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0. Preface (An Explication of Intent)


The main motivation behind this essay is to integrate a number of observations, ideas and concepts on the nature of historical research, etc. (i)


History concerns things that by definition are no longer with us, but, fortuitously, leave a range of textual traces both classical and non-classical, i.e., texts that can be read and interpreted, and, non-linguistically oriented traces like, e.g., buildings, roads, etc. That a history of the present is difficult, and, a history of the future is only predictive (ii)

As an interpretative observation it seems that we have facts; narratives that utilize such elements; and, the motivation for such narratives in the form of narrational critiques that desire some form of narrational resolution of a narrational problematic that inspired the recounting of that specific narrative in the first place, be such motivation either overtly and/or covertly understood. Hence the apparent observation of a ‘narrational economy’ of ‘narrational facts, narratives, and, narrational critiques’. Furthermore, we should note that in each of these three levels of increasing epistemological organization we have a potential plurality of possibilities. Set/s of narrational facts, set/s of overlapping narratives some of which may be subsumed as sub-narratives and where others might be consumed within super-narratives; and, that critiques as well operate within their own hierarchies of either connected and/or less connected forms of review. Moreover, it seems that the rules for assembling such economic factors are relatively different as well as the rules for relating such elements among themselves both individually and collectively. Hence at least seven sets of such regulations. From a hyper-economical perspective, we could add a meta-historical and non-historical set of regulations to make a total of nine sets.
 (iii)

Treating history as a discipline means we can delineate three disciplinary differences, i.e., an ‘historical difference’, an ‘historical meta-difference’, and an ‘historical non-difference’. These ‘differentials’ are delineated by asking, respectively, ‘what is distinctive about the historical discipline?’ ‘what value this has by noting those genres of behaviour that are being preferenced by such a discipline?’ and, ‘in what way must this historical discipline also interact with a secular sense of world (given that all disciplined technologies operate within the existential richness of this ‘secular world’)’. (iv)
A hyper-historical economy would also be delineated by questioning and noting ‘what is distinctive about the overall discipline of a specific instance of historical research?’ ‘what meta-historical import do these genres take up in that specific form of research?’ and, ‘what non-historical import do such meta-historical structural-functions possess from the ‘progressive’ perspective of both overt and convert aspirations seeking to be satisfactorily met, and which might not meet such a degree of aspirational satisfaction?’ Hence some of the intentional motivational behind this disquisition. (v)
7A. Part I: An Overall Philosophy of History (And Not a History of Philosophy)*

1. Pre-Introduction and Introduction


A number of previous essays have focused upon a philosophy of history.
 (0)


In this essay, I focus on a number of points raised in those essays but recast through the lens of a philosophy of narration, and so on. In a second half of this essay, a circumscribed (conformal) vision of progress will be outlined from implications explored in the first sections of this essay. (1)

‘Narrations’ can be seen as using ‘narrational facts; narrational argumentation in order to detail and establish a certain agendum or agenda; and, either an explicit and/or covert critique ostensively seeking the de-anomalization of those drivers that promoted that narration and which could also possibly disrupt the same’. (2)
These three distinctive, but economically cross-related divisions of the narration, being mirrored in previous research under the headings of historical facts, histories, and critical forms of historical appreciation (that, on some occasions, can also be relatively radical in their ramifications).
 (3)

Such facts can come in fields with varying degrees of commensurability; parallel narratives, either vertically or horizontally could also be present; as well as a variety of critiques with or without varying degrees of both interaction and relative integration/non-integration; but, usually, such sets are focused on the more seemingly overt representations somewhere between states of disruptive non-harmonization and the natural termination of a perfected, harmonized degree of resolution. (4)

2. Narrational Facts


Facts have a textual form whose iterations are presented in phenomenal-phenomenological formats that are mapped semantically usually in the form of an evolving concordance with their resident narrations. (5)

Otherwise, those facts could neither make sense nor could give those general styles of narration any particular sense of cultural-intercultural detail. (6)


Facts by their nature become either relatively non-commensurable or contradictory
 unless critically harmonized
 in their respective and resident narrations
 and only find a suitable degree of appreciation through a progressive loss of narrated ‘innocence’.
 (7)
3. Narrational Histories versus Historical Narrations


To make sense of the world a story is told where the logic of their arguments can only make narrational sense when embedded in their resident narratives. (8)

A narrative, ostensively, is an acted-out genre of behaviour, either virtually and/or non-virtually.
 Thence its historical nature and its ability to represent the historical. (9)


Genres are meta-textual aspects of textual formation (along with textual depositions and non-textual simulations) and hence their hermeneutical orientation. (10)


Genres are active recipes for the performance of behaviours whose instructions are set within a hierarchy of genre formation. (11)

Genre instructions, as sequences, can be either misdirected through mis-sequencing, de-sequenced when mis-timed, and contra-sequenced when genres themselves are confused.
 (12)

Hence genres can be seen as styles of historical dissemination (when the distinctive manner of their historical resolution is critically appreciated and critically entered into). Thence their representative manipulation of nominatives, predicates, relations; distinctions, accommodations, transformations, and so on. (13)

Given their symbolic use of sequential time, all narrations are both ‘historical’ and ‘representative’ (and v.v.). (14)

4. Narrational Critiques of the Historical


Ostensively, but all too often overlooked, is the fact that narratives are entered into as forms of disseminated resolution and hence their pro-relational, existential complexion (at least both implicitly and covertly). (15)


However, perfectly resolved narratives immediately find their complete dissolution, but, given our attachments to such narrations, along with a non-desire for their metaphorical ‘death’, perfected patterns of resolution are usually undermined through forms of self-deconstruction or through the deferment of a more definitive form of resolution, etc. (16)

Hence the persistence of historical narratives (through their non-resolution) along with their thematizational enrichment through progressive forms of re(-)iterated narration. (17)

In contrast, through evolving, ongoing patterns of consensus certain narratives become the conventional backdrop, as major discourses, for other forms of historical narration (in a hierarchy of interrelated facts with degrees of relative conformation/non-conformation; along with subsidiary narratives as forms of intermediation, etc.).
 (18)


Qualified resolution occurs both within and between narrational facts, narrations, and critiques, i.e., within or between these differently organized levels of discourse (19)

Although such factors have a qualified degree of discretely presented formation, still, such factors find their relational significance through their evolving collective impact (evaluation) and import (valuation). (20)

5. Provisional Conclusions, Observations and Comments, etc.


Historical re(-)normalization is progressively re(-)visited through forms of deconstruction and rectification, and, hence the meeting and melding of existential, phenomenological and hermeneutical inputs and outputs in an evolving form of historical concordance that is regarded either as a major discourse or as a minor discourse (that is either historically able or not so able to subvert the former)! (21)

An overall historical tension being created between imputed occurrences or their absences and their imputed reportings and misreporting, etc., where the reality of the history in question can only be economically found between such dialectical forces to the extent these imperfectly reconstituted processes of reconstruction can be duly arrived at; where, within a cultural hierarchy of background knowledge, through either bifurcations and/or emergences therein, one or more historical voices can dialectically either contest and/or agree with some other historical voice or succession of historical voices within periods of either relative contestment and/or consensus. (22)

Forever implying the possibility for processes of a re(-)interpretation of the historical, etc., through such discourses being simply re(-)framed through those narrations being incrementally re(-)iterated, or where novel details are added or subtracted, or significance undergoes a transformation that might include or might not include either bifurcations and/or emergent shifts in meaning (as, e.g., in humorous texts, subversive tracts, the evolution of a novel, etc.), and so on.
 (23)

On balance, imputing forms of historical concordance,
 etc., through imputed instances of evidential alignment arrived at through re(-)alignment.
 (24)


Hence re(-)sequencing through forms of error correction, genre approval and/or existential re(-)conformation
 clarified through the e/valuation of philosophical forms of both meta-determination and non-determination,
 can collectively constitute, within evidential limitations, a progressive
 form of historical re(-)construction, which, at the same time, can only ever be as an ‘historical work in progress’… and where possible concepts of ‘progress’ must economically invoke a hyper-historical sense of perspective in their scrutinizing the work of an historian, or a series and/or a set/s of historians, etc. A critical process of historical treatment that, on some occasions, could have relatively radical ramifications ensue either over the course of and/or from such processes of transformational retreatment.
 (25) 

      
          Noël Tointon, Penrith, 7.11.21.
6. A Non-Parallel Commentary Based on Historical & Hyper-Historical Economies


Now, let me proffer the following non-parallel commentary based on the discordant-concordance/concordant-discordance between the imputed equality between an historical economy associated with a specific historian or historical tradition and the ensuing point of view of that of an historicist
 associated with a hyper-historical economic point of view (ostensively dealing with the same set of historical phenomena, albeit less directly). (26)

An historical economy, articulated from a horizontal, internal perspective, is composed of an historical difference, an historical meta-difference, and a historical non-difference (treating the historian as a disciplinarian whose central topic is primarily with that considered ‘historical’). Such an understanding is overlaid over a narrational treatment of historical research, etc. (27)


These perspectives being arrived at through a form of interrogation that notes what is distinctive about the historical discipline (on general, particular and specific levels, respectively, of hermeneutic employment [through noting which genres of behaviour are usually taken up in the course of such research along with narrational facts as pre-judged/prejudicial ‘points of commencement’], phenomenal-phenomenological deployment through noting which historical facts are being narrated, and, subsequently, are critically re-interpreted, etc.], and, critical re-deployment through noting the style and degree, or satisfactoriness, of de-anomalization apparently taking place through the disciplined exercise of such a set of historical narratives as a critique conducted from either an existential, pro-relational perspective and/or a non-existential, non-pro-relational perspective]). In the process primarily paralleling an ‘historical difference’ with ‘narrational facts’ (relevant to the narration of a certain history); an ‘historical meta-difference’ with (historically oriented) ‘narratives’; and, an ‘historical non-difference’ with ‘narrational critiques’ (despite the difference here in epistemological organization between that trans-cognitive/trans-intentional mode of appreciation and that cognitive/intentional mode associated with that being subjected to such appreciation).
 (28)

In a diagrammatical representation of the historical economy we get:
A. Diagrammatical Representation of the Historical Economy

Historical Economy:

Historical Difference…Historical Meta-Difference…..Historical Non-Difference
Historical Research:


Narrational Facts………..Narratives………….Narrational Critiques (29)

A hyper-historical economy does much the same but from a vertical, relatively external sense of perspective,
 and does so by noting in what overall manner the historian or historical tradition in question appears to stylistically operate through noting an overall sense of an historical difference; then by taking a meta-historical perspective in articulating apparent structural-functions pertaining to that specific discipline by noting its meta-textual strategies adopted and adapted in its employment of genres of behaviour along with prominent points of commencement in narrational facts, focused upon, etc; and, then, by noting its non-historical sense of perspective in the manner that that discipline is engineered to coincide with a secular sense of world (as configured through its sacred-secularity, disciplined-secularity, and its environmental-secularity, and so on should other forms of secular contrast be required). In effect noting an overall historical difference, a meta-historical difference and a non-historical difference. The raison d’être for this distinction between the ‘hyper-economical’ and the ‘economical’ being a matter of perspective and subjectivity. An historian, e.g., deals with their narration of history (and its narration by others) and internal to their discipline, under suitable forms of interrogation can elicit their perceived perspective on just what is distinctive about their discipline and their specific up-taking of the same. Similarly, determining how their utilization of their discipline functions and how it determines its specificity of e/valuation through noting its preference for which genres will be taken up over those which will not be taken up, etc. In contrast the subject matter of the hyper-historian is very much the work of the historian they choose to explore and scrutinize. In that regard, their perspective and subjectivity is relatively external to the work of that historian being chosen, or, when and where that choice is to focus on a set or school of historians or the discipline of history itself. On the other hand, although a different sense of subjectivity or perspective is involved, still, given a direct or indirect focus on the work of an historian or the discipline as a whole we can also argue for a certain necessary degree of conformal coincidence given this commonality of their respective fields of research.
 (30)

In a diagrammatical representation of the hyper-historical economy we get:

B. Diagrammatical Representation of the Hyper-Historical Economy

Hyper-Historical Eco:


Overall Historical Difference…Meta-Historical Difference…Non-Historical Diff.
Historical Economy:


Historical Difference…Historical Meta-Difference…..Historical Non-Difference












     (31)

Then, with these two economies combined we get:
C. Diagrammatical Representation of the Hyper-Historical – Historical Economy

Hyper-Historical Eco:


Overall Historical Difference…Meta-Historical Difference…Non-Historical Diff.
Historical Economy:


Historical Difference…Historical Meta-Difference…..Historical Non-Difference

Historical Research:


Narrational Facts……..Narratives…………………….Narrational Critiques (32)

The following conjecture notes that the imputed historical economy is both equal and not equal to its imputed hyper-historical economy, and, that such discordance (as a form of concordant-discordance/discordant-concordance) is potentially insightful to a virtual and/or non-virtual dialogue that could be entertained between those two disciplinarians, etc. ‘Concordant’ by virtue of the fact that the hyper-historian (historicist) is dealing with the same materials and treatments albeit as refracted through the historical economy of the historian, and, ‘discordant’ by virtue of the fact that in representing the presentation of the historian they must inevitably misrepresent the same given their treatment, etc., is ‘of or about the work’ of the historian and not directly ‘as the work’ of that historian (just as titles are argued as misrepresenting their text that they en-title, etc.). (33)

That the same conjectures can be made to apply to all types of disciplinarian (such as, e.g., the theological, the philosophical, scientific, political-economic, etc.) given that presentation vis-à-vis representation entails a similar sense of misrepresentation.
 (34)

That, for convenience, this historical economy can be rewritten through the lens of a narrational economy as concerned with narrational facts, and, whose generalized summation can be read as an overall historical-difference versus an historical difference; narratives (usually presented in some form of a hierarchical mapping) with a meta-historical difference versus a historical meta-difference; and, a set of narrational critiques (usually in a hierarchy of their own) in which the reported or imputed aspirations of that discipline, in effect, are being mapped (and appreciated in terms of either a satisfactoriness and/or unsatisfactoriness of a disciplined sense of resolution) with a non-historical difference versus a historical non-difference. (35)

Hence this economic conjecture between the hyper-historical and the historical argues for some degree of ill-fitted fitting/fitted ill-fitting between an overall historical difference versus a historical difference, and, between a meta-historical difference versus an historical meta-difference, and, a non-historical difference versus a historical non-difference. This non-different difference/different non-difference can be thought of as that difference that is to be found between ‘what the disciplinarian says about the reality of their perceived discipline’ and ‘the perceived reality of what they say about their discipline’. I would argue that such a non-different semblance of difference insightfully proffers a certain form of reality as to what, more or less, is aspired after and which aspirations can be effectively met (as evidentially demonstrated and would find, hopefully, forms of relative validation through consensus; that, generally, would be reiterable). (36)

That this same (set of) conjecture(s) can be ‘insightfully’ applied to all disciplines.
 (37)

In the form of a commentary, we can also note that the representation (as a set of interpretations) of a set of historical presentations (in the form of texts) disseminated by an historian has a difference with the presentation, by the historicist, of the texts of the historian in question, etc., presented, therein, as a set of representations. In the former we have the work done by the disciplinarian in question, and, in the latter, we find a mapping of the apparent aspirations apparently being declared by the former. Let me demonstrate this semblance of a difference. (38)

E.g., an historian might have stated that ‘the indigenous Australian were not agriculturalists or farmers’.  Now, another historian or an historicist might argue, instead, that ‘the periodic burning of the landscape should count as a form of farming especially since these nomadic peoples were not free to wander around the entirety of the Australian subcontinent, let alone vast swathes of this land-form given the seemingly permanent geographical location of language groups along with the relatively static geographical location of pan-tribal, tribal and sub-tribal affiliations (as indicative of a correspondence with this relatively static mapping of their co-associated languages/language groups). That, we might surmise, given the confinement of a language group to a certain locale that those local language speakers would have had a very intimate knowledge of their ‘politically’ allotted tribal region/s, and, where productive modifications of that landscape could have been exercised and were exercised to enrich the resources of that locale. That, therefore, in the light of this wider sense of a definition ‘indigenous Australians’ were also ‘agriculturalists’. Moreover, in an appreciation of the distinctive structural-functions of a traditional group that practices regular burning of the landscape that this ‘tool’ should give them access to this wider definition of an ‘agriculturalist’. Overlooking such an ascription or being reluctant to invoke such a re-ascription could well tell us more about that historian in terms of their historical objectives, just what ‘historical’ aspirations they might be preferencing through such distinctive omissions or commissions or deferrals? (39)

Seen in this manner we might surmise that a hyper-historical critique of the historian in question, or the defense mustered by the historian as a critique of the hyper-historical, has a role to play in bringing forwards such dis-concordant materials, perspectives, more historically aligned and attuned interpretative outcomes, and so on, and so forth. (40)

Ideally, that an historian is, or should be, trying to harmonize a set of narrational facts within a narrative in order to oversee a successful process of relative de-anomalization to that extent that is both possible and suitably relevant. (41)


Once a certain set of historical objectives is intentionally spelt out by an historian then the relative historicist is in a better position to determine the relative successfulness or non-successfulness of such an overall, ‘provisional’, re(-)interpretative process of resolution. Essentially asking do the apparent aspirations of the historian match their self-reported intentions in that same regard? (42)


What is at stake here? This ‘concordant conjecture of dis-concordance, etc.’ effectively relates disciplinary work enacted within a specific setting and the same type of work enacted outside that disciplinary context per se. By such means, through discerning an economic form of hyper-historical-historical difference then the historian can critique the historicist and v.v., and, by such means, possibly render this (meta-)conjecture as a principle of relative non-dis-concordance, i.e., as a meta-conjecture (intended to approach a state) of relative provisional concordance. In effect, treating a certain historical narrative critically performed by an historian to its critical/radical retreatment through the lens of an historicist, and v.v., in such a manner so as to render less discordant this otherwise inescapable tension between the historical and the historistical.
 (43)

By what means has the historicist to critique a ‘certain’ historical representation (as a recounted history) and in which the historian can find for themselves a suitable form of defense, and v.v? Through the demonstrated utility of using certain relatively non-systematic approaches and the demonstrated utility of certain relative systematic approaches. E.g., by asking question on the reliability of sources used by the historian, what forms of interpretation being exercised, what aspirations are in play, etc. Or, e.g., by using an ordered approach to more systematically question the kinds of e/valuation made in their research and the ensuing values that emerge from such research. By invoking semantic considerations; questions of aesthetic-integrity (of those recounted historical representations); discerning what types of deontological e/valuation are relevant; noting pragmatic approaches; ascertaining the potency of certain hermeneutically argued and iterated patters of re(-)interpretation; delineating the to-be-discerned factual status of those narrational facts, etc. Then, in the context of an interrogative economy we can also invoke other rhetorical, metaphorical and apparitional
 methods for further enriching such research. Ultimately, asking those questions that are relevant, supplying apposite metaphors, and supplying suitable nominatives, etc., in our dealing with the exigencies of such research (as found to hand, revealed in a reading of relevant texts, etc.). (44)

A set of approaches that can, as intimated, be applied to each and every discipline worthy of that appellation, and, by such means relatively diffuse that overall sense of a tension between the hyper-disciplinary and the disciplinary. (45)


Historical ‘research’ either reinforcing non-critically and non-radically pre-judged, historical prejudices, and/or, arriving at patterns of critical treatment with potentially radical forms of re-writing that can successfully re(-)write those historical form of discourse. Hopefully, in the process, rendering a conjecture of dis-concordant-concordance as relatively less discordant-concordance. That given we are dealing with the reiteration of truth determinations, as noted already, we can substitute the word ‘conformal’ for ‘concordance’, etc. (46)

That, given we are basically dealing with truth determinations and their reiterational confirmation (in real time) and verification (in non-real time) we can safely rebadge this conjecture as one of a ‘conformal-dis-conformation/dis-conformal-conformation’.
 (47)


Moreover, just as ‘titles misrepresent texts’ and that that aspect of misrepresentation can be progressively minimized through progressive form of suitable qualification (based on close, but not closed, re-readings of that textual situation) we can also propose a meta-conjecture of a ‘progressive hyper-historical-historical dis-conformal minimization’ that is both the definition, and test, of the degree and manner of disciplinary ‘progress’ apparently being separately or collectively entered into by both the historian and hyper-historian.
 (48)

In effect, through exercising suitable forms of rectification, deconstruction and ongoing re(-)normalization either the historian and/or the hyper-historian, in entering into relatively critical forms of ‘progress’, could be perceived as apparently making a critical degree of ‘progress’ that, sometimes, can have relatively radical ramifications. (49)


That in entering into progressive forms of meta-conjectural minimization both the historian and the hyper-historian, either wittingly or unwittingly, will progressively become existential-secularists (as a consequence of such insightful re(-)alignments?) (50)


Paradoxical as it may seem, at the end of the day, through meta-conjectural minimization neither the historian nor the hyper-historian are actually doing history! (51)

Given their primary intentions, like all disciplinarians, is to oversee a progressive meeting and realization of their respective disciplinary aspirations (and where an appreciation of this aspect of their research is not historical per se)! (52)


Needless to say, is it necessary to note that once we have crossed those choppy waters by such economic devices that these ‘bridges’, as heuristical strategies, can then be left behind us as we move forwards, finding a small modicum of self-satisfaction in having have made some worthwhile semblance of ‘progress’ in our re(-)understandings of the lived-reality of this overall life-world… before, soon, having once again the need to re(-)invoke such expedient measures as we will inevitably face a further succession of problems, problematizations, tensions, disputes, irregularities, anomalies, and so on, that continually will re(-)invite such incremental instances of these ‘progressive’ performances in this continual pursuit of re(-)normalization… enacted in and through such ongoing (ideal) processes of (an imperfect) re(-)alignment with lived-reality.
 (53)  N.T., 14.1.22.
7. A Demonstration of a Hyper-Historical-Historical Economy

Given the abstract nature of both an historical economy and a hyper-historical economy let me proffer the following demonstration in order to render this aspect of our topic in a more specific, less abstract form(at). (54)

Operating within a discipline, I have delineated three relatively internal differentials, namely, in this instance, a (distinctive phenomenal-phenomenologically oriented) ‘historical difference’ (from all other disciplines and the secular world); a (hermeneutically oriented) ‘historical meta-difference’; and, a(n existentially oriented) ‘historical non-difference’. (55)

Operating outside a discipline, I have delineated three relatively similar economic distinctions, namely, in this instance, an ‘overall historical difference’ (more or less overlapping a historical difference); a meta-historically oriented ‘meta-historical difference’; and, a potentially existentially oriented non-philosophical difference (since the aspirations delineated in the semblance of an overall meta-historical (set of) difference(s) are explored and assessed as to whether they are meeting those aspirations declared in such meta-textual terms of reference. Being therefore, non-historical in nature. I am also invoking some form of ‘non-philosophical input’ to the extent that we are also looking at relatively foundational concerns being both evinced and evidenced in those patterns of historical research being undertaken. So, if the intent of the historical research being scrutinized is merely to affirm past prejudices, or, is it being critical, and, potentially radical; is it successful in such ambitions; what ramifications flow from such discourses, series and/or set/s of discourses, in that specific discursive treatment of a historical situation, etc., etc. (56)

Hence a difference between these two sets of economic scrutiny will be found despite their operating, ostensively, from a similar set of historical modes, namely, a historical modality, a meta-historical modality, and a non-historical modality. But, this conjectured conformance has to be, therefore, re-perceived as a conjecture of relative dis-conformance whilst also noting the ever-present possibility of optimistically being able to reduce that distance (of a hyper-historical-historical difference’) somewhat through a process of potentially diminishing non-dis-conformance… but, still, never being able to arrive at an understanding of indubitable assurance. Hence this relatively optimistic meta-conjecture of a progressive minimization of dis-conformance. These same conjectures also ruling out any absolutistical form of non-indubitability as well (since a process of historical appreciation has to begin somewhere, i.e., in a process of historical pre-treatment that cannot be dismissed as completely vacuous, spurious, fantastical, etc. [otherwise it could not be deemed to be the relevant input for a process of historical appreciation]). (57)

This historical topic I have chosen to briefly illustrate this conjecture of concordant-discordance, i.e., as a hyper-historical-historical conjecture of conformal-dis-conformance, i.e., as a ‘hyper-historical-historical difference or differential’, is the historical question as to whether “the apparent ‘insurrection’ on January 6, 2020, was an actual ‘insurrection’, from textual evidence already currently to hand, and, to what extent this might be interpreted as an act of complicit sedition on the part of ex-president Trump (to subvert and obstruct a legitimate peaceful transition of governance)?’  (58)

First let me briefly outline an historical economy representative of this event as apparently situated historically. In this stage, I will outline relevant narrational facts, supplying a cogent narrative, and note in what manner that narrative in being historically argued for relatively de-anomalizes certain problematic features prominent in the historical formation of that historical narrative. By such means establishing the outline of this working economy. (59)

Then, define the distinctive nature of that apparent historical economy from a study of the representative presentation supplied, i.e., delineate its portrayed semblance of an historical difference, historical meta-difference, and an historical non-difference within the apparent integration of that narrated format. (60)

Next, let me take hyper-economic study of the distinctive economic feature of that representative presentation, i.e, by delineating an historical level of exposition, a meta-historical level of exposition and a non-historical level of exposition. (61)

Last, I will then note to what extent a discordant-concordance could possibly be minimized, or enlarged, through the course of further research (enacted from an ongoing integration of the exhibited historical, meta-historical and non-historical perspectives, i.e., in this specialized form of hyper re(-)normalization). (62)

Over the course of the 2016 US Presidential Elections Trump on a number of occasions declared the election to be ‘rigged’.
 However, happily accepted the outcome declaring he won by a ‘landslide’ in the electoral college where on election night he won 306 votes to 232 (despite Hilary Clinton obtaining nearly three million more votes in that same election
).
 (63)
A similar gambit was deployed over the running of Trump’s campaign for the 2020 US Presidential Election, namely, a continual ‘unfounded’ complaint that the election was (again) being ‘rigged’.
 (64)
The election was run and Trump lost in a Biden ‘landslide’ of 306 to 232 votes in the Electoral College (with a very similar swing there to what Trump had obtained in 2016) (with Trump this time gaining approximately four million more votes in this election, but, in Biden gaining eleven million additional votes more than were obtained by Clinton this gave him a difference of approximately seven million more votes than Trump
). (65)

The election was declared by the Department of Justice (under Bill Barr) as being one of the fairest elections held in US history.
 (66)

Trump contested these electoral counts in numerous court filings
 generally masterminded by his personal lawyer Rudi Giuliani. By January 6, 2021, it was already established that certification of this election could go ahead even though numerous Republicans in Congress, without a valid reason, improperly voted against certification.
 (67)
In a number of states, controlled by the Republican party, forged documents with a different slate of electors for the electoral college, with votes for Trump, were presented to Congress and duly registered in their archives.
 (68)

It has also been widely reported in the Media
 and elsewhere,
 that Steven Bannon ran a ‘command center’ or a ‘war-room’ in the Willard Hotel, Washington, at the time of the ‘insurrection’ along with various political figures allied with Trump’s biggest lie, i.e., ‘the stolen election’ and the campaign based on that false premise known as ‘stop the steal’. Bannon has also since that event run a regular podcast with the title ‘War Room’.
  (69)
This process of certification was interrupted by the ‘insurrection’ when the US Government lost control over the Capital building where this lawful process of certification had already started.
 (70)
During the insurrection Trump watched the proceeding on a television whilst remaining silent for about 187 minutes.
 Eventually releasing a contentious video stating that people should be peaceful, ‘we have to go home… we have to have peace… we love you… you are very special’, etc.
 (71)
On the strength of Trump’s apparent sanctioning this insurrection before, during and after January 6 he was unsuccessfully impeached for a second time basically along party lines but with 7 defections from the Republican party.
 (72)

Trump has since doubled down on this big lie, although, should probably be rebadged ‘Trump’s Biggest Lie’, namely, that the 2020 election was rigged, was stolen, etc. (when he himself was out to steal this election through a series of manoeuvres that amounted to an attempted ‘coup’) despite very little evidence of fraud, etc., although a very small number of Republican voters very unwisely did decide to vote on the behalf of their dead relatives.
 This position that the election was basically a ‘fair election’ was even confirmed in various audits instigated by a number of state Republican parties over the course of 2021.
 (73)

In a number of court cases dealing with ‘Capital rioters or insurrectionists’ a number have argued, rightly or wrongly, that they were there at the insistence of a call to attend in that manner by Trump himself
 (as delivered in his speech that day and on other occasions
). (74)


That eleven members of the Oath Keepers have now be indicted on the charge of ‘seditious conspiracy’.
 (14 January 2022). (75)

Hence a series of narrational facts (expressed in paragraphs 63 to 75) seeming relevant to this historical enquiry whose remit has been to decide the issue as to “‘whether the description and title ‘insurrection’ was, correctly, an actual ‘insurrection’?’ and, ‘to what extent Trump’s acts of commission, omission and deferral could be rightly construed as his being complicit, either directly and/or indirectly, to some culpable extent, in the instigation of this ‘insurrection’?’” (76)

The type of narrative that could be erected by myself here, basically, recounting a set of arguments that is already being disseminated by many other commentators, is an attempt to argue for the affirmation of the apparent ‘fact’, that, currently, at least, can only be derived through the requisite narration that ‘observes’ Trump bears considerable responsibility for what occurred that day on various grounds.
 I.e., that he rhetorically set the metaphorical stage for this event; that people politically close to Trump, under the permission granted by Trump himself, actually conspired in the complexities of its overall organization; that Trump, himself, ‘dog-whistled’ such instructions that were regarded as such by these rioter some of whom have just now been indicted as ‘seditious conspirators’; that it would appear that Trump had no intention to stop these violent proceedings until he, himself, had recognize that this (armed) insurrection was not going to succeed (i.e., stop this lawful process of certification… which resumed and continued on into the early hours of the next day), and so on.
 Hence the bare-bones of my envisaged narration. (77)

An ‘insurrection’ could be neutrally defined as ‘an attempt to usurp an established order in political governance through some form of political force’. In US law, that ‘seditious conspiracy’ has a lengthy definition along similar lines.
 Essentially, ‘the use of force to obstruct the legitimate course of governance, etc.’ It could be argued that Trump promoted political violence, motivated by his ‘biggest lie’ that his election was stolen, had people close to him argue and call for, in an act of conspiracy, the obstruction and possible rewriting of the certification of Biden as the duly elected president by getting a large number of Republican to vote against the certification and by putting overlie undue pressure on Pence to utilize the forged preparation of a slate of voters who would vote for Trump (and, indeed, had already done so) in the electoral College, and, through a lengthy dereliction of duty, in an infamous act of omission neither commanded nor tweet instructions for the Capital rioters to stop this violent assault upon the Capital and to go home. A conspiracy with many moving parts whose performance could not have occurred without both the direct and indirect support of Trump and his willing allies bent upon a such a course of insurrection. Fortunately, key individuals and a few institutions obstructed what otherwise could have so easily been a successful coup d’état. Although, one should ask, if that process had succeeded it is open to debate as to how long that imposed political order would have lasted, and, in that regard, Trump could well be thankful that it failed. Unfortunately, for him, all pretense of a ‘deniable culpability’ is being swiftly eroded by the continually reported upon findings of the ‘National Commission to investigate the January 6 Attack on the United States Capital Complex’ (known colloquially as the ‘January 6 commission’). In view of the fact that numerous public sessions will be held in 2022 it will be interesting to see how this major discourse of an ‘insurrection’ is either reinforced or de-reinforced. I suspect that as long as the findings of this Commission can be disseminated that the exposure of the many parts in this attempted coup will inevitably lead to the dots being linked and the unsealing of a series of indictments that could very well include Trump himself. Comparison is often drawn to the Watergate investigations, etc., that took more than two years to reach the end of a series of political and legal reckonings. One will have to wait and see just what this year 2022 may or may not present in this same regard? (78)

What type of a narrational critique was being invoked by myself? For me, I perceive this to be, basically, ‘a critical summary of how the major discourse has formed, namely, that it was an ‘insurrection’ (and is called that in the mainstream Media), and, on various counts, on balance, that Trump does bear a direct responsibility for much of what happened’. I.e., because he set the stage with a reiteration that this election would also be ‘rigged’ (with absolutely no evidence whatsoever), and, through acts of commission, omission and deferral had a significant and necessarily part to play in directing the course of such violent proceedings. He may have not broken into the Capital, himself, but was certainly instrumental for calling for such violence, a claim that is denied by himself, but which is considerably deconstructed by him remaining silent for an extensive period during the violent and deadly nature of that siege, watched in real time by himself on television, and, in a later releasing a prepared one minute video praising such attendees as ‘hurt’, ‘in pain’, as ‘very special’, ‘we love you, etc.
 In incredulous acts of spin the Republican party have since deemed the event as not much more than a group of over exuberant tourists, as a mob infiltrated by the FBI, as agents provocateurs, and even populated with members from Antifa despite the predominant racial complexion of these rioters and insurrectionists was basically Caucasian… and the fact that Trump praised them in his contemporary video as ‘very special’.
 (79)

Hence my arguments for this historical narrative that this was ‘an insurrection and Trump played a considerable role in setting this stage for this event’, and, that upon this same interpretation the Democrats called for a second unsuccessful impeachment of this ex-president. Now, let me notate the distinctive features of this historical presentation as put forward by myself as representative of the historical presentation that might be put forward by an historian by basically articulating the co-associated character of these historical differentials seemingly demonstrated by this ‘potted history’. (80)


As an armchair ‘historian’, although my primary objective is obviously quite otherwise, I have noted a set of sources in this instance, able to be accessed on the Internet.
 In accessing such documents, I have neither explored the reliability of such texts individually nor have I noted the potential for their reliable confirmation, or otherwise, through their reiteration in other citations in the Media, or from other sources, interviews, comparing other relevant documents, and so on.
 In a similar vein, I have not discussed to what extent their overt or covert narrations have already pre-redefined their narrational elements within the context of their textual presentations of these apparent, evidentially treated ‘narrational facts’. Such areas of concern are very much the province of the historical researcher, historian and hyper-historical (or historicist). Then, I very briefly narrated my ‘version’ of these events and labelled them as an ‘insurrection’ with ex-president Trump being somewhat both a necessary factor and as someone seemingly culpable to a considerable extent in overseeing the pre-conditions, etc., for its ensuing instigation through a collective variety of acts of commission, omission and deferral.
 But, such recounting is basically an attempt to critically re-affirm what currently appears to be, on balance, admittedly, the current major discourse (although, of course, disputed by a relatively disorganized attempt at a counter-narrative or, rather, through a set of rather discordant counter-narratives, as already noted, by the Republicans that have sided or who have had to apparently side with Trump over such matters for whatever reason or reasons, political or otherwise). (81)

Now, is it possible to do ‘historical research’ without recourse to invoking overt or covet forms of an ‘historical economy’ along with its critical (and, sometimes, relatively radical) appreciation/s of the former, and, to then further invoke, overtly or covertly, a ‘hyper-historical economy’ in order to ascertain critical (and sometimes relatively radical) appreciation/s of the former (i.e., the historical economy in question either with or without regard to its appreciation of all relevantly entailed historical research)? I have already remarked that such heuristical devices, like ‘bridges’, can be dispensed with once we have ‘crossed over’.
 However, the exigencies of existence are such that we will continually need to avail ourselves of such devices. Moreover, we should not dismiss such potentially profitable strategies since if suitably re-iterated, closely following the sequences entailed in such required genres of behaviour, and re-inserting a similar range of historical inputs (i.e., narrational facts), it could be argued, critically, and sometimes radically, that we should, more or less, arrive at the same result, or, at the very least, a useful commentary on the same that proffers an additional set of qualifications that further assist in this productive strategy, here articulated by myself, of a ‘dis-conformal-minimization’. In accepting the profitable-relevance of this conjectural scheme just what implications has this for both all other disciplinarians and secularists alike? In this regard, e.g., I will soon be looking at the contentious topic of our making ‘progress’ that seems to be so obviously entailed in this meta-conjecture of a dis-conformal minimization? (82)

But, first, let me articulate in some detail the import of these two economies of the ‘historical’ and the ‘hyper-historical’. Then, recount the sense and implications of these three conjectures for this discipline of the historical and disciplines in general. I will then segue into an exploration of the contentious topic of ‘progress’ by arguing that we can maintain such a thesis as long as it notes a need to conform to various pre-conditional requirements, be ideologically circumscribed by suitable processes of suspension whilst also recognizing the existential dimension of such a possibility, and so on. (83)


In the review of a certain topic, indeed, any topic, whether it be conducted either pre-critically, critically and/or radically, I would argue that the frame of reference in question has to be elevated by one meta-degree. This is the logical nature of (what I deem to be a process of) ‘treatment’. This fact of life is rendered in an overt fashion when we theoretically invoke a Tarskian-style of semantic truth determination (namely, e.g., that x’ is true iff x). It is also parallels the reading and/or writing of any text through its being totally ‘shadowed’ by a meta-textual dimension (which is well-indicated in any text when and where we note the inclusions of titles, sub-titles, introductions, asides, definitions, conclusions, footnote/endnotes, as well as grammatical punctuation, etc.). Even an historical researcher merely instructed to collate relevant materials in the form of documents; reports; witnesses, along with their statements; records; photos; maps; letters; etc., has to somewhat stand back in order to assess just what is suitably ‘relevant’ or not so suitably ‘relevant’ to either include or subtract from the overall formation of that specific historical research program. But, even more so for the historian who wishes to recount a certain re-constructed narrative in order to de-anomalize certain earlier observations and accounts, and so on. Indeed, in order to run an historical account, the genre rules dealing with our textual manipulation of narrational facts, narratives and narrational critiques all need to be properly, appropriately and appositely taken on board.
 Moreover, meta-genre rules have to be taken into account in order to understand how these categories individually overlap and, collectively, are to be relatively integrated in the apparent totality of the textual situation
 in question. In essence, the depiction of an historical economy merely articulates in an overt fashion what is already occurring in a relatively covert fashion. I.e., in dealing with narrational facts as ‘national facts’, narratives as ‘narrations’, and, narrational critiques as ‘critiques (effectively as ‘critical meta-narrative’) it is obvious that the historical landscape is not ‘flat’ (when viewed from an historical economy, etc.). (84)

Now, given that an historian, or similar, whatever meta-status or set/s of meta-statuses they assume, it is obvious that the terrain they traverse is multi-dimensional and it behooves them to critically distinguish, accommodate and transform the (historical) elements found being presented there, through the medium of that historical discipline, either by themselves and/or by others. An acknowledgement of the increasing epistemological organization between the utilization of narrational facts as entertained within articulated narrations that are also being subjected to critical forms of treatment is already a de facto recognition of different meta-levels of functioning in this discipline of historical treatment (whatever the manner of its apparent exercise). That granted, it is merely a step further to formalize this prospect under the disciplinary rubric of ‘differences’, ‘meta-differences’ and ‘non-differences’ (as earlier recounted). (85)

That, in going one step even further, in an historian critically reviewing the constitution of their own work or the work of some other historian, as a disciplinarian, it then behooves them to take a hyper-historical perspective on the course of their own work or the work of others precisely as a hyper-historian (who, as a hyper-disciplinarian, must not mistake the many meta-levels already employed in their researches, etc., for this distinctive form of a meta-perspective that, quite understandably, in the light of this necessity, is terminologically distinguished as ‘hyper-disciplinary in orientation’). (86)


Simply put, to the extent these concepts will allow me, we could say that the range of narrational facts chosen to be incorporated within the research program to be utilized by a certain historian/s, characterizes their distinctive sense of style, to some degree, as an historian. So, e.g., an historian exploring the infamously failed insurrection of January 6 would naturally be seen as a contemporary historian of US politics. The manner of their exposition, i.e., just what disciplinary genres they utilize in this project or program would further colour this understanding of an ‘historical difference’ that, in turn, would be further enriched by understanding as to just what forms of resolution that historian is either overtly and/or covertly entering into as a disciplinarian, be they doing so as either a professional or an amateur. E.g., we might infer from the work and announcements of that historian as to whether their viewpoint/s is/are a mix of the following, namely, as a ‘neutral’ disciplinarian or as a pro-Democrat or a pro-Republican; as an anti-Democrat or as an anti-Republican; as a proponent for democratic governance or as an anti-proponent for some form of non-democratic governance; as a pro-American or as an anti-American, etc., etc. Thence this ascription as a way to designate an historical difference, as a way of understanding just what is distinctive about that historical situation as refracted through the disseminated sense of the textual situation in question. (87)

Similarly, by noting the types of genres being used, i.e., the rhetorical tropes, themes, memes, metaphors, types of arguments, etc. being iterated either in the course of their interpretations or as found over the course of our interpretation/s of that disseminative context in question, that, from such inspections, we would then be in a position to determine the sense of this expression ‘historical meta-difference/s’. Be that as written by the historian in question, or, from our considered perspective of having read that same historian. (88)

Them from questioning how the ‘reading’ of that historical situation, as refracted from its textual situatedness, is being ‘read’ from a secular perspective, the manner it overlaps with a secular sense of world, we would then be in a position to delineate this perceived semblance of a ‘historical non-difference’. The type of consideration that is being reinforced by also noting what impact this text is having or not having on the secular world; what ramifications i.e., present implications and future consequences could stem from its observations, etc. (89)
However, if this historian or ourselves were to also ask if this ‘refracted historical situation’ is being read in a manner that is being relatively successful or not so relatively successful in accordance with the overall tenor of this disquisition, in terms of its apparent aspirations, then those parties would have now also taken on a ‘hyper-historical stance’. Just what would be distinctively taken on in this more rarefied level of historical appreciation? (90)
Under the heading of an ‘overall historical difference’ we would be more inclined to see the ‘metaphorical forest’ rather than the individuality of those trees that constitute that forest. In this regard (meta-textually oriented) titles (if apposite) could well serve as symbolically representing the totality of that discursive situation in question. So, e.g., we might note in this regard that the very amateur historian of myself had written a short segment on whether the ‘January 6 Insurrection’ was actually an ‘insurrection, etc?’ (91)
In a consideration of the ‘meta-historical difference’ we note in what way genres are either being taken up or not being taken up in regard to the imputed or reported aspirations of the author or authors involved in such a manner so as to execute those reported or inferred aspirations. Do the structural-functions articulated in that textual situation either generally, particularly and/or specifically support or deconstruct those apparent or discerned intentions? (92)

The articulation of those intentions and their apparent successfulness or otherwise mapping to what extent the author or authors really have their secular feet on the ground, so to speak, and a foot or two prominently within the ambit of their topic, that operates, more or less, within the dynamic extent of that remit, and, contributes an existential complexion to its ambit given that overall discourse a sense of non-virtually engaging its topic from a suitably exercised existential perspective? (93)

However, so much for rhetoric and metaphor, and so much for theory, at the end of the day through retreatment everything is collapsed upon the represented-reality of that topic… when once again rioters and conspirators are ‘seen’ as having taken place in an insurrection, are once again seen as ‘rioters and insurrectionists’… and not just as ‘actors in an historically oriented narrative’… depicted at the simulated coalface of a non-virtual reality… when simulations of simulations take on a non-simulated stance when shown to be comprehensively represented in a comparative manner that is fully resonant with lived-reality… even if treated as provisional through the continual utilization of suspensions. I.e., that this state of affairs is arrived at through suitable processes of rectification (pre-critical treatment), deconstruction (of treatment through critical forms of suspension), and, re(-)normalization (through ongoing forms of transformational retreatment that demonstrate a relatively profound sense of an alignment with lived-reality in its full, concrete, historical, existential specificity). (94)

That such a process, in lived-experience, is also ‘progressively’ realized and communicated, i.e., is ‘progressively’ thematized and disseminated; as well as being both enacted and acted upon. As indicated through the ‘progressive’ import of this (hyper-historical-historical) meta-conjecture of dis-conformal minimization. Let me summarize my explanation and then unfold some of the philosophical implications of this observation. (95)

It could be argued, on a first inspection, that the historical researcher, the historian and the hyper-historical (or historicist) in dealing with the same topic should, ostensively, be working with the same historical materials. Hence this first hyper-historical pre-critical conjecture of conformance (or concordance). (96)

But, no, on a closer form of inspection, given different meta-levels (between these different disciplines of historical researcher, etc.) (reflected in the various levels in the epistemological organization of such a project or program as semantically reflected in its generation of language reports on these different levels of approach) that this must imply that this is not the case.
 Hence this hyper-historical-historical critical conjecture of dis-conformal-conformity (/conformal-dis-conformity). (97)

However, we can take heart from the fact that misunderstandings can be progressive re-de-mis-understood, etc. Hence this third ‘progressive’ hyper-historical-historical meta-conjecture of dis-conformal minimization (which could also be potentially viewed as a relatively radical form of retreatment engineered through ‘progressive dis-conformal minimization’). (98)


What are the philosophical ramifications of these conjectures? (99)


The first observation I would like to make is that what has been applied to the historian, as a disciplinarian, must also apply to the work of all other disciplinarians given that this tool of a ‘hyper-disciplinary-disciplinary set of conjectures’ must also apply to all disciplines given their totally similar treatment as disciplines qua disciplines! (100)

Then, given my concept of a (philosophy of) transformational retreatment (returning us to the concrete, historical specificity of the secular world, hopefully, with a suitable existentially complexion) it follows that as all suspension automatically invoke immediately de-suspensions and a return to this world of the existential specificity of lived-experience that, then, from all ensuing patterns of ‘cultural’ progress realized through progressive reiterations of dis-conformal minimization that we would expect, and anticipate, such patterns of ‘progress’ that were ‘realized’ should be relatively preserved for the immediate future over the course of such transformational retreatment. Or, more simply, if you were to take ten paces in a certain direction then you should safely assume that you have, indeed, taken ten paces in that same direction assuming that you have not fallen over, died in the process, have some idea where you might be going, etc. (101)

Moreover, this third conjecture of dis-conformal minimization, more or less, axiomatically demonstrates that ‘progress’ in a disciplinary context is possible… and can be delivered through rectificational pretreatment, deconstructive treatment, and ongoing processes of re(-)normalization realized through relatively critical, and, sometimes, relatively radical processes of transformational retreatment. (102)

Furthermore, we should also insist that as iterated behaviour leaves and reinforces its ensuing imprinted marks or traces upon the accumulative reception of the environmental embankment of the world that what counts as ‘progress’ should also possess a positive, relatively existential orientation in which our relationships as embedded, and entered into through our embodiment, must have ‘progressively enriched those same relationships in question (and traced themselves out upon the ‘face’ and ‘fabric’ of the world accordingly). (103)

However, before we blindly insist ‘progress’ is everywhere, or is only to be found in certain forms of ideological subscription, or, has its origination in a certain national culture, religion or racial background, or is fortuitously arrived just by mere happenstance or chance, and so on, let us philosophically address this topic by understanding why this philosophical topic of ‘progress’ has had such a well-deserved bad press; just under what pre-conditions might circumscribed forms of cultural ‘progress’ be made, and preserved, given that I am also arguing that ‘progress’ is primarily a communal affair, not an individual preoccupation; and, is better supported under relatively democratic political-economic circumstances, the equitable distribution of economic surpluses, in an environment that is suitably looked after and rewards a climate of existential optimism, and so on. (104)
8. ‘Progress’? Ramifications of a Meta-Conjectural Dis-Conformal Minimization?

First, let me introduce a three-way distinction between a relative sense of  ‘critical progress’, arrived at through either phenomenological error correction and/or a continual ‘positive’ hermeneutical affirmation of genre uptake versus a more (relatively) radical sense of progress, arrived at through either a cancellation of a previously accepted form of positioning (through dis-conformal minimization) and/or through a relatively ‘positive’ process of chaotic re-direction, and, then, contrast it with an improperly formed philosophical notion of ‘pre-critical progress’ that deserves the historical odium that has been heaped upon it especially after the cessation of hostilities observed over the course of the Second World War. Although, the latter, as an ill-formed concept, has also had a long history of criticism, more usually, until recent, as a relatively minor discourse, in the evolution of the complex iterations conveniently placed under the wide umbrella of a so-called ‘Western philosophical tradition’. Primarily, this renovated concept of ‘progress’ applies primarily to its invocation of potentially relatively radical forms of instantiation although this form of preferencing can also be supplemented or complemented by its critical cousin. (105)
Without a doubt, this concept of progress, especially in its pre-critical format, did play a substantial role in the articulation of an optimistic sense of a world eagerly awaiting the advent of a realm of enlightenment, a domain of enlightened subjectivity, where each person would be afforded their dignity as an individual, and so on. All such ideas being further fostered by the fruitful efficiencies of new technologies in a world seemingly casting off all vestments of a more parochial nature. As if people could stand naked before each other. No, as expected, people would metaphorically ‘look the other way’. Such transparent honesty is not possible if peoples merely promote their own visions of what this world should be, namely, in an image of themselves. Sadly, I suspect this ‘enlightenment meme’ was little more than the inspired visions of a comfortable, upper middle-class range of people who had no real idea of the sufferings that existed below them that allowed them the free time to dream such impossible dreams. On the other hand, to give them their due, they did envision an ever-widening extension of such enfranchisement and personal empowerment, although, along the way, all too often overlooking the role of how such an advantage should also, equally, be shared by women, people of different ethnicities, exotic nations, and strange religious beliefs… (106)

The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy introduces this topic of Progress as follows:

Philosophical proponents of progress assert that the human condition has improved over the course of history and will continue to improve. Doctrines of progress first appeared in 18th-century Europe and epitomized the optimism of that time and place. Belief in progress flourished in the 19th century. While skeptics of progress did exist alongside its supporters from the beginning, it was not until the 20th century that theorists backed away en masse from the notion. Many 20th-century thinkers rejected the notion of progress after horrendous events such as the two World Wars, the Holocaust, and the use of nuclear weaponry.
 (106)

In the light of this introductory background to this topic, as a provisional entry point, we might surmise that the options available are either the relatively optimistic acceptance that progress can be made, certainly over the longer term; that, instead, we could be ever-pessimistic and take the position that the counter-trajectory to any illusion of making progress is more inevitable (as in ‘the decline and fall of each and every civilization’, e.g.), or, that such an envisaged possibility just does not exist or is just not applicable to the net impact and consequences of human endeavor/s. In this latter regard, we might like to compare the course of ‘human advancement’ as not much than ‘the cyclical fruiting of an apple tree’. The tree flowers, those flowers get pollinated, fruits are formed, they ripen, then drop from the tree, and in a few months, are returned back to the soil at the base of that now dormant apple tree, and, that this cycle continues, for us, as long as we have apple trees to both admire and harvest. However, even this metaphor has its limits. Through cross pollination, happy accidents of nature, and so on, apples can be bred for a range of different qualities like size, colour, an ability to resist fungal infections, produce larger crops, to be preferred in various processes like cider production, longer shelf-life, and, hopefully, for an improvement of taste or at least a wider range of exciting taste possibilities. Perhaps the deconstruction of this metaphor is illustrative of the territory that will now be argued and debated over if all we are left with is a world of optimism versus a world of pessimism (where the ‘realist’, in its non-technical sense, might opt for an unstable balance of both options?)? (107)

However, it is my philosophical belief that this conjecture of a potential for a relatively radical dis-conformal minimization (coupled with positively oriented chaotic processes complemented with productive forms of phenomenological error correction) might just tip the balance in a more optimistic direction? Moreover, through incremental forms of ‘entracement’ of a relatively positive orientation impressed upon both an environmental world and cultural domains in general, as reviewed under this embryonic concept of ‘embankment’, we might find through such re(-)iterations that favour a more positive, optimistic reading, a progressive, accumulative tipping of this balance in a direction favouring the engineering, through such chaotically oriented re(-)self-organization, either the creation, preservation or conservation of a degree of ‘progress’ that reasonable people might subscribe to if this concept could be suitably formed and disseminated, and, furthermore, was found capable of successfully surviving all forms of a critique that could be sensibly mustered against its credibility? (108)

Could such a well-formed concept of ‘progress’ exist? If that were a possibility then we would need to establish all relevant pre-conditions, conditions and post-condition that were necessary and sufficient to oversee both its critical formation and enduring survival. Over the course of this applied form of scrutiny let me continue to bracket this concept of progress as ‘progress’ (as has been hitherto already been maintained to date by myself in this same regard). (109)

Adopting an imaginative or speculative mode, to be ever rendered as ‘provisional’, in reconstructing this renovated concept of ‘progress’ let me suggest a number of pre-conditions that we might reasonably expect to be in place for its being able to eventually deliver, over time, more productive forms of e/valuational formation. (110)

Basically, I envisage a number of levels (in epistemological organization) in a state of productive alignment for it to achieve the stability and preservation of this imputed creation, preservation and/or conservation of an excess in valuational formation that, overtime, would allow us to accept, along more optimistic lines, that such a concept can be subtly preferenced over its counter-concept(s of either just no progressive augmentation or enhancement
 in e/valuational formation or where such descriptions, or recipes, just have no application whatsoever?). (111)

We could start with an ‘ontological basis’ but, instead, let me substitute a more ‘causally oriented sense of secularity’ arrived at through the ongoing harmonization of the cultural intersections of an environmental-secularity, a sacred-secularity, and a discipline-secularity (more or less in accordance with the current configurations of your resident culture/s immersed as they are, as well, in a world of the intercultural).
 (112)

In a similar manner we are to also envisage, as pre-conditions for a successful concept of ‘progress’, a similar array of alignments by invoking an epistemological level of theoretical deployment perhaps more easily read as a ‘psychological level’. Then superimposing upon an epistemological/psychological level the following levels, namely, a sociological level, a political level, a political-economic level, and, at the same time, overseeing a relatively existential complexion for all such considerations (to the extent this can be intuitively understood and co-engineered). (113)

You may well ask “just what are my motives for seeking such a complex set of alignments between this variety of levels (in increasing epistemological organization)?” My thinking here is this. Without such alignments being fostered then we cannot guarantee the preconditions for the successful preservation of an apparent state of ‘progress’ if such a state of affairs could be self-engineered by also ensuring all relevant conditions and post-conditions are also observed. That, basically, the intuition here is the following. ‘Progress’ is only able to be advanced and maintained through a general advancement of our overall sense of freedom. Our freedom, as I have argued elsewhere, is highly dependent upon our cooperation with others and cannot be individuated as a phenomenon on a purely subjective basis. On the other hand, to experience a sense of freedom, in any of its miscellaneous forms (formations and formats) we must also be psychologically attuned to our being with others in this same regard. Hence this progression of the sociological, political and political-economic (preferably in a receptive, pro-relational existential orientation). Moreover, a key driver here is also our collective ability to be afforded and retain a democratically oriented sense of an overall political life-world (and hence our need to also recognize the political-economic dimension as being superior to both separate political and economic levels [of theoretical deployment, etc.
]). (114)

In other words, as a set of necessary preconditions for the formation and preservation of a viable sense of ‘progress’ I here envisage that it needs to arise in a well-ordered world of continual re(-)alignments realized through processes of an ongoing harmonic alignment between those levels of epistemological organization that guarantee an ongoing harmonization of the psyche of those individual-in-their-communities, and, that in those communities they will find, moreover, the necessary degree of a cultural democratization that would foster that general sense of a freedom needed to both form and maintain a sense or semblance of such ensuing ‘progress’. A sense or semblance of ‘progress’ that is somewhat axiomatically guaranteed through the conditions of a dis-conformal minimization, etc. (115)

This necessary condition accepted (of a dis-conformal minimization, error correction, positive forms of e/valuational formation; rectification, deconstruction, and ongoing re(-)normalization, etc.) what other conditions might we need to envisage? (116)


Personally, I would like to perceive this renovated concept of ‘progress’ to also take on board a need for an existentialization of process that oversees the progressive, ongoing re(-)enrichment of our relationships (through either the relative positive creation, preservation and/or conservation of e/valuational formation). That, indeed, an indication of progress could be observed in the continual presence of this persisting process of an existential re(-)enrichment of our lived-experience. (117)

Last, what post-conditions might we also envisage as necessary in this informed process of such a culturally cultivated pursuit of “progress’? (118)


That such a ‘pursuit’, itself, not be directly pursued! As an existential observation we would note that ‘progress’ itself should not be focused upon (lest we suspend the continual state of suspension in which it is to be culturally fostered). And here we might find some final clues to this puzzle about whether this enigma of ‘progress’ can actually exist and whether it can be maintained through the existential coursing of the sense and semblance of our relationships, communities, organizations, institutions and nations, etc? I.e., through the harmonically resolved coursing of these senses and semblances of a variety of overlapping cultures in which we find a plethora of freedoms and where each and every one of these freedoms is dependent upon their being fostered in a relatively democratic sense of the polis… with the inescapable conclusion that ‘progress’ can only be realized through the increasing democratization of ‘our’ cultures..!
 (119)

Therefore, it is my understanding that a highly circumscribed sense of ‘progress’ is possible as long as certain preconditions, conditions and post-conditions are suitably maintained in the mist of our cultures in which we are optimistically seeking evidence for this elusive phenomenon of ‘our making progress’..? (120)


In hindsight, we might also argue that for our collective cultural ‘emplacement’ in the world to overtly entertain some ‘viable semblance of progress’ that it would be necessary to find actual evidence for this optimistically imputed process of ‘making progress’. That, in this regard, it should be noted that certain other prerequisites would also need to be in place, namely, the ongoing instantiation of a cultural sense of suspension that sufficiently brackets all forms of ideological over-commitment, and, I might add, all forms of non-ideological under-commitment through their non-contribution to the formation of a lack of suitable motivation given these ensuing distortions that arise from either forms of intellectual extremism or those forms of under commitment that discourage our non-existential engagement with-others, etc. (121)

Of course, the continual exercise of an optimistic aspiration to ever live harmoniously with others, promote all existential forms of cultural democratization, suspend all ideological forms of over-commitment, and find forms of behaviour that deconstruct all unsuitable formations of under-commitment, may well be a bit too much to hope for, given the exigencies of lived-experience; especially in the light of our historical reflections on the trajectories of lived-reality. Therefore, in being more ‘realistic’, in just being practical-minded, we might just lower our sights a little and seek, instead, just short, relatively self-sustained, re(-)self-organized ‘periods of a circumscribed progress-to-be-made’ and find a happiness and contentment in these modicum of successfulness and which can be pointed as having been ‘progressive’ in orientation. That this circumscribed concept of ‘progress’ might just reveal itself as our having made some degree of progress as promised, in part, by this third conjecture of a dis-conformal minimization, etc? (122)

However, to insist that this is a better reading of our lived-experience of lived-reality what evidence might we point to that could possibly confirm this supposition that ‘there is such a thing as this circumscribed sense and semblance of progress?’ (123)

Languages, e.g., are continually evolving and progressively matching and expressing a range of novel concepts as they textually find themselves more directly incorporated into their resident cultures; either in an original uptake of terminology that is being adopted and adapted from outside those resident cultures or innovatively created within that resident culture in order to meet those same conceptual demands.
 In a recognition of this ability for languages to evolve both before we were born, during our life-times, and after our being forgotten is, for me, a clear indication that this circumscribed concept of progress is in evidence all around us (at least linguistically)! (124)

In a similar vein, we could argue that the origination and dissemination of cultural memes, evolving genres of behaviour, extended patterns of cultural expectation, greater forms of economic efficiency, even the Internet, itself, are all indications that these modes of development could also be seen as instances, too, of this hitherto elusive sense of progress, that in being all too evident, and previously overlooked, just should not be denied as aspects of progress, or, perhaps, as periods in time being seriously subjected to such ‘progressive forms of innovation’? (125)

Of course, it could be added that such ‘progress’ is ever a two-edged sword. That the observation and anxieties of the pessimist should also be taken on board given that this human race has a predilection to both over-proliferate novel patterns of behaviour beyond their useful levels of employment and to institutionalize out of all recognition what existential characteristics such genres of social activity may have originally had instituted over the course of their initial deployments. (126)

But, should we accept such despair? No, for our very being-and-becoming in this world of lived-experience is such that we ever encounter, recognize and engage with a world of (e)/valuational formation that is always in an excessive state of profitability over the quanta of psychically promoted motivation originally invested over the course of such pursuits.
 But, as I ever remind people, what is more important here is to identify those approaches to lived-reality that, comparatively, are more abundant in their potential (e)/valuational formation… and, so, in this much overlooked aspect of our only being with(-)others, that small, incremental instances of our making-progress can perhaps be identified? (127)
No doubt, in this regard, the historian, the philosopher, and a vast array of other disciplinarians, and secularists too, who skillfully practice their crafts as if ‘arts’, will be of an assistance to us as we make our individual and collective passages through this world of overlapping cultures and finding, therein and therefrom, the ensuing freedoms to be progressively found in our continual re(-)engagement through(-)others...
 (128)
9. A Summary of My Apparent Intent


In the form of a summary, let me remind my reader from whence we came and to where we might possibly arrive..? (129)

I began this extended essay with the idea that historical research could be viewed through the prism of narratives. That, essentially, ‘the historian was constructing an historical narrative’, although, more correctly, it would be better to see this as ‘an evolving process that oversees the re(-)constructing of a (set of) narrative(s)’ given that the historian engaged with themselves as an ‘historian’, and engages other historians, other disciplinarians, the secular world, and the lived-experiences of this lived-reality being referred to through their specialized sets of textual re(-)constructions. (130)


My exploration of the narrational economy revealed three relatively distinctive spheres of concern that also stand in need of an ongoing process of mutually accommodation whilst also needing to withstand various forms of transformation(al retreatment). These three interdependent levels of increasing epistemological organization
 being narrational facts, narratives and narrational critiques. That the raison d’être of a narration, of any kind, was the aspirational desire for a process of qualified narrational de-anomalization whether that be overtly or covertly observed. (131)

Then I introduced the twin concepts of an ‘historical economy’ and a ‘hyper-historical economy’. (132)

For the historian to engage both themselves as an ‘historian’ and other historians implies the necessity for wider terms of reference than that merely supplied through acts of ‘assembling texts perceived to have some form of historically interest’. Hence my introduction of the historical economy with one eye on their narrational hierarchicalization of ‘narrational facts to narratives and thence to their narrational critiques’, and, my sight also centered on a paralleling of those aspects, that I have argued here and elsewhere, that attend upon each and every discipline, namely, ‘an historical difference, an historical meta-difference and an historical non-difference’. (133)

But, such expanded terms of reference are not sufficient if the historian also wants to evaluate the apparent merit or lack of merit of their work, be that in part or in whole, and, hence it was necessary to also introduce a hyper-historical economy, which as an historistical economy was economically divided up between the paralleling of an ‘overall historical difference, meta-historical difference, and a non-historical difference’. (134)

In this frame of reference, the historian as a hyper-historian (historicist) could then critically, and perhaps, radically, go on to explore their ‘overall historical difference’ by re-noting the nature of their topic (and whether they passively stayed within its ambit or actively strayed beyond its remit, and, to what extent an existential engagement with this composite, emerging from both a synthesis of ambit and remit, was also in play). Under the super-heading of a ‘meta-philosophical differential’ we could explore the meta-textual structural-functions being utilized in that instance of an historical economy, but, in such a manner so as to critically, and perhaps, even radically appreciate the same. The last category of the ‘non-historical difference’ to a certain extent allows the historian to critically, if not radically, assess the successfulness of their aspirations (to that extent they are able to pursue a suspended sense of both their own work and its potential ramifications). In this last regard, I quipped that both the historian and the hyper-historian essentially did not do history as here they evaluated the successfulness of their own disciplinary aspirations (in their respective disciplines, albeit where such emergent senses of subjectivity usually coincide within that same community of historians, or fellow disciplinarians, and so on) which when looked at closely, are not historical per se! (135)

Then I made the observation that we could entertain three conjectures. The first (pre-critical) conjecture, seemingly sensible in itself, that as the historical researcher, historian and hyper-historian were all dealing, ostensively, with the same historical source materials that, therefore, we could conjecture a state of relative conformal-concordance. But, no, these different levels (in epistemological organization) critically meant that such imputed conformal-concordance was an illusion and that we had, instead, an amalgam in the form of a dis-conformal-conformity/conformal-dis-conformity. However, just as titles misrepresent their text they entitle, being ‘about’ those texts and not ‘of’ those texts per se, we can also recognize the fact that such misrepresentation can be ‘progressively’ undone through processes of error correction that re-qualify those perceived forms of misrepresentation, etc. That, as a process, we can considerably undo, but, again, never absolutistically undo such misrepresentations. Hence, in this qualified degree of optimism, a third (potentially radical) conjecture of dis-conformal minimization was duly noted (along with other mechanisms that progressively promoted such conformalization). (136)

In the light of this conjecture, of a potentially radical dis-conformal minimization, I then segued to an exploration of the possibility of a circumscribed periodic instantiation of that which could evidentially be referred to as “progress”! And, the rest, we could say, is “history”... (137)
10. Postscript: ‘So, We Can Make Some Form of Progress After All!?’

The ‘landscape’ between the absolutists and the relativists is not flat!
 (138)

We should be grateful, as humans, that we are afforded the broad sweep of a no-man’s land (‘no-person’s land’) between the two philosophically impossible imposters of ‘the perfectly indubitable’ and ‘the completely non-indubitable’. Unfortunately, such a mind-field, or, minefield, is riddled with obstructions, distractions, fallacious arguments, semantic traps, philosophical pontifications, ideological extremism in a wide variety of pernicious forms, formations and formats, and so on and so forth. (139)
Without continual, critical and radical procedures, correctly observed and qualified, to the best of our abilities, we are but like fabulous creatures setting out upon the high seas in a leaky boat no better than a colander or a sieve.
 In this scenario to ask the question ‘just what progress might you make when you place yourself in your vessel to voyage to new realms unknown?’ makes little sense, indeed, just does not make much sense at all. On the other hand, fill those holes in, or, better, find a craft fit for purpose, and you might just make some progress should you head in a rightful direction and luck is on your side when you find yourselves making some distance in your daring adventures. So, you are ready to go on an expedition, today, just where might you be heading? Hopefully, as either an historian, or philosopher, or disciplinarian, or secularist… by pursing a profitable course between both the dogmatic absolutists and the (non-dogmatic
) relativists, completely deaf to their trumpets and siren-calls, their warnings and wailings, their sweet and honeyed speech no better than a human fly-trap we might unwisely throw ourselves upon, or, instead, carelessly descend down into some ever-beckoning bottomless rabbit hole, or, fatally taking up residence in a palatial mansion fit for a philosopher-king that ever gently recommends itself to you without your recognizing a monumental mausoleum when you see one, or, a burial in a funeral home for the philosophically deceased who never find a final committal to the ground waiting beneath them, or, an interment chosen in any number of infamous tombs both signed and sealed yet fractured and cracked open, each one with a distinctive odour of its own… (140)

Sadly, as individuals, we each stand condemned and damned as such, but, as a community, as communities, knowing better, we can collectively walk past such nonsense, refuse to be taken in, reverse these tides that might otherwise ‘drown’ us dramatically under the swirling, contorted, mesmerizing weight of their frothy, air-filled eloquence…
 (141)

Absolutists want one flattened world, called ‘Truth’, and, relativists want a flat landscape, a home to many worlds, indeed, an infinity of worlds, each equally true in their own right..! (142)

Either vision is impossible. What cannot be encountered through relations cannot be known! Indeed, cannot be encountered, cannot be recognized, and cannot be engaged! What is not there for us cannot be there for us, and, we need not be there for it!
 Then, what cannot be entertained for more than a moment, equally, has no existence for us! The suspension cannot be entertained in the mere confinement of one closed world, and, the open suspension of many worldly possibilities cannot be maintained for more than a moment!
 In between such impossible domains of nonsense, we must ‘progressively’ move forwards and try to make sense of this lived-vision of a world-before-us, step by step… without inciting ideologically driven acts of closure that only remove us from the ongoing consensus of a lived-experience that is there to be shared and simulated in the mutual semblance of a lived-reality… (143)


Knowing the direction from whence we came… might just help us know in which direction we might still be headed. Hopefully, appreciating such a compactly focused form of ‘representative history’…
 without being ‘beheaded’, or cut short, or blocked by obstructions of our own making, or continually diverted down endless cul de sacs..! (144)

So, let us wish each other ‘good speed, be successful and safe in your travels, may you find a welcoming place you can call ‘home’ at the end of each day… finding a modicum of satisfaction in a day’s work well done… finding a contentment in realizing those aspirations that can be realized through observing a course of enaction that can oversee ‘our making progress through(-)others’ that collectively enriches our freedom to be both with(-)others and before(-)others…’ (145)


Recognizing that through those efforts to effectively minimize perceived instances of representative dis-conformity, and so on, that we can make, to that same degree, a comparative semblance of success without having to subscribe to impossible forms of a non-circumscribed semblance of progress that, quite ironically, can only block such an avenue,
 otherwise ever open to us, and ever to hand, through engaging those productively re(-)enriched re(-)configurations that will be inspired through an indefinable sharing of our life-experience… along with our collective reflections upon the same…. (146)







         N.T; Wentworth Falls, 18.1.22.

A Correction and Some Further Reflections…

At a certain point in this text, when I felt I had adequately argued my case for a circumscribed, periodic sense of ‘progress’, I allowed myself to drop its suspension notated in the form of those single quotation marks.
 However, when I pessimistically qualified my cautious optimism by noting that ‘innovation is a two-edged’ sword I returned to treating ‘progress’, as both a ‘concept and suspended reality’ once again. In retrospect, it appears obvious to me that the precondition for an ideological-free sense and semblance of ‘progress’ demands the permanent suspension of this ‘conceptual-reality/realized-concept’ given that it would cease to be ‘progressive’ the very moment it would be treated as an established instance of progress. In other words, the suspension must remain! However, this mode of critical treatment need not leave us paralyzed in a state of an eternal suspension because, as stressed on a number of occasions, each momentary suspension immediately invokes a de-suspension that returns us back to the specificity of a world of the concretely historical as it continually re(-)constitutes lived-experience. This ‘eternal return’ can also be seen as giving my concept of ‘embankment’ a certain cultural richness in addition to possessing a basis for environmental consequences stemming from the accumulative impact of iterated patterns of intentional behaviour. In this regard we could say that the iteration of human behaviour is also ‘remembered’, i.e., ‘banked’, and able to be expressed, from time to time, both through non-chaotic and chaotic ramifications (ultimately regardless of whether such behaviour was intended, mis-intended, unintended, and so on). This mechanism (metaphorically) accounting for the fact that behaviours that occurred hundreds of years before the present can still influence expressions of cultural behaviour today. As an interesting example, where the Roman empire found it could no longer expand into the ‘Germanic hinterland’ this border has left its mark on the German psyche in the form of a Catholic South and a Protestant North. One driver of cultural identity, to my understanding, is the manifested need to differentiate the resident culture from their neighbouring, non-resident cultures so we also find, e.g., a Catholic Poland being contrasted by a Protestant Germany and an Orthodox Russia. Some further reflections to think about… (147)

  N.T; 20.1.22.
� 	I.e., three sets of regulations pertaining, respectively, to narrational facts, narrative, and critiques; three sets pertaining, respectively, to the relations between facts & narratives, narratives & critiques, critiques & facts, and three more sets of regulations dealing with the overall historical discipline (as constituted by facts-narratives-critiques), and the importation of both a meta-historical aspect and non-historical aspect. Refer to paragraph iii, v, 26, 29, etc., where the concept of the ‘hyper-historical’ is first introduced.


*	For latest version of this text: � HYPERLINK "http://www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noels homepage5.html" �www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noels homepage5.html�


� 	In the Pre-Introduction and Introduction, I give an overview of the motivation behind this essay again, and, in the Introduction (1-4), I sketch out a meta-mapping of the form of the ensuing essay (although inevitably misrepresenting to some degree since prospective ambitions have extended upon these sections exploring the narrational aspects of historical research). In this series of propositions, I have attempted to sum up a number of ideas worked out over many years. These short summaries invite the existence of a commentary (but in the essays dealing with this topic of a philosophy of history alluded to in the next footnote could be read in that same light. I have also added more recent ideas developed over the course of the Pursuit and the reader would need to attend to the relevant concepts as currently being developed (t)here).


� 	E.g., a set of 12 essays under the heading Philosophy of History (History of Philosophy) (18.5.07-16.8.07); A Transcendental Philosophy of History (14.11.07); The Fact of the Matter… (16.1.12); and, The Pursuit of Philosophy as a Discipline: Volume I: Eighth Essay: The Philosophy of History and the History of Philosophy (9.4.19).


� 	‘Ramifications’ being ‘present implications and future consequences (and, on some occasions, reiterated assessments marking either the confirmation and/or disconfirmation of past understandings)’.


� 	I have debated with myself as to whether this should read ‘are contradictory’ or ‘become contradictory’. In reality, it is neither, facts by themselves as ‘factoids’ cannot be self-presented and they need the co-economic aspects of narrations and critiques to be even formed. Only, then, through somewhat losing their moorings to become ‘factoids’. In the process contradicting each other when collected and collated. E.g., how could this monarch ‘James the First’ also be ‘James the Sixth’. Because, in an historical account of his reign, we would realize that as ‘James the Sixth of Scotland’ he then would later become, as well, ‘James the First of England’ when ‘invited’ to assume the English throne as well. Problem solved. Now, let me run the following analogy. Imagine a trove of photos taken in China had been recently discovered and published on the Internet. We assume that they were the work of one photographer whose intentional style appears to be some form of veritas, or showing it ‘as it was’ so that people who would later see these photos would garner some representative idea of what life, and death, in China in those few decades was like. Let us say sometime approximately between the two World Wars. In one photo we see a body slumped on the pavement beside the road as people seem to be going about their business without giving it a second look. It seems a more obvious question to ask ‘is this person dead or alive?’ rather than ‘are they asleep?’ Assuming ‘this person is dead’ we then must ask the questions ‘how and why?’ Then, asking ‘were they killed or had they just died on that spot?’ And, was the imputed intention of the photographer showing us ‘a common occurrence in China at that time when people just died on the streets through sheer unrelieved hunger’? The supposition of this intention is reinforced when we see people ‘stripping the bark off a tree’ in another photo. Were they so desperate in their hunger that ‘they were eating bark?’ Other photos show what looks like ‘very wealthy people banqueting and being musically entertained?’ along with other strange photographic juxtapositions. All in all, a series of seemingly ‘innocent; photographs (when not looked at too closely), recognized as old black and white photos, that collectively appear to be telling a story of what life (and we must not overlook death too) in a chaotic China in this period of civil disturbances, famines, etc. In other words, these ‘photos’ as ‘facts’ are not innocent factoids, indeed, given this reinterpreted form of an account, as representative of our reception of all accounts, then we must realize that there can be no innocent facts, no innocent narratives, no innocent critiques, no innocent narrators, and, as well, no innocent audiences! That only in re-telling the thematization of a narrative can any facts, any narratives, any critiques, be the latter overt or covert, be the latter expressed or suppressed, be told and appreciated at all. I.e., e/valuation only through re-e/valuation, narratives superimposed upon narratives, can the narration of an apparent narrative be successfully disseminated in and through this complex (sequential) economy of evolving re(-)interpretation! That there must also exit a host of factors that would oversee the contradictory nature of factual collations. E.g., through facts losing their narrated emplacements and becoming relative factoids; through processes of digression or carelessness; through misinformation, disinformation and mal-information; through actors creating truthy accounts for public consumption in order to mine such a resource (through clicks in an Internet environment of advertising or political fundraising); general malevolence or deluding thinking, be that psychotic or pseudo-psychotic in complexion, etc. In this regard, one might also suppose that the degree of internal contradictoriness could be a direct indicator of the relative authenticity or non-authenticity present in the textual formation of a certain text or set of texts (given that the indicative hallmark of authenticity is ‘an intention to form a more consistent approach to lived-experience in and through itself as a form of re(-)lived-experience’?)?


� 	I.e., ‘harmonization’ through ‘progressive forms of economic resolution (arrived at through the requite critical, and sometime radical, forms of process as realized through transformational retreatment)’.


� 	Their background is the narrative as framed by the implicit or explicit primary critique (as the apparent agenda of that narrative). 


� 	A ‘loss of innocence’ being ‘a poetic way of deconstructing relatively unsubstantiated forms of prejudice (through the suspension/de-suspension of their provisional or non-provisional acceptance as facts, etc.)’.


� 	Genres are meta-textual strategies that both write and read behaviour, are mapped in a hierarchy of super-genres and sub-genres (that mirror the semantic mapping of both relatively simple and complex phenomena). Through economic complexification they can also be read as future oriented, pragmatic and concerned with functionality, etc.


� 	E.g., pouring hot water into the saucer instead of the cup (as a wrongly performed function); having forgotten to put the cup on the saucer (as a wrongly timed performance); or, putting the teabag into the toaster when making tea and toast at the same time (as a confusion of genres). 


� 	Factual item of a truthy disposition will wear that non-conformal mode of introduction when contextually re-read under the scrutiny of forms of more closely observed hermeneutical treatment. That to regard ‘truthy propositions’ as ‘truthful statements’ their parentage has to be both overlooked and reconstructed along more a priori lines. In some religious texts, or other forms of ideological over-commitment, the attempt to result in the resolution of relatively interminable, internal paradoxes and contradictions can means texts are just long segments in such impossible apologetic intermediation/s.


� 	With either non-chaotic and/or chaotic ramifications; with ensuing alterations that are either non-critical/non-radical, critical and/or radical in complexion.


� 	Historical concordance/disciplinary concordance, suitably explored in depth, implies a need to recognize numerous forms of alignment realized through an overall economy of re(-)alignment on, e.g., causal-intentional levels of expression; psychological-social-political interactions; political-economic-stylistical frames of reference; cultural-intercultural dimensions; phenomenological, hermeneutical and existential levels of deployment, employment and re-deployment; etc., etc., 


� 	‘Etc.’ implying that all forms of disciplinary activity here are implied besides historical instances of dissemination. 


� 	I.e., through an economy of re(-)alignment through re(-)de-mis-alignment, realignment and re-alignment (with a hyphen). The latter presenting with the semblance of an imperative that could take on a deontological flavour (that might well ‘demand’ subtle forms of preference or be pragmatically overruled and re-written)


� 	In the hyper-historical economy, the work of an historian, etc., is subjected to a form of appreciation that takes at face value what is phenomenal-phenomenological presented, and which is then hermeneutical represented on a meta-philosophical level of deployment whose entailed aspirations are then reviewed through a non-philosophical form of critical/radical re-deployment that either existentially and/or non-existentially questions perceived degrees of aspirational satisfaction or non-satisfaction that might have been met, is being met or could possibly be met, etc. Hence my quip that, at the end of the day, neither the historian nor hyper-historian (historicist) is doing history (in their seeking an affirmative appreciation of such motivational success or otherwise).


� 	Later in this essay a non-ideological concept of progress will be revisited.


� 	The process of transformational retreatment implying the co-associated economic processes of critical treatment and pre-critical pretreatment which mirrors, respectively, (through economic complexification) the parallel philosophical economy of the existential-phenomenological-hermeneutical and its parallel formula of an ongoing de-suspended re(-)normalization, suspended-deconstruction, and a pre-suspended rectification.


� 	This type of distinction has been previously been articulated with respect to the field of hermeneutics where we have the ‘hermeneut’ dealing with ‘the interpretation of a specific set of texts’, and, a ‘hermeneuticist’ who ‘deals in more general terms with the more philosophical nature of their enquiry (and, hopefully, can be of assistance to the hermeneut [who can then either confirm or disconfirm the usefulness of those re(-)envisaged hermeneutical approaches])’. 


� 	Where in a hyper-historical economy we have this same bimodal relational between that being appreciated (namely, the distinctive work of the historian or historians, etc.) and the act of judgmental appreciation being viewed through this heuristic device of the hyper-historical economy consisting of an ‘overall historical difference’, the ‘meta-historical difference’ and the ‘non-historical difference’ as vertically paralleling, respectively, an ‘historical difference’, an ‘historical meta-difference’, and an ‘historical non-difference’. Hence their diagrammatical presentation of these parallelisms on the next page.


� 	We can choose a number of ways of representing this relationship between the hyper-economic and the economic. E.g., a 3 x 3 matrix; or a 2 x 3 matrix; or as a vertical economy connected at the intersection of the historical difference and the overall historical difference. On the grounds of economic correlativity we should be able to write transformational rules that take us from one field of such regulations to any other economically related field (and between disciplines in an invocation of apposite and suitably productive forms of economic complexification).


� 	To some extent there is this hyper-historical-historical pre-conjecture of basic conformal commonality. But, given different perspectives, we more correctly arrive at a conjecture of relative disconformity as a dis-conformal-conformity/conformal-disconformity. But given that the hyper-historian is representing the work of the historian and the historian is representing their work on the use of narratives for reinterpreting historical representations we must also recognize a certain inevitable degree of misrepresentation on all levels. Hence this hyper-historical-historical meta-conjecture of dis-conformal minimization given, too, this ability where we can also de-mis-represent such misrepresentation through the careful, critical use of a process of qualification that is able to realize those more aligned forms of lived-reality now better represented through a process of such re(-)qualification, albeit as a provisional process of rectification, etc.


� 	Or, more correctly such dis-concordant-concordance/concordant-dis-concordance arises through the inevitable misrepresentative distances that inevitably arise between the ‘representation of a presentation’ (of an historian) and ‘the presentation of a representation’ (by an historicist). That the ensuing discrepancies, as misrepresentations, can be creatively qualified, and diffused, but, never entirely resolved.


� 	This set, about to be re-assembled, being a pre-critical hyper-historical-historical pre-conjecture of concordance (or conformation) (given we are dealing with a reiteration of truth determinations); a critical hyper-historical-historical conjecture of concordant-dis-concordance/dis-concordant-concordance (or dis-conformal-conformance/conformal-dis-conformance); and, a potentially radical hyper-historical-historical conjecture of minimizing dis-concordance/dis-conformance. For convenience we might refer to these three conjectures as pre-critical, critical and radical.


� 	I.e., between the historian and the hyper-historian (as a historicist).


� 	‘Apparitional’ in the sense of ‘running ‘as if’s’ (and, possibly, conditional ‘what as if’s’, etc.)’. In the lived-reality of lived-experience ‘nothing is as if it were just that as nominated’ given that we cannot exhaust any one perspective nor exhaust the possible plurality of explanatory perspectives that could enrich our ongoing processes of re(-)interpretation (i.e., as a continual process of  re(-)normalization, etc.).


� 	Or, for convenience, as noted, as the ‘critical conjecture’.


� 	Not necessarily in equal measure. Moreover, this philosophical approach to disciplines in general invites the need to formulate a critical, and sometimes radical, approach to the complex philosophical notion of ‘representation’ that demands the effective absence of relatively ideological forms of philosophical extremism. 


� 	‘Progress’ being effectively left in a state of suspension even though through de-suspensional forces we are ‘progressively returned’ to the existential specificity of an ensuing lived-experience of ‘our’ lived-reality through progressive processes of re(-)alignment, i.e., ongoing re(-)normalization. ‘Lived-reality is not be referred to as an ‘objective world’, some transcendent or immanent realm of (unrelatable) objectivity!


� 	E.g., refer to an article in BBC News titled: US election 2016: Trump say election ‘rigged at polling places’,16 October 2016: Link: � HYPERLINK "https://www.bbc.com/news/election-us-2016-37673797" �https://www.bbc.com/news/election-us-2016-37673797� 


� 	The final number of votes gained by Clinton was 2,865,075 more than that obtained by Trump.


� 	The official electoral college count was affected by seven faithless electors and the official total became 304 votes to 227.


� 	E.g., refer to CNN; analysis by Zachary B. Wolf; May 19, 2021: The 5 key elements of Trump’s Big Lie and how it came to be: Link: � HYPERLINK "https://www.cnn.com/2021/05/19/politics/donald-trump-big-lie-explainer/index.html" �https://www.cnn.com/2021/05/19/politics/donald-trump-big-lie-explainer/index.html� 


� 	The actual number of additional votes won by Biden was 7, 052,770.


� 	E.g., refer to the article AP News, Michael Balsamo, December 2, 2020: Disputing Trump, Barr says no to widespread election fraud: Link: � HYPERLINK "https://apnews.com/article/barr-no-widespread-election-fraud-b1f1488796c9a98c4b1a9061a6c7f49d" �https://apnews.com/article/barr-no-widespread-election-fraud-b1f1488796c9a98c4b1a9061a6c7f49d� 


� 	Totalling about 50 cases, all basically thrown out of court as not possessing merit. Refer to fact check presented by Reuters on this topic titled: Fact check: Courts have dismissed multiple lawsuits of alleged electoral fraud presented by Trump campaign: Link: � HYPERLINK "https://www.reuters.com/article/uk-factcheck-courts-election-idUSKBN2AF1G1" �https://www.reuters.com/article/uk-factcheck-courts-election-idUSKBN2AF1G1� 


� 	In total 147 Republican in the House of Congress voted against certification. Refer to the article in Vox by Li Zhou, January 7, 2021 titled: 147 Republican lawmakers still objected to the election results after the Capital attack. Link: � HYPERLINK "https://www.vox.com/2021/1/6/22218058/republicans-objections-election-results" �https://www.vox.com/2021/1/6/22218058/republicans-objections-election-results� 


� 	E.g., refer to the video by Rachel Maddow on this topic; Similarities suggest coordination in fake elector letters from Republicans in five states, on Jan 12, 2022:


Link: � HYPERLINK "https://www.msnbc.com/rachel-maddow/watch/similarities-suggest-coordination-in-fake-elector-letters-from-republicans-in-five-states-130662469836" �https://www.msnbc.com/rachel-maddow/watch/similarities-suggest-coordination-in-fake-elector-letters-from-republicans-in-five-states-130662469836� 


� 	E.g., Forbes, in an article by Nicholas Reiman, November 30, 2021 titled: Trump Strategized With Top Advisors About Overturning Election Hours Before Jan. 6 Capital Riot, Report Says (citing that ‘A Guardian report claims former President Donald Trump repeatedly placed calls to the Willard Hotel in Washington to strategize with a group of trusted advisors about how to overturn the results of the presidential election just hours before his supporters stormed the U.S. Capitol, though a Trump spokesperson called the report “totally false.” Advisors at the Willard, which has been described as a “command center” for efforts to overturn the election, took calls either very late on the evening on January 5 or very early in the morning hours of January 6, according to the Guardian, citing sources with knowledge of the communication. Trump’s personal attorney, Rudy Giuliani, along with former White House chief strategist Steve Bannon and right-wing legal scholar John Eastman, were among those taking the calls and reportedly holding discussions with the president. The calls centered around Trump’s concern that Vice President Mike Pence did not plan to join in efforts to overturn the election, according to the Guardian, so the group came up with the ultimately unsuccessful plan to lobby Republican lawmakers to delay the election certification process.


Link: � HYPERLINK "https://www.forbes.com/sites/nicholasreimann/2021/11/30/trump-strategized-with-top-advisors-about-oveturning-election-hours-before-jan-6-capital-riot-report-says/" �https://www.forbes.com/sites/nicholasreimann/2021/11/30/trump-strategized-with-top-advisors-about-oveturning-election-hours-before-jan-6-capital-riot-report-says/�


� 	E.g., as reported in the book titled: Peril, co-authored by Bob Woodward and Robert Costa.


� 	Refer to the article in CNN Politics titled: Steve Bannon’s popular podcast is a ‘dangerous’ fantasyland of election lies. Analysis by Daniel Dale, 7 November 2021. This podcast is titled ‘War Room’. Link: � HYPERLINK "https://www.cnn.com/2021/11/07/politics/bannon-podcast-war-room-election-lies/index.html" �https://www.cnn.com/2021/11/07/politics/bannon-podcast-war-room-election-lies/index.html� 


� 	Certification started in the afternoon, but was soon interrupted the rioters and insurrectionists. Recommencing at around 8 pm and ending in the early hours of the next morning.


� 	E.g., refer to PBS article titled: Thompson on what the Jan. 6 panel has learned in the year since the Capital attack. Link: � HYPERLINK "https://www.pbs.org/newshour/show/thompson-on-what-the-jan-6-pannel-has-learned-in-the-year-since-capital-attack" �https://www.pbs.org/newshour/show/thompson-on-what-the-jan-6-pannel-has-learned-in-the-year-since-capital-attack� 


� 	Refer to the video ‘Go home. We love you.’ Trump to protester- ABC News. Link: � HYPERLINK "https://abcnews.go.com/Politics/video/home-love-trump-protesters-75095474" �https://abcnews.go.com/Politics/video/home-love-trump-protesters-75095474� 


� 	57 votes for ‘guilty’, 43 votes for ‘not guilty’; acquitted as 67 votes needed for a successful impeachment.


� 	E.g., refer to the following video in which Rachel Maddow (MSNBC) notes an inequality of treatment meted out to a black voter who inadvertently thought they could vote in comparison to a white voter who voted on the behalf of his long-dead mother, etc. Title: Trump Voter’s Soft Sentence For Voter Fraud Contrast With Black Woman’s Case In Texas, May 6, 2021.  Link: � HYPERLINK "https://youtu.be/tKoSXBDOe98" �https://youtu.be/tKoSXBDOe98� 


� 	E.g., refer to an overview by the Brennan Center; Phony Audits = Real Threats to the Vote, by Michael Waldman, July 13, 2021. Link: https://www.brennancenter.org/our-work/analysis-opinion/phony-audits-real-threats-vote


� 	Refer to the transcript of Trump’s speech on January 6, 2021. Link: � HYPERLINK "https://www.npr.org/2021/02/10/966396848/read-trumps-jan-6-speech-a-key-part-of-impeachment-trial" �https://www.npr.org/2021/02/10/966396848/read-trumps-jan-6-speech-a-key-part-of-impeachment-trial� 


� 	Note his notorious instructions to the Proud Boys in the First Presidential Debate “to stand back and stand by”. E.g., refer to the article in the Guardian titled ‘Stand back and stand by’: how Trumpism led to the Capital siege, by Ed Pilkington, 6 Jan 2021. Link: � HYPERLINK "https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2021/jan/06/donald-trump-armed-protest-capitol" �https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2021/jan/06/donald-trump-armed-protest-capitol� 


� 	This otherwise difficult charge to prove of ‘seditious conspiracy; is here probably able to be easily proven in a court of law given that the definition of this charge consists of a set of conditions (with lots of qualifications) that appear to have been met by ‘the planned violent storming of the capital’ in order ‘to obstruct a lawful governmental process’, in this case, that of the certification of a peaceful transfer of power).


� 	Of course, this historical ground shifts here if, first, Trump were to be indicted as a co-conspirator (number one?), and, if that indictment were to be successfully proven in court. That such additional narrational facts, obviously, would then need to be taken into the ensuing accounts/narratives disseminated by future historians, etc.


� 	Armed in the two sense of wearing battle dress, carrying various weapons and other devices like, scissors, anti-bear spray, etc., and, that the recent indictment of the Oath keepers notes that they had also stocked a nearby hotel in Virginia with weapons that could be called upon at a moments notice (as they apparently had conspired to do should they have felt it necessary to add such weaponry in their siege and ensuing take-over of the Capitol). Link to this indictment: � HYPERLINK "https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/leader-oath-keepers-and-10-other-individuals-indicted-federal-court-seditious-conspiracy-and" �https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/leader-oath-keepers-and-10-other-individuals-indicted-federal-court-seditious-conspiracy-and� 


� 	Codified as 18 USC #2384.


� 	Refer to footnote no. 44.


� 	As set of nominated ‘facts’ that are self-contradictory, without any evidential support, and collectively a dog’s breakfast that reveals more a Republican desperation not to authentically address such a situation (that was clearly aimed at undermining American democracy, and its peaceful transition of power, with the practically impossible aim of keeping Trump in power for even if the coup had succeeded in the short-term it had absolutely no chance, I believe, of permanent success given the civil and constitutional crises that would have resulted from such a fait accompli or, i.e., coup d’état). I am very certain that Trump would never praise ‘Antifa’ as ‘very special’. On no other occasion, when mentioning this group, does he praise them for being as if they were ‘patriots’/’patriotic Americans’, etc. Indeed, quite the opposite.


� 	An historian, like all disciplinarians, starts with some form of a thesis or a set of theses which they set out either to validate or invalidate, and, so, this aspiration itself, obviously, is not historical per se (other than to the extent in real time it was being actively explored and found a genetic sense of thematization).


� 	Where such practices can collectively define the apparent work of the historical researcher, historian, the hyper-historian or historicist (as defined by myself as a ‘hyper-historian’).


� 	Only after 187 minutes of violence does Trump disseminate instructions to desist from the same. It is the light of this hiatus in his governing as president that it is a moot point as to whether that was ‘an act of omission’ or ‘an act of deferral’.


� 	Paragraph 53.


� 	I.e., ‘suitably’. I.e., in a proper encountering of phenomenological considerations, in an appropriate recognition of hermeneutical considerations, and in an apposite consideration of existential engagements (along with the requisite acknowledgment of relevant forms of non-existential input and consideration).


� 	The ‘textual situation’ being code for ‘the text in question or the series and/or set/s of texts in question’.


� 	In this regard consider the following argument to illustrate this point. Today literary texts are usually given a title. In earlier times the first sentence would be quoted in full or in part as the title of that text (as still occurs in the dissemination of Roman Catholic encyclicals). Now imagine the publishing of a very short text, say, a political manifesto. It is given a hard-back format and along the spine, in a single row using a very small size of font, the entire text is cited, namely, the title if supplied, the author, the entire text, and the publisher. Now even though the entire text is cited on the spine of this thin volume, still, the genre invoked for reading this title it will see it as a ‘title entitling the text within that volume’. So, even in this regard, those two textual iterations, although the same, are not exactly the same. This, in part, is the raison d’être behind this second conjecture (along with the understanding that ‘titles also naturally misrepresent their texts’ [but where such misrepresentation can be ‘progressively’ undone through apposite forms of qualification that undo such more obvious forms of misunderstanding]).


� 	Link: � HYPERLINK "https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/progress/" �https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/progress/� 


� 	‘Augmentation’ is code for ‘a non-chaotically oriented, incremental progressions of positive e/valuational formation’ and enhancement’ is code for ‘a chaotically oriented, non-incremental progressions of positive e/valuational formation’.


� 	As very briefly looked into in the extended essay Pursuit, III.12A (Navigating an Existential Secularity and Environmentalism).


� 	I.e., theoretical deployment, practical employment and critical re-deployment.


� 	To be understood as a general proposition and as a necessary pre-condition. Individuals need to share in this communal ‘progress’ in order to ‘make progress’, and, communities need to share in this same cultural ‘progress’ in order to ‘make progress’ on a cultural level. The degree and manner of democratization will also reflect the degree of ‘progress’ being both entered into and being sustained. The point of this observation is not that a political system that has been either badged or self-badged as a ‘democracy’, rightly or wrongly, but the degree of overall democratization relatively present in that life-world that determines a more neutral estimation of the ‘progress being made’ (which is equally undone if filtered and existentially distorted, if it were to be preferentially promoted through an ideological, religious or racial lens, etc.).


� 	Arguing between the lines that cultural concepts can be held without being directly named but that over the course of time such covert nomination, exercised through the use of co-associated nominations contextually delineated, may well find a need to take on a more overt sense of clarity. However, such clarification itself could also be confused through a diffuse scattering of overlapping nominations that then would stand in need of a Darwinian contest over such naming rights. E.g., at the advent of ‘photography’, we had both a plethora of technologies doing, more or less, the same thing all disseminated under a confusing number of names and proprietary brands, but that, at the end of the day, certain expressions survived such an intense semantic competition. The fact that we now have “digital ‘photography’” being an example of how certain words can even survive radical shifts in the uptake of new technological practices.


� 	This is my ‘charitable theory of the e/valuation of relatively systematic presentations’. I.e., that even conspiracies, pop-psychologies, do it yourself forms of spiritual advancement, cultic phenomena, Freudian psychoanalysis, etc., should never be dismissed as having no value whatsoever (at least for their participants). Of course, the moral is that we would be better off discriminating and discerning as to what might proffer more value for(-)us for the same degree of psychic investment. 


� 	The expression ‘engagement’ indicating that these necessary interactions are observing an existential complexion to some degree or other (whether that encounter is being recognized as such or not).


� 	I.e., say, a certain intentional level of epistemological functioning is needed in dealing with narrational facts, but, that their incorporation within the re/construction of a narrative then involves a higher order of epistemological functioning that is further complicated by then juggling with (trans-intentional) acts of critical judgment at the level of narrational critiques, etc. However, a de-complication of such complexities is envisaged in processes performed in the dialectical moment of transformational retreatment.


� 	Actually a ‘quotation’ that cites no one. However, it is a sentiment that sums up the preoccupations of an essay of mine titled: Contra (Moral) Absolutism & Contra (Moral) Relativism: Denying both Absolutist and Relativist Interpretations in the Reading of (Transcendental Phenomenological) Experience (21.1.15).


� 	With apologies to Edward Lear (in my allusions to The Jumblies).


� 	A laissez-faire relativist is relatively non-dogmatic, but, some relativists can also be absolutisitcally dogmatic. Note, I am not completely disparaging all forms of ‘absolutism’ as it is my contention that absolutists that maintain an open, non-closed process of continual suspensions can no longer be dismissed as ‘dogmatic absolutists’. Under this subtle umbrella I believe it would be possible to include philosophers and religionists like Plotinus. Spinoza, et al and Nagarjuna, Vasubandhu, et al, and, even rehabilitate a philosopher like Plato!


� 	Ok, guilty as charged. But, can I, myself, find a ‘salvation’ as a solitary writer? Finding this ‘salvation’ through a readership that continually rewrites that which is so provisionally written, itself a re-writing of what others have written, indeed, have themselves re-written, and so on?


� 	A warning that should be taken to heart by all theologians that might otherwise manufacture a sense of the Divine totally removed from this world of the secular.


� 	I.e., appreciation demands meta-terms of reference, etc., and so a closed world could not be appreciated. Conversely, only in the moment of the suspension can we find all worldly possibilities and where the de-suspension immediately and inevitably returns us to the concrete, historical specificity of lived-experience, hopefully, with an existentially oriented complexion.


� 	Suggesting a defence of the historical discipline (and the ensuing cultural importance of a ‘concern and care’ emanating from the ‘engaged’ historian).


� 	I.e., through over-committed form of ideological extremism there is an equal, inverse diminishment of the role suspensions must ‘naturally’ play in the re(-)direction of a re(-)self-organized sense of a development capable of instigating a correspondingly circumscribed instance of such a progressively oriented sense of formation. That by a close scrutiny of the formation of that deemed as ‘progressive’ in noting the necessary preconditions of an epistemological alignment, from the casual to the political-economic, and its relatively increased democratization, and, by further noting the existence of all necessarily relevant conditions, and just which post-conditional observations should also be in place, then, and only then, we might be in a position to admire just what is genuinely ‘progressive’ (primarily through this philosophical approach of an existential ‘clarification’ of this particular topic that, hopefully, should allow us to safely rehabilitate this controversial subject and permit some sensible degree of optimism to return to the disciplinary world in the form of this ‘corrective’). 


� 	Paragraph 122. In 126, I partially return the suspension in the form of single quotation marks.





