(and the pragmatic therein read through an existential lens). That the same applies to the other two economic parties. Therefore, any attempt to read this economy through a sequential perspective does some degree of metaphorical violence to this sense of the economic. That, furthermore, this trimodal perspective granted, it can also be read in either a ‘vertical’ sense and/or a ‘horizontal’ sense dependent upon what priorities or non-priorities we give to these trimodal elements or facets. I.e., treating them as co-temporal co-equals in a horizontal format, or, preferencing, for whatever reasons (say in the linear sequential delineation of a sense of a scientific method, etc.), some instructive sense of a sequence (whilst recognizing that all forms of textualization, through such contingency, are both written and read through some form of a conventionally understood linear progression even though also progressively understood, at the same time, in a non-linear form of appreciation). From a devolution of this last observation, I would also like to note that in our passages through this world at large we are afforded sets of propositions where some of those sets are seen as sets of statements, be that either in part or in whole. Now, returning to my earlier example of ‘the murder of the woman beside the table with two teacups that had been drunken from’ it is obvious that the reader is set up to see such ‘propositions’ as ‘statements’, i.e., as ‘true propositions’ (albeit in the context of this novel). Therefore, although it is true to say that truth determinations are applied to sets, the meta-textual treatment of propositions (through transformational processes of metafication), still, through processes of transformational retreatment we see a difference between mere propositional possibilities (in a fifth trans-cognitive order) and states of so-called facts (in an ontical, trans-cognitive sixth order) and, therefore, to insist on so-called pragmatic attitudes that reduce such distinctions to a ‘vacuous form of virtue signaling’, or similar, is just to traduce the nature of how we do make such meta-textual distinctions when knowingly dealing with such an assortment of propositions and statements. (292)
8. Appendix C: Truth Determination through Transformational Retreatment
The core basis of this approach, as envisaged by myself, is accepting, first, a Tarskian semantic theory of truth as relatively unproblematic, and, second, inserting it into my economic vision of transformational retreatment. Hence the initial staging of the pre-critical pretreatment in a logical format and form as found to hand; then critically subjecting it to metafication
 elevated by one meta-degree in meta-status through the suspension of the critical phase of treatment; and, then, via the de-suspension, subjecting that, in turn, to a decreased metafication by one similar degree in meta-status through the automatic auspices of the de-suspension noting all relevant relatively radical consequences that ensue over that overall transformational process of treatment (including both relevant relatively non-existential and relatively existential ramifications). (293)

Metaphorically, I have used an ‘elevation in meta-status by one degree’, etc. But, we could equally invoke an inversed metaphor where we expose the immanent meta-structure through removing the surface object expressions. Either way, the metafication of the deconstructive use, etc., of the suspension is reversed in the de-metafication of the de-suspension. (294)

In the stage of the pretreatment we can ask if the proposition or set of propositions in question (in the propositional situation) should be read as a statement or set of statements (in a ‘situation of statement’ or the ‘stated situation’)? I.e., does the propositional situation p have a sixth trans-cognitive (ontical) status, i.e., can be read as a statement/true proposition? (295)
In the phase of treatment p suspended gives us p' (i.e. the initial Tarskain manoeuvre). If it survives such deconstructive treatment (through a removal of contradictory, incoherent, dis-coordinated and non-integrated, unresolved elements, etc., and is subjected to a suspension in some suitable form) then it must be suitably integrated (i.e., possess a proper phenomenological degree of coherence along with no semblance of self-contradiction, etc., whilst also possessing a relatively strong or successful sense and semblance of propositional resolution, etc.
). (296)

This strong state of suspension then automatically invokes its de-suspension, inducing a turn towards its historical specificity, and, hopefully, a revelation, thematization and expansion of both its relatively non-existential and existential complexions. In this phase of retreatment, the truth value of its determination is also automatically revealed. (in the form of a statement, e.g.). (297)
I.e., p' is T iff p. (298)
Therefore, if p' is T then p… implying p is a statement. (299)
Any and all propositional accounts of entertained experiential states can be read as ‘statements’ if truly entertained as such, i.e., as propositional-statements with a certain propositional form entailing certain ordered judgments entertained as having been entertained in that form on some mental occasion m rendered in the form of a textual report r in some moment or period of time by a certain set of persons z, etc. Otherwise, the proposition is not correct, is in a state with some form of a non-agreement, or, is not well-formed for whatever reason/s. hence this difference between propositions and statements necessitates a theory of truth determination that cannot be nor should not be completely deflated, etc. (300)
So, no proposition can be reviewed as a statement if it could not reasonably be rendered as untrue. (301)
Therefore, if this overall economy proceeds positively, i.e., non-negatively, then the ensuing propositional situation can be treated as being entailed in an overall situation of a statement. (302)
Therefore, as both propositions and statements can have a similar propositional format and form it implies our differentiation between the same cannot be propositional per se. Thence the need for appreciation of the proposition qua proposition in general, the appreciation of the phenomenon of truth determination in particular, and the ensuing specificity of its stated thematization. (303)

So, truth determination cannot be completely deflationary given our different treatment of propositions and statements despite their shared identity in format and form. Nor need it be excessively inflationary through the invocation of non-essential or impossible elements like so-called ‘stamps of authority or authorization’ or access to a reality in the so-called ‘external world’ or behind the so-called ‘world of appearances’, etc. As when a logician might mistakenly speak of a concept, in its intentionality, matching or corresponding to or being linked with its objectivity to which we have absolutistically neither phenomenological nor hermeneutical nor existential access experientially, etc., or any other form of divine or non-mediated access, etc. (304)

Therefore, these minimal requirements, namely, the presentation of a proposition in its propositional situation, its critical metafication through suspension and its automatic de-metafication through the de-suspension, and, that the requisite degree of isomorphic transformational invariance is cogently established that positively affirms its mix of ordered judgments within the affirmational context of its intentional entertainment. (305)

Correctly, a logician should speak of the conceptual textualization as affirmatively corresponding with its imputational objectivity through forms of ordered appreciation all enveloped in its implicit entertainment in which such textualizations are both appreciated and recorded as having been specifically appreciated in that same format and form as economically re(-)presented. (306)

E.g., I see six apples in the fruit bowl would translate as in this moment of time it is true that I see six apples in a fruit bowl in front of me because that proposition in its current propositional context is such that its metafication is established as ‘true’ through its de-metafication, or, objectification.
 I.e., ‘the statement there are six apples in that fruit bowl’ subjected to metafication is true because its de-metafication, through textualized objectification is the case in a textualization of such observational reporting. Or, alternatively, given processes of textualization on all levels, we might prefer to read this without reference to any form of objectification as the meta-metafication of the statement that there are six apples in a certain fruit bowl is true given it is the case that the metafication is being observed (as isomorphically invariant):

I.e., (p’)’ = T iff p’. (307) 


In other words, the apperception of the truth of the perception is true if and only if a certain preservation of transformational isomorphism is observed between such conceptual-apperception and its perceptual perception, and v.v.
 (308)
Now, ‘pragmatism’ can be treated as ‘existing in a fourth trans-cognitive order’, and, therefore, could be seen as being born through the dialectical union being entertained between the third order of the deontological-existential and the fifth order of the hermeneutical along with a relative psychic aversion to the first trans-cognitive order of the semantically pre-essential. Moreover, such ascertainment of the ordered status of a propositional complex can be considered correctly entertained if entertained as such (as is being maintained through such argumentation). (309)
Such an approach ensures that the upshot of our pragmatic enquiry necessitates a full, relevant appreciation of the situation in its context... across all orders of evaluation… and where this perceived/apperceived path of optimal enrichment is also existentially observed and enacted... and where such a careful, deliberative process could be called a process of pragmaticism (in which the existential dimension proceeds with an optimistic expectation of enacting the realization of such an appreciated form of potential optimization). (310)
But accepting also that we can be mistaken and make mistakes, have no non-relative forms of scrutiny, have neither any form of absolutistical indubitability nor any form of absolutistical non-indubitability to work with, etc. (311) 

The iterative nature of treatment either reinforcing truth determinations or undermining the same. (312)


This approach, consisting of either a double confirmation in real-time and/or a double verification retrospectively, implies the presence of an agent who experiences this preservation of an isomorphic transformational invariance. (313)

Hence this scheme that incorporates a Tarskian approach has an economic orientation that takes into account that truth assessments can change over time, find closer forms of textualized alignment from the perspective of imputations and their suspension, etc., can be revised with the advent of better information relevant to such enquiries, etc., as well as being read, re-read and misread, etc. (314)

That such an economic take on truth determination can also be incorporated in the scheme of three levels where ‘pretreatment’ is conceived of as ‘extrapolated imputations that are non-suspended’; where ‘treatment’ is the ‘critical appreciation of suspended-imputation that are extrapolated’; and, ‘retreatment’, correctly enacted, can be viewed as the ‘suspension of non-extrapolated imputations reviewed in a qualified, non-absolutistical anti-representational perspective’. (315)

The raison d’être of this technical approach recognizes that there can be no logical concepts as sole imputations to be experienced in their own right nor logical subjects existing in their own right in some external or internal world of such self-subsistence. Hence this understanding that we deal with the textualization of imputations as they stand in relation to each other via relative critical and radical form of treatment, etc., in an iterative process that rewrites the relative pre-critical. That we have neither bald propositions nor bald statements so to speak, and, that the textual economy cannot be reviewed apart from the interactions needed to be envisioned between syntax and semantics; from the textual, meta-textual and the non-textual spheres of operation, etc. (316)

Hence this economic perspective on truth determination from a Tarskian perspective reset in a context of transformational retreatment (along with all other economic tools when and where relevant to such processes of appreciation, truth determination, pragmatic forms of revision, etc.). (317)
9. Appendix D: A Pragmatic Rorty Post-Contingency, irony, and solidarity
Envisaged.
� 	The nomenclature of ‘(-)’ indicates an iterative economy of ‘x, rex and re-x’ that parallels the pre-critical, critical and radical respectively, etc.


� 	Making an allusion to the volume of essays titled: Transformation through Re-Self-Organization: The Beneficial Engineering of Social Change.


� 	I.e., the implication or allusion being made to the ‘reasonably’ theoretical, the ‘sensibly’ practical, and the ‘meaningful’ critical (which must also here include this element of the potentially radical).


� 	The implicit argument here is that ethical responses, as form of e/valuational judgment, need to accommodate both the third trans-cognitive order of the deontological and the fourth trans-cognitive order of the pragmatical (as well as possibly co-opting a co-associated element of the aesthetic to be discerned in and through a second trans-cognitive sense and semblance of ‘experiential [re(-)]ordering’).


� 	Where, furthermore, we must not confuse the ‘transcendental suspension’ as the ‘overall transcendental suspension’ when an economy is suitably balanced dynamically before being subjected to the de-suspensional economy of the ‘extended suspension’, and, thence, the ensuing casual suspension ensconced in this effective functions of the ‘extensive suspension’. This is diagrammatically represented in Part II (Pursuit, III.2X.19 & 21). The expression ‘transcendental suspension’ is my way of linking the ‘extensive suspension’ to the ‘transcendental suspension’ as introduced and explored by Husserl. But, in my critique of the latter, my interpretation goes beyond a merely critical process of ‘reinterpretation’ to take on the radically innovative complexion of a more complex process of ‘re-interpretation’ (as illustrative of an interpretative economy, as explored in this essay, where all such features must at least co-exist if only in a covert form of economically correlative interactiveness).


� 	Appreciation recognizes that two meta-levels must be present, i.e., and effective object level and relative meta-level. Moreover, as judgmental appreciation is involved, being appreciative, it must also follow that there must be a trans-intentional appreciation of the intentional formulation of the intentional functional-content formulated on those two relative meta-levels and hence, more correctly, the implication of the trans-intentional necessitates its overt explication as the trans-intentional (even if it will be transformationally retreated in cognitive/intentional terms of reference, and, that the end of such ‘retreatment of that treatment of the pre-critical pretreatment’ to then be posted as ‘posttreatment’, and, thereby, possibly act as an ensuing candidate for further process of such treatment-retreatment). But this will be later explored under the rubric of the ‘transformational economy’.


� 	‘Textual situation’ is technical shorthand for ‘a text or a series and/or set/s of texts’.


� 	So, e.g., a non-classical text might be ‘my footprints left on a beach’. However, if I were to walk backwards in an attempt to fool people that I had been walking in the opposite direction then I am effectively leaving a classical-like text. It should also be noted that all trails of textual depositions are also necessarily paralleled by parallel sets of depositions, such as, e.g., drops of sweat, intentional thoughts of walking along this beach, memories of having walked along this same beach, being seen by others walking there, and so on. A useful tool for the hermeneut to confirm textual readings by comparing the apparent import of such parallel trails when the same are able to be delineated and seen as acting in parallel in order to make such parallel readings, etc.


� 	One only has to look at aerial photographs on Google Maps to see how the so-called ‘natural landscape’ is being altered everywhere. Or, go to a wilderness beach to see the tideline inevitably awash with plastic!


� 	These ideas are explored in the following essay: On the Possibility or Impossibility of Divine Communication? 20.9.08) (3THEO3conpaper2008).


� 	‘Conformation’ is my technical expression for (a complex process of truth determination involving) the real time confirmation or retrospective verification of a confirmation or verification, etc. (as read along Tarskian lines of semantic truth determination).


� 	As per Gadamer, e.g.


� 	Because I start with the hermeneutic (beginning as interpretation) I have co-associated it with ‘interpretation’ (rather than ‘reinterpretation’ paralleling ‘representation’, where genre commonality of the gestalt background is established through mere reiteration rather than re-iteration). The paradigm of interpretation, reinterpretation, re-interpretation has overruled this usual association of the non-hyphenated ‘re’.


� 	Hence the effective formation of compounds like ‘hermeneutical-meta-text(ual)-representation’, etc. Economic complexification argues for this form of comparative value enrichment that arises through a form of hyper-economic alignment (in terms of this alignment with the archetypal nature of the economic. Through economic correlativity we can also argue for the comparatively reduced value of forms of ‘hypo-economic complexification’ when non-archetypally aligned poles are co-aligned hypothetically, e.g., the ‘meta-textual’ with the ‘existential’ as postulated in transformational retreatment in the posttreatment rectification of pre-critical pretreatment. Refer to previous essays where this topic of transformational retreatment is explored in more detail and later paragraphs 57, 77, 96, etc., in this essay). 


� 	Pursuit, III.2W.87-102, etc., Appendix A. But, in relation to the decipherment a dead language refer to ibid., paragraph 101, and it footnote number 49.


� 	I am not implying, here, that this is the only way to define a logical economy.


� 	Pursuit, III.2L.18-19.


� 	W.r.t. ‘orders’ refer to Appendix C in Part II. Pursuit, III.2X.C.


� 	The reader needs to recognize that the expression ‘equally’ in the first line of this paragraph 60 needs to be accounted for in such a manner that it does not ‘deconstruct’ this dialectical principle of non-equality (within and between all states of historical imputation). To account for this non-logical contradiction, momentary equivalence is granted as long as that identity is continuously present in ahistorical treatment, is contiguous and is conformally true in non-historical terms of reference, albeit as refracted through an implicit historical lens. In negative transcendental terms of reference, in the necessary terms of transcendental possibility, ‘the Morning Star is the Evening Star and is Venus’ must be ahistorically true (as a non-imputation) in order to be historically true (as an imputation), and v.v. (given that this identity has an imputed historical identity based upon the factual nature of its planetary orbit, etc.).


� 	Described in Part II as ‘legitimate first level imputations’ and ‘illegitimate second level imputations’. Refer to Pursuit, III.2X.114, etc.


� 	With the philosophical economy having the implication that we cannot run a pure, anti-representationalism even though the tenor of pragmatic philosophical discourse has to be not non-anti-representational given that an economy that entails an anti-representationalism cannot be exercised apart from the co-running of a conventional economy. These obvious implications will be soon explored later in this essay.


� 	In previous essays I have made the distinction between the non-systematic existential and the systematic existential where the former is concerned with the so-called third dialectical moment in an economy. The relationship between these two aspects of the existential orientation is that the former is like a metaphorical ‘door’ and ‘exit’ to and from the latter (that observes the over existential tenor of that economy).


� 	As per paragraph 60.


� 	Ibid. 60.


� 	That under some circumstances we could also envisage the addition of forms of conservational expansion in relational enrichment being expressed through forms of quite radical hyper-conservational expansion when new, radically productive fields of e/valuational formation were to be broken into. For example, as in the historical transition between horses and blacksmiths versus cars and motor mechanics. 


� 	I.e., the truth conditions of the propositional exposition entered into on the object level in meta-status can be determined as factually true when the exposition utilized in meta-terms of reference is suitably aligned with this exposition as explicated on the object level. I.e., the meta-proposition p’ is true iff p when the object-proposition is duly observed in the requisite manner as expected (implying that the object-proposition can be treated (and retreated) as a [true] statement). Or, informally, when the object-proposition about p is T iff p (although more correctly p is introduced and scrutinized in and through an object-proposition or series and or set/s of propositions, i.e., in and through an object-propositional situation).


� 	Interestingly, in this regard, in terms of relatively fundamental transformations in space we also have only three forms of such differential transformation, namely, mere translation, rotation and (flipping through) reflection. Or, again, in a temporal dimension we have, metaphorically, a return to the past, a maintenance of the present, and, a projection into the future. Such triplicities, to my mind, are indicative of their corresponding of the ‘natural’ constitution of their economies, and, that although we are somewhat freed through such economic machinations we are also bound by the more material constrictions of their formulations (as significant-forming aspects to be discerned through our reflections upon lived-experience). 


� 	‘Posttreatment’ being ‘the (ongoing, potentially evolving) rectification of the initial pre-critical form of treatment’. The transformational progression from 1. to 2. to 3. being only one dialectical possibility given the dialectical nature of all economies (and linear nature of the logical reading of the same).


� 	Rorty reinforces this re-definitional equation by noting: A more up-to-date word for what I have been calling “dialectic” would be “literary criticism.” Richard Rorty; Contingency, irony, and solidarity; Cambridge University Press, 1989; p. 79.


� 	An in-depth appreciation of ‘massive redescription’ would involve, to my mind, the need for a wider comprehension of the economics of redescription as then requiring access to a reappraisal of textual (phenomenological) descriptions, meta-textual (hermeneutic) prescriptions, and non-textual forms of (existential) proscription. 


� 	Some transitions may be perceived as ‘smooth’, but, I would more suspect, such transitions, as discontinuities, could well be experienced as quite disruptive which is the effect irony, humour, or an apposite form of critique would more likely have on an engaged audience.


� 	Richard Rorty; Ibid; p. 78.


� 	Refer to Appendix A, Pursuit, III.2X.192, etc.


� 	Richard Rorty; Contingency, irony, and solidarity; Cambridge University Press, 1989; p. 81.


� 	We could argue that ‘final vocabulary’ is also meant ironically, as where we ‘currently stand’, or where we might wish to make a stand, and is in no way has a final ‘finality’ about it. We could say it is a ‘working vocabulary’, as a ‘work in progress’, as a current testament to our current deliberations, as to where we have currently arrived in such matters. But, that in our existential ‘openness’ it can be no way be truly seen as ‘final’. Hence this ironic denotation and its co-associated connotation (of our being deeply ‘pragmatic’).


� 	Ibid., 80.


� 	I am supplying a provisional definition here for ‘complements’ and ‘supplements’, namely, respectively, that which profitably ‘augments’ or profitably ‘replaces’ certain set or series of ideas expressed in a text (or textual situation).


� 	‘Re(-)normalization’ can also be seen as a strategy, for either the self-interpreter or other-interpreter, as to how they might be able to bring such a ‘stray sheep back into the fold’ either critically and/or pre-critically. 


� 	Ironism (n. ironist; is a term coined by Rorty: the concept that allows rhetorical scholars to actively participate in political practices. It is described as a modernist literary intellectual’s project of fashioning the best possible self through continual redescription (as per Wikipedia).


� 	Ibid., p. 80-81.


� 	Ibid., p. 80.


� 	The exponential enrichment of experiential fields (and possibly quantum field as well) seems, superficially at least, to be a local contravention of the second law of thermodynamics. Or, if we were to invoke a creative resolution of this conundrum perhaps information about possible correlates can be virtually created along the lines of an eidetic field. So, e.g., with a short series of inputs, say, phenomenologically distinctive sensations of saltiness with different intensities then other impressions of saltiness could be generated virtually between such inputs in the mapping of that overall phenomenal-phenomenological field of salt-like determinations? Then coupled with another series of inputs, say, savouriness, etc., we could then combine such fields to create even richer range of virtual possibilities, and so on?


� 	Hence one raison d’être for the formulation of an ordered philosophy where these forms of judgment can be described, prescribed, and proscribed in accordance with their co-associated rules for meaningful dissemination of their co-associated vocabularies, etc. Ethical judgment being a mix of the deontological and pragmatical (with an indirect element of the aesthetical to the extent a harmonization of relationship is being analogically co-determined).


� 	In my opinion, such first principles, as might be codified in a so-called First Philosophy, are more retrospective fictions. Just as teleological principles, in a so-called Last Philosophy, are equally retrospective principles initially that then, as equally illegitimate fictions, become prospectively projected instead.


� 	The institutionalized hegemony of this section of the medical establishment is now well broken except in those pockets that have maintained an institutionalized enclave un that same regard. 


� 	A number of forces are at work here besides institutionalization and the proliferations of ritual and routines, along with the distractions of what I have termed ‘meta-work’. Another negative contribution here is the adverse influence of medical insurance where time allotments are shrunk, and costs are increased under the financial pressures of a continual process of endless profit maximization.


� 	I have added the expression ‘scrutiny’ to ‘ordered analysis’ in order to indicate that more than analytical or reductive processes are involved even though in a first determining of an ordered complexion this process would be critically conducted along those line. An ordered analysis was nominated as an ordered analysis (like a consequential analysis) before I technically redefined ‘analysis’ as just ‘critical, reductive in orientation, etc.’ I.e., in ordered exploration and scrutiny only the first order is technically preoccupied with (phenomenal-phenomenological) analysis per se.


� 	I.e., AB, BA; BC, CB; CA, AC.


� 	Phenomenologically essential determinations should never be confused with a more traditional view of essence, say, as refracted through the received works of Aristotle, et al. Here we are dealing with semantic determinations that distinctly appear to fall within certain eidetic fields or ranges of determination all of which are then semantically mapped and where such apparent atomicity is a reflection of the distinctive nature of the intentional configuration of the human constitution. Hence atomic-like essential states of ‘saltiness’, ‘water’, ‘liquidity’, etc., along with their molecular mapping as say ‘water as a liquid’ as ‘liquid-water’, or ‘this experience of brackish water’ as ‘salty-water’, etc. (noting the technical use of the ‘–’ to indicate a second ordered form of status). To be noted also, that the further we move away from such atomicity into a molecular realm the further removed we are from semantic significance taking a non-culturally derived form of signification (although, at the same time, all cultural forms of expressions can still be regarded as relatively distinctive phenomena in their own right). Hence, in the light of this comment, my adding ‘-like’ to the word ‘essential’ to form the compound ‘essential-like’ is to indicate this reinterpretation of the ‘essential’ through a critically oriented, phenomenal-phenomenological lens.


� 	Ibid., p. 89. 	


� 	Ibid., p. 90.


� 	Ibid., p. 90.


� 	Ibid., p. 90.


� 	Ibid., p. 91.


� 	Ibid., p. 91.


� 	Ibid., p. 91.


� 	Hence the qualified incommensurability (or, equally, qualified non-incommensurability through economic correlativity) of interpretation versus reinterpretation versus re-interpretations; the hermeneutical versus the phenomenological versus the (non-systematic sense of the) existential; public domain of the community versus the private domain of the individual versus the domain between the private-and-public spheres; meta-text versus the text versus the non-textual; the pre-cognitive versus the cognitive versus the judgmental; etc.


� 	Or, i.e., the obverse of the first point, namely, qualified incommensurability versus qualified commensurability (given that neither commensurability nor non-commensurability are either indubitably or non-indubitably exercised).  


� 	In other words, the emergence of e/valuational formation is neither the synthesis of its contributing elements nor the addition of their analytical contributions, nor, for that matter, the mere addition of the former (where the latter combination could be treated as the ‘non-systematic existential aspect’), but, as the emergent combination of all three economic aspects (which can be viewed as the ‘systematic existential aspect’). Put another way, we can say that the totality of the emergent e/valuational formation is the net resultant of the synthesis, the sum of the analysis, and the synthesis-and-analysis, or, i.e., the emergent combination of the whole, the parts, and the whole-and-parts. Implying that emergent totalities are greater than the mere addition of the synthesis alone, etc.


� 	I.e., we can always compare proverbial ‘chalk with cheese’ but the relative merit of such a comparison might not be worth the investment of such efforts in order to oversee the execution of such explorations.


� 	In a process that occurs on a quantum level of explication, that uniqueness of causal optimization now takes on a more overt probabilistic complexion (whereas before, in merely dropping a sugar cube, that probabilistic description of the causal pathway is relatively suppressed or effectively, cross-cancelled. Or, e.g., we could ideally imagine a mode of transport that merely turns potential energy into actual energy that then is returned to a form of potential energy with a similar quantum. Say a wave-like mode of relatively frictionless resistance where, we travel in a certain direction, as if we were on a roller-coaster (where the non-ideal/realistic loss of energy through friction is continually re-added to the system to make up for such relatively small losses? This analogy demonstrating this transformational relationship between potential energy and actual energy, and v.v. Here, between these two modalities we can easily envisage a process of correlative interdependence. But, could we entertain a similar state of affairs between necessity and contingency? For a start, we could economically say that “‘necessity’ is both ‘not possible and not actual, and v.v.’” Noting, in economic terms, that any one economic modality is equal to the joint negation of the other two economic orientations. On the other hand, in the example of the sugar cube, we see the deeper confluence of all three modalities in this exemplification of the modal economy.


� 	I have already noted, by implication, that processes of transformation are instigated through alterations in the relations between virtual-potentiality, non-virtual-actuality, and necessity. However, a less superficial perspective must also take into account the relevant economics of the relational situatedness in question, etc.


� 	In ‘economic incorporation’ we ‘include all relevant forms of economic complexification within the same economy being re(-)interpreted’. In a contrast, economic complexification can be seen as relatively commentarial rather than have such ascriptions relatively integrated in a more substantial form of qualified instantiation. 


� 	Whose concept of ‘communicative action’, or, attempts to spell out the conventional rules for how we collaborate with each other are basically subsumed under my expression of ‘arbitration’ (where an ‘aspirational economy’ is economically incorporated (through social necessity) within the wider terms of reference of an ‘economy of arbitration’). Rorty distinctly contrasts his stance with that of Habebmas. Ibid., p. 82-84, etc. However, in the light of my ongoing radical-critique much of that ‘contrast’ will be lost.


� 	This expression of a ‘radical-critique’ indicates that my overall critical approach is both ‘critical’ and ‘radical’, i.e., respectively, both ‘reinterpretative’ and ‘re-interpretative’.


� 	Central to this set of essays titled Contingency, irony, and solidarity. However, the overall tenor of his arguments does seem to set up a certain unresolved tension between the apparent incommensurability of the individual vis-à-vis the community where private actions are needed to ensure public sense of the political and v.v. This tension, and my outline of a resolution, will be specifically addressed in the context of this essay.


�	This theme of ‘self-creation’ is my take on personal contingency and innovation arguing that all forms of innovative self-creation necessitate the adoption and adaptation of intersubjective genres of behaviour that can only be incrementally tweaked one tweak at a time. However, despite such critical micro-shifts in reconstitution there can be induced, on occasions, relatively radical consequences through processes of induced re-direction of behaviour (with the hyphen) that obviously bear little or no direct relation to the instantiated degree of change induced through such incremental orchestration of change. My ideas on innovation have been previously formulated in an essay titled: A Philosophy of Innovation (which can be found on my homepage site: InnovationPlus.doc – Recent Papers, Page 5).


� 	Ibid., Chapter 4, p. 94.


� 	Ibid., p. 94-95.


� 	The expression ‘social glue’ is used by Rorty (in his criticism of Habemas who he perceives feels the need to supply a social glue to replace the role once performed by religious ideologies). Ibid., p. 83.


� 	I was so angry with person A, but, am pleased I did not ‘murder’ them on the spot as that was what I felt metaphorically capable of doing. Or, person B is so annoying that I could ‘punch them in the face’, but, of course, that is not my style and will either endure their annoying features and/or attempt to avoid them altogether.


� 	An alternative suggestion is that we learn a series of precedents that seem to be mapped with a certain integrity or ethos that then allows us to apply these learnings to similar situations. Still, the point holds that these precedents need not be rendered as a rigorous canon on ethical principles that must be religiously adhered to even if they must also happen to be mutually contradictory, as they are and will be, etc. 


� 	E.g., Derrida.


� 	A point of either chaotic bifurcation or integration.


� 	Loitering munitions as being used in the current Russian-Ukrainian war, e.g., switchblade drones. Deadly drones that can loiter for a short period and can then be directed to hit a designated target, or, be safely returned if there is enough time for them to be returned to their point of dispatch or similar.


� 	As per Wittgenstein, e.g.


� 	Our perception and/or apperception of ‘anomalies’ are theoretically conceived of as ‘the drivers of narrational economies’ and where their ongoing partial resolutions are regarded as that primary mechanism that oversees the continued existence of such ensuing narratives (as well as the primary mechanism for observing the persistence of the historical continuation of our relational engagements).


� 	To this list we could add all processes of communication and all varieties of relational formation.


� 	Ibid., p. 94. Refer to footnote no. 67* 


� 	‘Representational’ in the sense of ‘simulations’, as ‘the simulation of simulations’ and not the impossible imputation of that which is ‘the simulation of that which is not being represented per se’. Or, that only ‘simulations’ can be represented as representations as all else is impossible. So in asking ‘what simulations simulate?’ we must answer that it can be none other than simulations per se, and not otherwise (regardless of how we might categorize them, preference or not preference them, etc.)!


� 	Or, e.g., the argument that imaginary devils seen in our dreams are causally capable of giving the dreamer a heart attack, and possibly killing them, despite the non-existence of such ‘entities’ in the imputed catalogue of an ‘external world’.


� 	Where such a task is primarily phenomenological, textual, critical, retrospectively in orientation, etc.


� 	An attractor that is not so much ‘hidden’ as hiding’, or ‘made to hide’, or, be rendered as ‘overlooked’.


� 	Such as the apparent incommensurability between the private domain versus the public domain, the contrast between non-metaphysical discourses versus metaphysical discourses, representational versus the anti-representational stance on philosophical positioning, etc.


� 	I.e., through a dialectical interaction between textual deposition, meta-textual genres of both writing and reading, and the simulations of the non-textual aspect.


� 	Paraphrasing Kant.


� 	A retrospective aspect could also be argued for, namely, the simulation of a perspective that is indicative of either a relative past existential orientation or non-existential orientation, and, the current existential trajectory proceeding from such retrospectivity be it relatively existential or non-existential in its evolving complexion.


� 	This technical expression ‘re-interpreter’ is as I have re-defined it. The rest of this paragraph is my argument for why Rorty can be seen as falling within its characterization as a ‘relatively radical, strong exponent of certain innovations that effectively mark out the distinctively recognizable novelty of his own style’. Indeed, in the same type of mould of the ‘strong poet’ as explored in Chapter 1 of this set of essays: Contingency, irony, and solidarity, p. 20.


� 	By ‘expressions’ we can read ‘representations’ as defined as ‘simulated-simulations’.


� 	Pursuit, III.2y.15.


� 	Ibid., paragraph 15.


� 	Ibid., paragraph 153. I argued there that the transitional-transformation AC or CA had a pragmatic complexion. In other words, when the relatively radical radically reconfigures pre-critical pretreatment through the posttreatment of retreatment, and v.v., that such a transitional-transformation is effectively pragmatic in orientation (as per the fourth trans-cognitive order).


� 	The overall discipline of the ‘philosophical economy’ being defined as ‘entailing the hermeneutical sub-discipline, the phenomenal-phenomenological sub-discipline, and, the (non-systematic) existential sub-discipline’. Upon this basis we can imposed ordered sub-disciplines of the semantic, aesthetic, deontological, pragmatic, hermeneutic and ontical. Moreover, in such a complex scheme we can also relate other philosophical sub-disciplines like, e.g., political-economics, logics-dialectics, and so forth.


� 	Pursuit, III.2Y.190.


� 	Pursuit, III.2D, 6, etc.


� 	Pursuit, III.2W.15, 80-88, etc.


� 	In this short paragraph I have telegraphed the potential material awaiting a whole series of essays that could be written on this concept of an existentially oriented metaphysics where a traditional metaphysics is completely rewritten through the lens of an existential economics.


� 	A format that, through persistent criticism, takes on a relatively radical format, that, once undergone as such, is left only with the potential for a further radical re-writing without, necessarily, finding ourselves capable of making such further progress.


� 	Observing the economic formula of hermeneutic prescription, phenomenological description, and existential proscription.


� 	Pursuit, III.2Y.80-88.


� 	Especially in Chapter 7 titled: The Barber of Kasbeam: Nabokov on cruelty, Chapter 8: The last intellectual in Europe: Orwell on Cruelty.


� 	Richard Rorty; Contingency, irony, and solidarity, p. 198.


� 	Ibid., p.187.


� 	Ibid., footnote 20, p. 187.


� 	In an intentional sense of intentional object(ivity). Refer to the next footnote.


� 	That the intentional economy is intimately constituted through the interaction with all three senses of the intentional. The intentional, therefore, cannot be thought apart from such interrelated correlatively, and, thus, both consequently and subsequently, cannot be economically thought apart from such mutually co-defining correlativity. Refer to Pursuit, III.2W.57.


� 	I.e., traditional metaphysics, e.g.


� 	Refer to this essay, paragraph 153. Those three (internal) transformational strategies being, respectively, hermeneutical (50), semantic (10), and deontological/existential (30), and, the three (externally intermediating) transformational-transitional strategies being, respectively, ontical (factual) (60), aesthetical (20), and pragmatical (40) (and where that last ordered strategy is a pragmatical take on re-interpreted transformational retreatment as a posttreatment re-writing the initial form of the pre-critical pretreatment in question). Moreover, that a similar set of manoeuvres are entailed in the making of the distinctions between imputations, or transforms, as entertained on levels I, II, and III as diagrammatically represented in paragraph 222.


� 	I also want to express my thanks and gratitude to Victor Gijbers for his excellent podcasts discussing this book of essays: Contingency, irony, and solidarity. Link: � HYPERLINK "https://youtu.be/VUZWfnUIMac" �https://youtu.be/VUZWfnUIMac� 


� 	An expression he claims to be ‘too ugly to be kidnaped’. Perhaps, too, unfortunately, a mouthful too difficult to say to catch on and put down permanent roots?


� 	I am referencing the detective novels in Chinese setting of the Dutch author Robert van Gulik and his comments about his understanding of this topic.


� 	Detailed in the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy; under the entry of Charles Sanders Peirce; link: � HYPERLINK "https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/peirce" �https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/peirce� 


� 	‘Metafication’ being ‘the elevation by one degree in meta-status’ through the critically exercised auspices of a suspension in some form or other. ‘De-metafication’ being ‘the de-elevation by one degree in meta-status’ exercised radically through the auspices of the de-suspension in some form or other. Metafication, in turn, could then be subjected to meta-metafication , etc. What saves us from an infinite replication of metafication is the automatic de-metafication of the de-suspension.


� 	I.e., in a form fit to be semantically mapped in a relevantly, co-associated phenomenological format.


� 	Reading ‘objectification’ in this narrow technical sense of ‘de-metafication’.


� 	The ‘v.v.’ follows given the circular nature of the economic. I.e., transformational retreatment can be read in both ‘clockwise’ and ‘anti-clockwise’ versions of the economic. ‘Retreatment’ can be regarded as ‘posttreatment’ that rewrites the initial form of the pretreatment in question, etc.





