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0. Pre-Introduction and Introduction

This essay further addresses and attempts to resolve a nest of interrelated problems that will also act as a ‘template’ for dealing with other prospects in a pragmatic light, e.g., ‘doing ethics’, ‘doing science’, and, of course, ‘doing philosophy’…
 All of which are problematic for exactly the same set of reasons. Namely, disciplines are duly exercised, but, almost all critics are arguing that either traditional practices as understood are either impossible to implement and/or in doing so have disastrous ramifications or that postmodern understandings are either equally impossible to implement and/or also possess a different range of disastrous ramifications, and so on and so forth… despite traditional forms of practice seemingly being able to operate in the midst of such trenchant criticisms. Let me call this the ‘pragmatic scandal’.
 To successfully address and resolve such a set of issues is the primary raison d’être of this essay. (0)

`
In disentangling such problematic material I shall work through the following:
1. A non-controversial appreciation of traditional practice,
2. A controversial postmodern appreciation of traditional practice,
3. A controversial appreciation of postmodern forms of treatment,
4. An attempt to address certain concerns of Richard Rorty,
5. An attempt to address certain concerns with Richard Rorty, 

6. An attempt to delineate a qualified form of anti-representational pragmatism,
7. The exercising of both a ‘pragmatic turn’ and an ‘existential turn’,
8. The application that this template has to disciplinary behaviours in general,

9. Provisional conclusions, comments, and observations w.r.t. our ‘doing history’. (1)

In an earlier essay
, I focused on the ethical practice of ‘remonstration’ in order to expose just what is involved, or should be involved, in an ‘ethical pragmatics’, namely, a suitable, existentially delineated mix of both deontologically and practically oriented responses in tune with a pro-relational appreciation of the relational situation in question and not some response that was purely reduced to an exercise in mere expediency. In this essay, questioning the general problematic of ‘doing history’ performs that same role. (2)
1. A non-controversial appreciation of traditional practice

We may surmise that ‘historians’, either individually or collectively, even before the recording of history, have been composing their ‘histories’ that have been either informative or interesting or entertaining… in such a manner that they have set out to demonstrate a fulfillment of their stated brief, namely, more or less, a recounting of times past as framed through a certain set of metaphorical lenses with certain rhetorical tropes of foreshadowed intent, added in with some sprinkling, at the very least, of a passing allusion to their perception of the present along with a certain imminent beaconing of a possible form of future, either desired or feared, and so on and so forth. The sheer maintenance of such an unending, endless tradition would seem to suggest that this historical discipline was constructed without too many difficulties… other than the potential interrogation, virtual or otherwise, over matters of the veracity of narrational facts used, the manner of the narrated exposition itself, and the critical consequences and apparent style implied (as indicative of such resolution/s) through our taking on such a narration either at face value or as symbolic of some other semblance of the ‘real’, as either the ‘true’ and/or ‘historical’... treated (and capitalized) as the ‘Real’, as either the ‘True’ and/or the ‘Historical’. So, in the face of such sustained successfulness, we must ask ‘why should we so radically critique the transmitted labours of our much-valued historians?’ when, although not gods, they often have had written copies of their work even outliving the recorded memory of their more mortal names that once might have been attached to such endearing and enduring transcriptions? (3)

Of course, the mere continuance of a tradition is not proof of its worthiness given that even slavery has persisted down through the ages and still reasserts itself through the poorly paid efforts of those who are forced, through the exigencies of life, to work for a mere pittance.
 Such benighted souls, all too often, may well be barely able to support the most basic of demands of modern life. Such souls deluged in a plethora of demands all so well-advertised and perfectly disseminated as ‘well-lived’, by the successful in life, who ‘deserve’ to demand, either directly or indirectly, such services of these less-deserving, hard-working minions. Should the labours of historians be treated in a similar manner? As ‘requests’ issued by the ‘deserving’ or as the handiwork of the less deserving serving the former? Should such versions of the past no longer prove to be useful then we can be assured that their efforts will be either lost through sheer neglect or deliberately assigned to the dust bins of history. But, as much history persists, we must find an assurance of both its worth and its non-controversial status as ‘history’, or, is in only addressing controversies that history will find forms of persistence through the reiterated dissemination of such problematic issues along with attempts to re-observe certain forms of historical resolution? So, e.g., a certain married king ever-wishing for a male heir, that had not yet appeared, had to solve that problem with such a perfected technique that he repeated it on two more occasions. So, e.g., a certain queen found the potential demands of a future husband all too much to contemplate that she continually faked a desire for a prospective spouse… and never followed through. Such perversities of behaviour and happenstance recorded for posterity mixed in with the banal or bizarre… all such features so perfectly recorded and preserved that we should find no quarrel with such eminent scribes? (4)
2. A controversial appreciation of the treatment of traditional practice

But, alas, that cannot be the case since the hard work of the traditional disciplinarian may have been more ‘inscribed upon the fugitive back of a deceptive lie… able to scurry away and dig itself into the obscurations of ideological miasmas and minefields (or ‘mind-fields’ where such mistreated originations cannot even be faced… let alone be seriously contemplated
). (5)

The so-called eternal semblance of the ‘Real’ or the ‘True’ or the ‘Historical’, as something that we can have no truck with over the course of our lives lived in the concrete specificity of living-experience, it follows that in having had no recourse to such impossible encounters that we cannot, or, rather should not, disseminate accounts that say that we have had such encounters in the first place. In other words, for a disciplinarian to claim a certain type of disciplinary encounter that could not possibly be encountered then they are in no position to recount such a fiction, such a nonsense, other than through the rhetorical use of a metaphor that substitutes for the reporting of such a non-event, giving a name to such a falsehood that, more than likely, sets us up to overlook such a deceptive misuse of language. Let me elaborate upon this obvious type of impossibility where claims are made that neither could be made nor should be made. (6)

If we were to regard an ‘historian’ as ‘a disciplinarian who records the truth of historical occurrences in such a manner that such claims should be received as ‘True’ if true, or as ‘false’ if on a few occasions such misdescribed details were proven to be so, and, we are to assume that such a scholar is both honest and scrupulous, has access to suitable records and is sound in mind, nor beholden to either extremist ideologies or ideologues, then, we must assume, on balance, that their history is the true ‘History’ in question, albeit as a summary of what most likely occurred give or take only a few minor details that might be discordant with the facts in such matters of fact. That, although we might dispute parts of this narration, we should never need to disparage the integrity and totality of that overall narrative itself. But, should this classical or traditional understanding of the work of the historian, e.g., be allowed to stand uncontested, without the underlying premises of such ‘philosophical ‘positioning, themselves, being philosophically tested? I think not. Let me explain some of this reasoning that can so easily deconstruct such traditionally received, relatively pre-critical modes of conventional thinking. (7)

Various arguments could be mustered to support this recognition that we can have no direct phenomenological engagement with that which cannot be experienced per se. For those who witness certain events, those reported ‘events’ in question, must be treated as ‘simulations’, albeit as ‘simulated simulations’ arrived at through retention, e.g., etc., even though such ‘reported events’ per se cannot be reductively treated as ‘mere simulations’ per se given that they are also being ‘reported’. Or, as another way of saying this, let us note that given phenomenal representations are intentionally constructed by the powers of perception, memory, imagination, etc., and trans-intentionally appreciated in terms of apperceived judgments (in either simply or complexly ordered formats), etc., it follows that even though we are dealing with texts such textual experience cannot be reduced to merely textual forms of experience given that the judgmental appreciation of such textual phenomena must also be trans-intentional, and trans-textual, in orientation. On the other hand, given that we have no experiential access to that which cannot be experienced per se then we have no right to treat such ‘imputations’ as other than ‘inferences made on the strength of those forms of engagement which we do have, namely, with certain recognized phenomenal-phenomenological forms of pre-cognitive or pre-textual experiences on both an impressional and emotional level of epistemological organization,
 their ensuing textual transcriptions in intentional terms of reference, and then their trans-textual appreciation and co-associated access to their requisite trans-intentional modes of (ordered) judgment, etc. I.e., ‘imputations’ as ‘extrapolated inferences cobbled from a psychic integration of the pre-intentional, intentional and trans-intentional levels of transformational treatment’, and, that all such reporting must also be mediated through all such epistemological levels involved in the ongoing construction of conscious awareness, and so on. This degree of current gestalt integrity being directly reflected in the consciously organized processes of intentional ‘reading/writing’ being experienced and reported upon as such, and so forth. (8)

Or, put in plain language – what is ‘seen’ is non-controversially constructed by mind since, without conscious awareness and language, we could neither speak to ourselves nor others, and v.v., about what is being ‘seen’, and so on. Our eyes are only ‘metaphorical windows’ and not ‘literal windows’ (because such an image merely postpones its unable-to-be-fulfilled promise of an explanation). That the same applies to all sensory experience, e.g., that which is ‘heard’ is as a ‘construction heard by mind’, that which is ‘tasted’ is as a ‘construction tasted by mind’, and so on. Of course, the other side of the coin is that ‘we are not merely seeing and hearing and tasting things that do not exist’. Such phenomena exist for-us, and, such inferences have a part in their ‘construction’ or rather in the ‘economy of their ongoing re(-)construction’… (9)

When mindful of this dialectic, between the anti-representational orientation and the representational orientation, we need to realize that either option considered in and of itself, equally; is entirely untenable! Hence my concern expressed in the subtitle for a ‘viable, qualified anti-representational (explication of the) pragmatic (operation of the) historical prospect’. Where such a dialectical approach, in its general application, applies and should be seen to apply, to all forms of pragmatic philosophy as applied in all forms of prospects, be that ethical, scientific, or the philosophical, etc. Of course, as to how the critical and radical nature of such details is to be successfully applied, in a specific prospect, is another matter. (10)

In effect, from an economic perspective, where all dialectical moments or polarities cannot be non-economically discerned, i.e., non-encountered, non-recognized and non-engaged, it follows that a pragmatic philosophy cannot be, nor should be, some stand along purified form of (anti-realistic) anti-representationalism and then promoted to the same extent that all representational positions in a traditional or modernist style of philosophizing were once so unwisely entered into, and still dishonestly persisted with! (11)
3. A controversial of appreciation of postmodern forms of treatment

But, in hindsight, if history be a true guide, all logical arguments (without dialectical qualifications in their requisite situations, etc.), must also be regarded as possessing fatal flaws, be that either on the same level of application or in a deeper appreciation of their presuppositions and premises, argumentations, and conclusions along with their ramifications, and so on. Otherwise, we are dealing with the artificial world of the analytical or a priori treated in an analytical a priori-mode of establishing by fiat what in thought, itself, cannot be so definitively thematized per se. Yes, e.g., ‘2 + 2 = 4’, but, we should note that even the simple concept of ‘2-ness’ cannot be thought in and of or by itself which is why even the analytical field of the mathematical can have no self-serving foundations other than in its functioning institutionalization and retrospective modes of analytical-like treatment, etc. If we could conceive of the numbers ‘1’ and ‘0’, in and of or by  themselves, without recourse to such a pre-established system, then mathematics would have been granted absolutistical foundation when, in fact, it can have none except provisionally in retrospective-like terms of reference (or, prospectively, when applied to the transformational generation of a constructed system beyond the merely algebraic in the establishment of an infinite array of types of mathematical model building, etc., all to be entertained through the use of certain conjectures that cannot be given to such edifices except through their first being ‘lent’ and then, perhaps, later ‘retrieved’
). (12)

Where does this leave us philosophically and pragmatically? That postmodern styles of argumentation should not just be applied to traditional forms of modernist philosophy but also to all forms of postmodernistic argumentation likewise! (13)

Hence this dialectical style of economic argumentation where each ‘overturned stone’ is overturned once more and then dialectically qualified once more again, and so on and so forth, with no definitive endpoint. (14)

We might parallel this dialectical approach to that taken by Richard Rorty, who, in Contingency, irony, and solidarity (1989), argues that we should be entertaining ‘final vocabularies’, i.e., novel vocabularies, whose language of identification is provisionally worked towards through earnest, unending processes of re-description, re-re-description, and so on and so forth, and, where the word ‘final’ is ever treated in an ironic attitude.
 I.e., it is the very best that we currently have, but, is ever put out there to be remade when and wherever the necessary re-positioning is in place. In the process, also being opposed to both what is being taken for granted in common sense and what is being traditionally taken for granted in the recycling of metaphysical thinking. How does Rorty deconstruct, for-us, these types of non-pragmatical thinking that rely either on conventional habits of commonsense and/or traditional tropes of metaphysical thought when we should be open to the ongoing appropriation of such novel vocabularies as works ever in progress?
 (15)
4. An attempt to address certain concerns of Richard Rorty

Rorty has been described as a ‘neo-pragmatist’.
 To my mind this could be interpreted to mean a ‘contemporary pragmatic philosopher’ who seeks to be an ‘anti-representationalist’, but, not so much, if at all, to be seen as an anti-realist given that the representational problematic no longer exists on their intellectual horizon (along with the co-associated traditional contests between realists and idealists, and other allied controversialists concerning dogmatic position like, e.g., materialism, empiricism, rationalism, dualism, etc.). (16)

Rorty, himself, notes this shift in philosophical perspective:

I claim that the representationalism-vs.-antirepresentationalism issue is distinct from realism-vs-antirealism one, because the latter issue only arises for representationalists.
 (17)


Rorty also notes that:

The term “antirealism” was first put in circulation by Michael Dummet…
 (18)

So, given this shift in understanding it would be better to avoid making this identification between ‘anti-representationalism’ and ‘anti-realism’. (19)


But, despite this qualification, an ‘antirepresentational position(ing)’ cannot be delineated without referencing some sense of the ‘representational’, and, in my previous essay on a theoretical logical-dialectical preparation for the critical/radical construction of a pragmatic (historical) prospect, I suggested that we can do so my invoking an economy of the representational, albeit within an anti-representationalistic perspective, whilst also noting that the economic nature of an economy is such that it cannot be expedited with the full explication of the sense and semblance of any economic aspect given economic correlativity implies that such aspects can only be approached but neither attained nor obtained (through some form of definite, logical, non-dialectical act of intentional appropriation). In other words, as all economic aspects, as polarities, can only be approached in a circumscribed manner we already have an anti-representationalistic perspective to work with when and where hermeneutically oriented ‘representations’, phenomenal-phenomenological ‘presentations’, and existentially oriented ‘re-presentations’ are seen to correlatively interact to simulate the non-reductive, emergent import of such an economy. I have also suggested that we should read ‘re-presentations’ as ‘anti-representational in scope’ given their role to continually re-describe the innovative creation of novel language as a working, provisional ‘final’ language along the lines suggested by Rorty in his set of essays titled Contingency, irony, and solidarity.
 (20)

Now, I would like to sketch a brief synopsis of the positioning Rorty appears to be arguing for in his book Contingency, irony, and solidarity whilst at the same time arguing that, although these arguments are seemingly cogent, at least on their own terms, the ramifications of such complex re(-)positionings are not so cogent from either a commonsense point of view or from a theoretical perspective that pragmatically seeks to establish this degree of communal solidarity sought by Rorty in the public domain. Admittedly, my task here is not to merely present an interpretation as close as possible to Rorty’s own exegesis but to radically re-interpret my critical interpretation of this philosopher, in this period of his intellectual development so as to argue for a number of innovations that would appear to answer both Rorty’s obvious preoccupations and the concerns of many of his critics at the same time. In effect, my interpretation is more a foil for overcoming his and my concerns with the overall drift of his argumentation, and, by such means, advance my own re-interpretation of the pragmatic philosophical prospect in order to then develop a working pragmatic historical prospect about to be explored later in this essay. (21)

Rorty’s assessment of the private and public domains is such that he perceives a discontinuity between the same, namely, a profound incommensurability. On one side of this dividing line, we have the private sphere which Rorty repurposes as a sphere where the philosopher is or should be an ‘ironist’. On the other side, we have a public domain where, ideally, for the sake of our democracies and our living more successfully with each other, forms of solidarity need to be instigated and expedited in such a manner that through such social cohesion we can work more productive together in our support of each other. At the very least, not causing harm to others and, hopefully, not having others cause harm to us. Indeed, a very simple test for the seeking and finding such a desired form of social solidarity. (22)

An ironist, very much an invention of Rorty himself, is not someone bound either by commonsense or traditional forms of dogmatism. My own way of seeing them is that they can be critical of current conventions and, from time to time, will appropriately demonstrate a degree of innovative radicalism that sees them heading in new and novel directions, i.e., creating new and ‘final’ vocabularies, venturing off into new ways of treating texts from a literary-like perspective that are able to give us new insights into the nature of our personal existences, and so on. By such means proffering new ways of productively doing whatever that constitutes the personal life of the individual through a suitable expansion of such horizons. (23)

However, like an event horizon, this metaphor suggests we would have great difficulty seeing past such a limit, if that were at all possible, and, in this regard, Rorty appears to have great trouble overcoming this incommensurability between the private and public spheres of influence. Indeed, he seems to revel in such a split… even going so far as to suggest, and stress, that the philosopher has little to offer the public world. He lauds, e.g., Derrida as the philosopher who so aptly embodies the ironist who remakes themselves but not the world. Seemingly suggesting that Derrida has nothing to offer the world from a philosophical point of view. (24)

At the end of this book, in a short chapter on solidarity, Rorty invokes the ‘we-intentions’ of Sellars as some point of connection that can be made between the private and public domains.
 Like most philosophers, both they and we know, from an everyday vision of conventional commonsense, that we do and must be able to overcome this divide, but, alas, Rorty’s problematic redefining of the private-public landscape does not seem to allow him to adequately cross this psychic gulf, which we should add, is very much of his own making. Of course, the problematic for the reader is that Rorty’s arguments are cogently outlined, and we must, as an induced imperative, philosophically deconstruct those points in his argument that would let us then cross this apparent incommensurability, this apparent divide between the public and private worlds. (25)

Where are the strong points in his arguments and where are the weak points in those same arguments? Perversely, more often than not, they coincide which is one reason why we have to both agree and disagree with the fine details supplied by Rorty in his well-honed argumentation. Whether grudgingly or not we have to somewhat concur with a number of his observations but not necessarily with both their interpretation and their ensuing incorporation in the linearity of their rhetorical depiction. (26)

For a start, what does Rorty seem to mean by his concept of the ‘ironist’? If the serious philosopher is going to be carefully critical of their own work and be radically open to its potential reconfigurations then they can no longer insist that their positioning is dogmatically fixed, defined and permanently stable… as something that could be formulated, say, in a textbook on philosophy or any other discipline for that matter. An open pragmatism, able to navigate and negotiate such possibilities, some of which might prove to be more profitable, both privately and publicly, implies an ironic sense of positioning, and risk, that recognizes that it is ever able to mutate in any series of as yet unseen directions and, therefore, cannot be ‘final’ other than in anything other than an ironic sense. A very postmodern type of positioning that accepts the fluidity of innovation, the existential richness of the world that cannot be eternally bottled so to speak. (27)

In my own work on the nature of innovation,
 and from the painful nature of personal experience in recognizing how slow it can be for such innovations to be even recognized as ‘innovations’ let alone perceived, or apperceived, as ‘revolutionary’ in their ramifications, it follows, from such reflections, that the innovative process can only occur stepwise, increment by increment, from positions already held that are either well understood, or, sometimes, if not all the time, as being fruitfully misinterpreted given that that semblance of novelty may well be a necessary precondition for such transformational-transitions in our powers of innovative-recognition. In this regard, the novelty of so-called ‘final’ vocabularies may well be seen more as gradual mutations that, on occasions, will have profound shifts in their consequential employments. I am in an agreement with Rorty on this point, but, I would like to tentatively suggest that such radical shifts themselves create relatively novel incommensurabilities given that those ramifications, themselves, may well re-design the ensuing vocabularies in a manner that is no longer so coincident with more traditional and conventional lines of reasoning. However, the point we need to observe is that those incremental shifts do not totally re-design that ensuing landscape. That there can be no absolutistical novelties even if the gulf between such superseding paradigms could well be immense, say, as is to be found between Newtonian physics and Einsteinian relativity or quantum dynamics, etc. There will exist transformational rules that would allow us to travel back and forth between such relative incommensurabilities. Depending on our purposes, the invocation of such rules in many circumstances may not be worth our while, yet, in an historical appreciation of such paradigm shifts how such radical shifts in direction occurred can be quite easily spelt out by exercising such translations. (28)

To take Rorty to task here I need merely point out that incommensurabilities, as in paradigm shifts, can be radical they are never completely radical given the incremental nature of their origination. However, Rorty is definitely right to argue that there is an obvious and very important but overlooked, incommensurability between the private and public spheres of influence but he is also very wrong to state that incommensurabilities are absolutistically radical when they can only be ‘relatively radical’. (29)


Given this shift in how we should interpret the comparative nature of ‘relative incommensurabilities’ we would find, and should soon find, that much of Rorty’s argumentation dissolves and deconstructs at this point. However, the observation still holds, namely, that given a relative incommensurability between the private and public spheres that reasonable forms of accommodation need to be demonstrated as already in place given, in both commonsense and dogmatic positioning, such an understanding is correctly understood even if not correctly presented as to why such a possibility can be so obviously articulated. (30)

The forceful nature of Rorty’s argumentation provokes us to search for such cracks in the dissemination of this philosophical edifice. At the same time, we can also admire his courage to maintain his positioning in the light of his reasoning despite these contraindications so evidently present given his end-goal appears to be a desire to constitute a pragmatic, working framework where shifts in legislation, the reconstitution of political habits, finding innovative modes of problem solving, etc., all need to be seriously re-visited in order to provide support for his concept of ‘solidarity’. (31)

A good philosopher may well be an excellent ironist, but, if that work does not spill over into the public sphere, as well, then with what ‘authority’ should that type of philosopher exercise if in the public sphere they have nothing to say? Of course, I do not believe Rorty holds such an opinion otherwise this book just referred to would have been better re-titled Contingency, and irony. So, at this point in this essay, I would like to tactfully suggest some avenues where we can accept a number of Rorty’s premises, but, through a subtle shift in argumentation better define how ‘solidarity’ can be added to that title. As noted, for a start, I believe he over-interprets the phenomenon of incommensurability. Then, let me look at the innovative addition of a ‘sphere of arbitration’ as a domain of intermediation between the private and public spheres of influence... (32)
5. An attempt to address certain concerns with Richard Rorty 


I earlier noted Rorty’s invocation of Sellars ‘we-intentions’
 as a possible route for connecting the private realm and the public realm.
 However, to my mind, it would have been better to have invoked, instead, ‘you-intentions’. In a previous essay I proposed a resolution of this same conundrum, namely, ‘how do we interrelate the relatively incommensurable spheres of the private and public?’ and I did so by supplying a third relatively incommensurable sphere of the arbitrational. I also suggested there that this sphere was also implicated in our exercising an existential attitude towards both others and ourselves.
 Let me explain this partial form of resolution. (33)

It may seem strange to propose a third relatively incommensurable domain in order to intermediate between two other incommensurable domains. But, there is much method in this madness since if I propose an economic relationship between these three domains then it is that same economy in question that then supplies an overcoming of such apparent incommensurabilities. In my philosophical expositions of an economic philosophy I have stressed how the economic polarities or moments that dialectically constitute that economy must stand in a correlative relationship to each other, given that they co-constitute each other through their joint negations, but, more importantly, since no economic pole can only be approached, and neither attained nor obtained, it follows that when we psychically ‘stand’ within such a point of reference we can only do so in a partial sense given that we could not be fully immersed in such an impossible to appropriate moment or polarity. A bit like impossibly asking ‘what is north of the North Pole?’ Therefore, when such incommensurabilities are re-conceived of as ‘relative’ and dialectically qualified as such then it means we cannot be nor could ever be fully immersed in that sense of perspective in the first place. Moreover, equally, we could not be fully immersed in a public realm likewise, nor, for that matter, could we be entirely situated in an arbitrational sphere of influence, whether it exists for purposes of intermediation or otherwise. The reasons for this proposal of a relatively incommensurable dimension of arbitration is to note the economic nature of such mediation, and, note an existential basis for re-conceiving of interactions form a more pro-relational perspective. Let me explore these reasons. (34)

Now, I or we as an ‘us’ can address a he, she, it or they as a ‘them’, and v.v. But, equally, I could address a ‘you’, and v.v., and, that ‘you’ could address a ‘them’, and v.v. Philosophers, besides Rorty, have completely overlooked this dimension of the second person in their quest for resolving apparent anomalies between (how we must operate differently between) these spheres of the first person and the third person. (35)

Besides falling back on the common linguistic structures of Indo-European languages do we have another way of approaching this imputation of an arbitrational sphere of influence (hypothetically based upon the metaphorical ‘voice’ of the second person)? Yes, through following through on an in-depth exploration of the aspirational economy where the individual soon needs to arbitrate their intentional ambitions and aspirations in and through an economy of the other, but, intermediated through an economy of arbitration That we soon find this to be the case in order to expedite the simplest of intentional formulations in a non-virtual sphere of influence, indeed, just in order to expedite and realize such intentional desires, be they personal ambitions and/or social aspirations. Let me demonstrate this obvious observation. (36)

In articulating the aspirational economy (paralleling the formation of intentional intent to appropriate some form of non-virtual intentional objectivity) we can use the mnemonic of a realistic ‘where’, an idealistic ‘why’ and a pragmatic ‘how’ as we note we need to be aware of where we are in order to then formulate why we seek to go ‘somewhere else’, and, in order to do so, then seek that pragmatic pathway that would get us there be that defined as effectively, efficiently, efficaciously, economically, etc. (37)

But, in the real world, we have to navigate around others and negotiate with others in order to expedite the simplest forms of intent. But, in truth, things are even more complicated by the fact that we need to arbitrate such negotiations in accordance with a plethora of overlapping conventions, meta-textual devices, dialectically engaged demands, hierarchies of preference (be that through either prioritization, privileging and/or promotion), and so on and so forth. But, the fact that such influential institutions are so ingrained in the very ways we think that we barely see them except, perhaps, in times when we seem to be between paradigm shifts, or experiencing memetic novelties, when undergoing the development of ‘final’ vocabularies, etc., etc. To bring this sphere of arbitration clearly into focus I have often cited the simple request of ordering a cup of coffee in a café. The mere thinking ‘I want a cup of coffee to drink’ is not going to serve you that cup of coffee. An aspirational economy, as a mapping out of how we realize our intentional desires in this world at large falls completely short of what actually occurs in real life. We have to negotiate with others, and we do so through the intermediation of this arbitrational sphere of influence. Yes, I need to negotiate with the barista but I do not have to negotiate with the importer and roaster of those bean, the shipper that transported those beans, the growers of those beans, and so on. Effectively, most of those negotiations have been pre-conducted before the café can even comply with my request for a simple cup of coffee. So, the cultural-intercultural space for such pre-negotiations needs to be already carved out. Given the fact that to be able to comply with the expectations of certain requests it implies that most of those necessary negotiations need to have been already successfully pre-enacted. So, therefore, such a domain cannot be seen as merely one in which we conduct just face to face negotiations, in real time, with this sphere of the other. That, in essence, through such necessity, such intermediation is called for. (38)

Why see this domain of arbitration as paralleling the second voice? The private domain can be seen as the private-like phenomenological province of I-phenomena (Object), like myself, whereas the intersubjective world of the other can be seen to parallel the hermeneutic world of conventions, etc. (World). This leaves this domain of arbitration falling upon the remaining existential moment (Ego) and to suggest by co-association, that this expression ‘you’ must have a double sense, namely, an existential sense and semblance of a free individual finding their freedoms through(-)others, etc. in contrast with a relatively diminished or shrunken vision of a relatively non-existential sense and semblance of an egotistical ‘you’. However, we need to be careful here since, as stated on numerous occasions, it is ‘only through the relative existentialization of the relative non-existential that the process of existentialization can be actually enacted’. Hence the necessary existence and persistence
 of the symbiotic relationship between the relatively non-existential and the relatively existential in order for these two parties to find any form of a meaningful and valuable delineation of the existential nature of living-experience (to the extent we can induce and share in either orientation, albeit as relatively incommensurable and where we can be neither exempt from nor completely coincident with either the impossible existential per se nor the relatively non-existential per se., etc.). (39)

I also have another reason for comparing the sphere of arbitration as coincident with a second voice since I perceive the existential dimension to arise, among many other things, through an existentialization of ‘you’ or ‘thou” (as in expressed through the translated title of Martin Buber’s book I and Thou also translated as I and You (Ich und Du, 1923). For me, the existential sense of address is through ‘you’, or more correctly an existential form of ‘you’ (which can be differentiated through the use of ‘thou’) and not so much through either an ‘I’ or ‘us’ versus a ‘they’ or ‘them’. (40)

In an earlier essay, I also suggested that the interpretative economy already seems to point out these relatively incommensurable domains given that hermeneutic nature of interpretation is third person in orientation, a phenomenological and, hopefully, critical domain of reinterpretation is first person, aptly leaving the relatively radical domain of re-interpretation as existential and more coincident with the second person.
 (41)

Thence my partial (suggestion) of invoking ‘you-intentions’ rather than just ‘we-intentions’. ‘Partial’ in the sense that from economic considerations the very existence of economic then overcomes all arguments against such non-relative incommensurabilities should they participate in the same economy, or could be paralleled though some form of productive economic complexification. Thus, Rorty is correct to point out such incommensurabilities, but, is wrong to propose that they are insurmountable. Moreover, it would assist his philosophical arguments for the positive advancement of ‘solidarity’ if he could have demonstrated this third sphere of the arbitrated, which, by the very nature of its ability to arbitrate the first person and third person, through a second person, deserves a role in arguing for this surmounting of such relative incommensurabilities. (42)

Now, I would like to strongly suggest that this same philosophical architecture for the resolution of this conundrum of ‘relatively incommensurable spheres of the domains of the private, etc.’, can also be applied to the very question of the nature of the relationship that needs to be entertained between ‘representations’ and an ‘anti-representational position’.
 I feel I must do this since it is obvious that, despite a reasonable reluctance to invoke arguments for an anti-realism, still, an anti-representational perspective must have at the very least an indirect connection to ‘representationalism’ if only to productively deconstruct the latter! Moreover, is it possible to have a productive relationship through contrast with that which is impossible to contemplate with the implication that there must be something about ‘representationalism’ that is viable and potentially salvageable in order, then, to even be able to run, e.g., a ‘viable, qualified anti-representational pragmatic (historical) prospect’?! (43)

Various forms of impossible representational philosophy have been advanced over the centuries. I have much sympathy for the type of pragmatism formulated by a philosopher like Richard Rorty, but, fear that a dogmatic insistence upon an extreme form of anti-representationalism is just as self-defeating as the self-deconstructing enterprises of representationalists who insist on doing impossible things all day long. I despair when I see the titles of books that pronounce such impossibilia as the objectivity or realism of the so-called ‘external world’, or, the so-called ‘idealism’ of the Yogacara philosophy given the simple observation that experience has an intentional constitution that becomes swiftly misconstrued either as a blatant form of idealism or something to be dismissed as just a meaningless self-referring expression that is merely analytical, saying noting additional about the nature of experience, and so on. The philosophical world is full of such nonsense. Almost all forms of reputable philosophy, as debated in the noisy halls of academia, are replete with such patent nonsense that one must wonder, rightly or wrongly, whether it is possible at all for any form of philosophical positioning (or meta-positioning or non-positioning or trans-positioning, etc.) to ever get off the ground and then only be grounded and to be potentially ground down on some impossible, centrally overlooked conundrum that can be neither resolved nor solved in any form whatsoever? On the other hand, as an optimist, and pragmatist, I do believe that in asking a sensible, well-formed question that we should, at least eventually, be able to arrive at an equally sensible well-formed reply. So, in this spirit of optimism, be it either well-placed or misplaced, let me proceed. (44)

It is obvious to even a school child that if you say you “can do x” then it behooves you ‘that you can do x’ or at least demonstrate that possibility through argument. ‘Next week I could be in England reading a philosophy paper, written by myself, in Oxford’. I could be reading, say, this paper, perhaps in a parkland setting beside the local river. Now, I have my passport up to date, and, if I bought myself an airline ticket and turned up at the airport to catch that flight, and sometime after arriving caught a bus or train to Oxford, all before the end of next week… then that aspirational propositional could be converted into a true statement. In effect, that propositional description describing something of my true history would allow that propositional situation to become an actual statement. On the other hand, if one of those described pre-conditions for this proposition to be converted into a statement could not be found then such a propositional transformation can no longer apply. I.e…

If (all conditions described by) P’ is true iff p (as described). (45)


Similarly, if a representationalist were to say that representation R represents a certain state of affairs r then such representational correlation follows in a similar fashion, namely…

If R’ is T iff r. (46)


Obviously, if such a correlation cannot be demonstrated, by whatever relevant means, then this correlation cannot be posited. (47)


So, if a certain misguided representationalist were to say that what they saw through their eyes is the empirical reality of that being seen, namely, that which is in and of itself but can only be ‘seen through representation’ then they are in no position to then argue the impossible proposition of ‘their seeing what cannot be seen’, since, that which is being seen is only this set of representational intentions whose imputation is such that there is a something, unseen, and which cannot be seen, etc., but which inferentially ‘supports’ the contention that that imputation is not merely constructed my mind, with no reference to this life-world other than in the imagination of that so-called ‘perceiver’, etc. Now, all of this qualification is certainly a lot more reasonable than merely stating, in effect, that ‘what is being seen is that which cannot be seen per se’ (but can only be inferred as that which strongly supports such an inference as an imputation). (48)

However, a wiser person would hopefully come along to say that we need have no truck with such imputations that argue for realities we have no possibility of ever recognizing, encountering and engaging, i.e., directly interacting with as such. (49)


Rather, it would be better to reframe this more conventional approach (that keeps inviting misguided forms of realism, idealism, etc.) to turn around such impossible nonsense and, instead, argue that the living-reality of such living-experience has much experiential depth to it that it would be better to apply a form of textual analysis or intentional exploration or phenomenological analysis or hermeneutical investigations or existential examination, etc., to such a concern in order to state under what conditions we are going to read such imputations as imputations qua imputations, and, that from the quality of such textual reporting we could then say much about our apparent recognitions, encounters, and engagements, etc. E.g., a (totally mis-guided) correspondence theorist could argue with a transcendental phenomenologist, by inquiring ‘just how do you discern the non-virtually true from metal acts of fiat without reference to the real or the actual, etc.’? Here the phenomenologist, e.g., could argue that in reference to the detailization of the phenomenological reports they would expect, on comparative grounds, to find that those reports considered to be more in keeping with certain expectations to be more representative of being in keeping with such classifications. At least, in provisional terms of reference, until something more informative occurs that re-writes that process of e/valuational formation then they must hold that what is being focused upon is truly to be considered in harmony with that type of classification. So, e.g., in reporting on an apple-like experience the reportee could note that the report arrived at considerably matched those reports taken as non-virtually true in the determination of the type of experience being arrived at. They could use a formula that noted the intentional ‘density’ of the spectrum of modalities phenomenologically being noted; that the intensities of such modal experiences also matched the previous entertaining of other non-virtual apple-like encounters. Again, certain thematic motifs were found re-iterated when engaging with this phenomenon or set of phenomena, e.g., the distinctive sweetness of that apple bitten into appeared to be more than that merely expected from either entertaining an experience of an apple in a dream or the merely entertaining of an apple through an imaginative act of memory, and so on.
 Hence, by such means, such scrutinized ‘representations’ acquire a certain experiential depth and integrity that allows us to then provisionally determine whether we are non-virtually entertaining a certain phenomenon or set of phenomena in an intentional act of apparent engagement, or imaginatively, or from memory, or in a dream-like sequence, and so on. (50)

A more sophisticated philosopher could then run such phenomenal-phenomenological reports back to back with both similarly situated hermeneutical reports and existential reports, etc., and, through positive forms of correlation then proceed to make representational imputations without reference to impossible forms of inference, etc. In effect, utilizing forms of literary criticism, and not indulging in impossible, profitless genres of ‘disciplinary’ speculation! (51)

By such means reclaiming a qualified representational philosophy where texts qua texts are comparatively compared and scrutinized, in and through requisite forms of literary criticism, or textual analysis, etc., as entertained through various forms of disciplinary exploration (that, both relatively and comparatively, have or are found to have proven their disciplinary worth). (52)

Of course, to suitably expedite such research we also need to apply a deconstructive suspension, and all other forms of suspension, both local or global in orientation, and therein unleashing a de-suspensional process of re-construction, hopefully, with an existential complexion, in order to then go to the next level of philosophical professionalism where we contemplate a qualified anti-representational stance by fully implementing such suspensions when and where needed. (53)
6. An attempt to delineate a qualified form of anti-representational pragmatism


By such means we can then expedite a working anti-representational philosophy within a transformational philosophy that notes our working through an economy of interpretation through moving from relatively pre-critical interpretations to relatively critical reinterpretations to relatively radical re-interpretations, and, thence, back to an informed rewriting of the pre-critical through such carefully orchestrated patterns of continually re-iterated posttreatment, and so on, and so forth. (54)

In a recent essay, I had proposed the idea of dividing philosophical styles between those philosophies and disciplines that proposed no form of an extrapolation beyond the terms of reference of our representational-like imputations and those misguided forms of practice that did just that.
 However, in a more recent essay, I converted that bipolar scheme into a tripolar economy whose driving parameters ask exactly that same question in conjunction with a second that also asks as to whether such reports were also subjected to suitably exercised ‘transcendental suspensions’ (read ‘extensive suspensions’
).
 (55)

This gave me the following scheme over the following three ‘levels’:

Level I


Level II

Level III

Interpretations:
Re-Interpretative
Reinterpretative
Interpretative

Imputations:

Non-extrapolated
Extrapolated

Extrapolated
Suspensions:

Applied

Applied

Non-Applied

Transformational
Retreatment/

Treatment/

Pretreatment


     Status:

Radical

Critical


Pre-Critical

Philosophical 

Existential

Phenomenological
Hermeneutical
 [222]

Economy:








     (56)


Such a scheme has both a critical and radical edge, besides a polemical force where the economy of the representational needs to be ‘salvaged’ but also recast and remoulded through an anti-representational lens. What, then, are the related philosophical and disciplinary advantages and disadvantages of operating within such an economic scheme? (57)

By recognizing that we have no access, whatsoever, to the imputed basis of such imputations we can then productively treat such delineated economic aspects within this representational/anti-representational economy as ‘transforms’ whose scrutiny, alone, will then provide us with all the requisite assurances in truth determinations needed, within the limits of reason as circumscribed by the contingency of such events, being, therefore framed in those provisional terms of reference, but, equally, ever open to unexpected possibilities both in regard to possible forms of existential richness and surprising forms of novel re-configuration that can never be nor should be contained within the predictions of an analytical-like set of expectations. (58)

That such a ‘template’ should help us to re-configure the pursuit of any worthwhile disciplinary prospect in such a manner that should not distract us by inciting us to chase after impossible specters all too often beholden by the less perspicacious. All manner of resources that are ‘lent’ to us are finite in extent and that such apparent limitations, wherever found, should be recognized, encountered and engaged in the rewarded hope that we might be able to pass a little further beyond the same should such a non-illusory passage be insightfully extended to us, incrementally, through such existential means of discovery. That such limitations should be honoured and treated with respect lest we pass beyond when and where we shouldn’t pass, and, do not get to see when and where we could pass through through such novel forms of existential reconfiguration that will then allow us to insightfully make that semblance of a ‘final’ passage, invite new forms of vocabulary, new ways of seeing things that once would have been impossible to have seen, or to have seen clearly, or, even to have been able to have been contemplated. (59)

In this scheme, with the public sphere, expressed through the sense and semblance of the ‘representational’, we find conventional way of thinking, doing and seeing things that when taken as ‘that found to hand’ are accepted as relatively pre-critical and hermeneutical in orientation. (60)

Through a deconstructive-suspension, operating in a factual mode of an evidential or evidential-like reduction, we then take a critical turn in order to delineate the relatively ahistorical phenomenology of those presentations, as textual reports, to then be analyzed as such. (61)

Simultaneously, with this deconstructive-suspension, we then immediately find an aesthetical-like semblance of re-construction, as a process of transformational retreatment, that fully confronts us with the relatively radical, anti-representational-like re-presentation of the concrete, historical specificity of living-experience… which then becomes recodified as lived-experience, which through the pragmatic nature of posttreatment then re(-)writes the pre-critical… and thence the recycling of this economy…. (62)
7. Exercising of both a ‘pragmatic turn’ and an ‘existential turn’

As just noted, transformational retreament in the form of a posttreatment both critically and radically re(-)writes pre-critical pretreatment in a form that is pragmatically oriented. However, we should also perceive the economic, when allowed to function in a suitable manner, as basically pragmatic in its ensuing transformations of that entire economy in whatever form, it is found presented, represented and re-presented, etc. (63)

Hence this overall sense and semblance of a ‘pragmatic turn’. (64) 

The functioning of an economy, in whatever manner it is constituted, should also be viewed in an existential light through the very transformative nature of the economic when suitably allowed to function within the circumscription of its relational situatedness. (65)

Hence this overall sense and semblance of an ‘existential turn’. (66)

What are the ramifications of such pragmatic and existential turns? (67)

An ‘economy’ is a chaotic-like representation or ‘simulation’ of that which is being apparently ‘depicted’, but, in terms that especially ‘transcend’ the limitations of this metaphor of the ‘economical’ by being expressed, first, through an existential surplus that is coincident with that simulated relationship, and, second, by being directly related, holistically, to that which it is found to be directly related to… as if there is no ultimate difference between ‘the simulation of that relationship’ and ‘the relationship off that simulation’. To unpack the relational nature at the center of this contra-grammatical expression let me briefly explore just what is entailed in those relational terms of reference. (68)

It is well-known maxim that some will accept and others will reject, namely, ‘that a whole is greater than sum of its parts’. A practical expression of this is the hermeneutic circle appears to be entertained between the perception of relative ‘wholes’ and relative ‘parts’. However, this economy can be neither viewed nor represented in a bi-polar format and stands in need of the requisite economic translation, namely, in a redivision of relative ‘whole(s)’, relative ‘parts’, and relative ‘wholes-and-parts’. That translation once undertaken, we can now retranslate that same maxim to more correctly read ‘that the relational whole-and-parts (in its relational context) is greater than the mere summation of that relative whole and its relative parts’. (69)

Where does this translation take us? For a start, as an economy we can now apply a philosophy of transformational retreatment as explored in this and other essays. This is one way to understand that a relational perspective invites us to recognize, encounter and engage with the ensuing emergent relational surplus to be experienced therein, i.e., as an existential surplus or excess in e/valuational formation that cannot be reduced to the mere sum of its relative wholes and parts. Moreover, in entertaining the simulation of that relationship we are also directly participating in that which that relationship simulates to the extent we are privy to a recognition, encountering, and engagement with the expression of the relationship, albeit to the extent that such interaction is epistemologically available for us to participate in. Or put another way, a relationship is entertained through a resolution of what is relatively similar with what is relatively different (but not absolutistically different). So, e.g., I, as a physically embodied person, is able to sit on this chair, now being sat upon, because both ‘the chair and myself’ are both ‘physical objects’. Hence my ability as an animate subject who can interact with this non-animate object, and v.v., each doing so in manner reflecting this unique set of such differences. Moreover, in an ongoing resolution of those distinctive differences, I am also able to essentially experience, in phenomenal-phenomenological terms of reference, what it now means to be currently seated, the surplus in e/valuational formation that arises from this change of my current circumstances from an unseated person to a person who is now seated, etc. Moreover, given a relative non-change in my current circumstances I can experience a relative non-disconformity in my perception/apperception of a continuing isomorphic transformational invariance in that same regard. Furthermore, being in a state that is in a direct relationship with the chair, and v.v., allows me to directly experience the essential nature, in phenomenal-phenomenological terms of reference of what it means ‘to be seated on this chair’. Thus, I am privy ‘directly’ to the essential-like phenomenological nature of this relationship (harmonically born through such ongoing relational resolution), to that extent that I am able to be aware of this relationship, and, that this relationship possesses a certain ‘distinctive sense and semblance of an existential surplus’ that is also ‘invested’ in my experience of this same relationship, albeit as found tempered by its relational situatedness. The very significance of a relationship can be none other than ‘our being in a direct relationship’ otherwise there would be no direct relating in that relationship, that there then could be no relationship without ‘that act of relating, being related, being transformationally encompassed by that relationship, and so on. (70)

Upon such a complex understanding of the relational economy we can now propose that the ‘existential orientation’ is that ‘which metaphorically taps into this experiential surplus to be discerned through that act of relating’.  How might such ideas modify this explication of a pragmatic philosophy and its application to a disciplinary sense of a prospect? (71)

For a start, an existential appreciation of a relationship gives us some intimation of its current ‘relational trajectory’ along with a set of possible shifts in that same trajectory that, if enacted on the behalf of that relationship, could well engineer the enhancement in the relational richness to be experienced within that relationship, by its participating parties, which, undoubtedly, could also be to the pragmatic enhancement of that same relationship. That, in such a spirit, a search for social solidarity could be expedited through a more finely attuned relational awareness of just how the sphere of arbitration, e.g., could further enrich the plethora of freedoms that could be potentially unleashed through minor, incremental innovative perturbation/s in the ‘orbit’ of that relationship. Indeed, it is along those lines that I perceive the social aspirations of a philosopher like Rorty could be both better entertained and better expedited. (72)
8. The application this template has with disciplinary behaviours in general
That, in a similar vein, we could also entertain the innovative understandings of an ironist, arrived at through suitable forms of deconstruction, etc., that could further augment such forms of relational enhancement, to be shared by the participants in that relationship in question. That in this regard the philosopher, through such existentially motivated forms of relational intervention, has a positive role to play well beyond the relatively incommensurable confines of the private sphere. In that regard, just what might be entailed in a more philosophically re-directed sense of an intervention? (72)


Here I would like to suggest that the twists and turns of a viable, qualified anti-representational pragmatic philosophy as a ‘template’ has much to offer in the construction of a disciplinary prospect, e.g., that of a pragmatic historical prospect… which I am about to briefly delineate in the next, and last, section of this essay. (73)

Just what would this template entail? (74)

Through economic complexification, when economies are aligned in terms of their archetypal economic polarities, we can note that all economies are similarly constructed with relative economic incommensurabilites within those economies and, moreover, between the same imputed alignments between economies. So, e.g., in applying this template to a pragmatic historical prospect we would need to note that the relative incommensurabilities of future, past, and present would need to be aligned, respectively, with representations, presentations and re-presentations (with the latter being treated as relatively anti-representational although the entire economy, too, should also be treated in a similar manner, i.e., as imputational qua imputational and not as qua pre-imputational, or non-imputational, etc.). Then, similar sets of alignments could also be instigated, when and where relevant, between economic notions of interpretation, etc; public spheres of influence, etc; relevant alignments within the political-economic, and so on. (75)

That, basically, we would be adopting these three levels of a first level of non-extrapolated, suspended re-presentations; a second level of extrapolated, suspended presentations; and, a third level of extrapolated, non-suspended representations; etc. (76)


Then, we would also need to append an understanding of the existential dimension in order to oversee positive patterns of ‘mutual relational experience’ engineered through existentially oriented forms of intervention, hopefully instigated through forms of cooperation rather than co-option (although the latter should not be ruled out). (77)

To proffer a provisional conclusion let me now refer to a summary of such ideas that I perceive should be operating within the viable, pragmatic articulation of an historical prospect. These ideas were first broached in a recent essay,
 given as a short talk, and, then extracted and summarized in a second short essay.
 (78)

9. Provisional conclusions, comments, and observations w.r.t. our ‘doing history’

Recently, it was workshopped as an approach to the doing of history that it should also involve a recognition that we could do, as well, both a history of the present and a history of the future whilst recognizing that these three types of history are done differently, given their distinctive dealings with different relatively incommensurable spheres of time-zones, etc., but, that such histories would also ‘bleed into each other’, ‘shape each other’s contours’ given the economics underlying our experience of time that through economic necessity, must underly such relative temporal incommensurabilities…
 (79)

As noted, in the light of this current understanding of a pragmatic philosophical prospect, etc., the following points would need to be observed in the exercising of such a viable, qualified anti-representational, pragmatic historical prospect:
1. ‘New vocabularies’ (as per Richard Rorty).

2. ‘Literary criticism’ (as per Richard Rorty).

3. ‘Relatively critical ahistorical treatment’ & ‘relatively radical historical retreatment’.

4. Doing a concrete form of history through progressive specification.

5. Historical ‘simulation’ (through the simulation of simulation).

6. History exercised between the indubitable and non-indubitable and not equivalent...

7. Arrived at through endless re(-)iteration.

8. Provisional status.

9. The relatively incommensurate histories of the past, present, and future.

10. Multiple histories rather than a definitive history but transformationally interrelatable.

11. A history of the past through textual comparisons, testing of hypotheses, etc.

12. A history of the present through statistical scrutiny of memes and themes in media,
13. A history of the future through extrapolation of trends, etc.

14. Seeking historical surpluses beyond forms of literary criticism, etc.

15. Explicating the relatively ahistorical. 

16. Running historical re(-)simulations.

17. Finding and narrating ‘significant’ historical alignments and connections.

18. A product of the economy of re(-)interpretation).
 (80)

Now, let me address the problems cited in the title: Why is ‘Doing History’ so Problematic? On the Possibility of Constructing a Viable, Qualified Anti-Representational Pragmatic Historical Prospect? Namely, the problematic nature of doing history both in traditional terms and, more specifically, within the non-traditional context of a pragmatic prospect. (81)

In traditional terms, we need to note that doing histories of the past, present, and future each present themselves as relative incommensurable vis-à-vis each other, but, at the same time through economic correlativity present another set of problems when viewed through a more integrated economic lens. With respect to the latter, doing a more comprehensive integration of an overall history, the economic implication, through such correlativity, follows that such a task cannot be undertaken without either overt and/or covert references to a ‘doing histories’ in all three relative time-zones. The argument here being that a pure history of the past, or present, or future is just impossible to contemplate let alone undertake. Such a set of difficulties would include our recognition that we are dealing with texts and not history per se, that questions of the reliability of sources ever need to be asked, that our abilities to coherently interpret, reinterpret and re-interpret such information, etc., need to be constantly reviewed, and so on. Ask any traditional historian and they would note such a long list of obstacles to their being able to narrate a certain vision and version of the ‘historical’. Indeed, the fact that histories are ever subjected to revision clearly indicates this traditional and distinctive form of problematicity to be expected to be found in this disciplinary prospect of ‘doing history’, and, hopefully, in their ‘doing history well’. Of more concern, in this current set of essays, is how to do history even better within the critical and radical context of a viable pragmatic historical prospect? In other words, can we transfer the type of disciplinary work done in explicating a pragmatic philosophical prospect to the construction and exercise of a viable, qualified, anti-representational pragmatic historical prospect? Obviously, it is my belief that that can be expedited. That this expedition can actually contribute an enhanced clarity to this discipline. Should I be so optimistic in this regard? (82)
At the core of this claim is the understanding that all disciplinary economies, like all economies themselves, possess certain phenomenological, hermeneutical, and existential features in common, and, in our working with such insights, that each worthwhile discipline can be approached with a greater degree of clarity whilst recognizing that such engagement will ever encounter certain difficulties to be expected in the domain of all disciplines and the co-associated range of their prospects.
 Still, a greater awareness of such difficulties is itself a form of progress. That, in being able to ask well-formulated questions we should expect, hopefully, at some point in time, to arrive at a set of well-formulated replies. or, at the very least, that such an objective must remain beyond our current aspirations. Furthermore, we should take heart from the existential fact that what is impossible today may well fall within our ken through the innovative creation of a new vocabulary that then would better reformulate such interrogations along more profitable lines of engagement. (83)

Now, having completed this more practical exposition of how a viable pragmatic template could be applied within a critical and radical re(-)writing of a discipline, in this instance as applied to a pragmatic historical prospect, and, having completed as well the theoretical preparation of logical-dialectics, let me now turn my attention to the explication of a critical/radical exposition of the role that an existential appreciation can play in the exercise of a viable, qualified, anti-representational, pragmatic historical prospect as envisaged in the next essay in this series (on constructing a ‘pragmatic history’). (84)
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� 	‘Doing history’ echoes the essay titled: 7E. Doing History, Doing History, Doing History..?


� 	More or less, traditional disciplinarians are able to function but are not doing what they say they are doing because it can be shown by Anti-Traditionalists or Postmodernists that that is impossible; that a critique of traditional or modernist practice tells us this fact but cannot account for the misdirected success of the Traditionalist or Modernist, but, then, a Contemporary critique of such postmodernist attitudes, in turn, is also equally askew for a different set of reasons. Just how is a Contemporary philosopher to square this seemingly impossible circle between these Traditionalists or Modernists, Anti-Traditionalists or Postmodernists, and Contemporary philosophers who must radically critique both the former and themselves?


� 	Pursuit, III.2X.


� 	Then, again, the preservation of institutions must also possess some form of existential merit?


� 	Hence my delineation of the ‘pseudo-psychotic condition’. E.g., Pursuit, III.6D, 73, 87, etc.


� 	The pre-intentional rising before consciousness as the intentional, etc., but not meant to be misconstrued as the pre-simulated logical subject as the inferred referent of the representation in question.


� 	But even this ‘catalytic modelling’ breaks down where we realize that to retrieve the conjectures temporally donated to the building of such an edifice will then result in that same edifice then deconstructing and, ‘ultimately’, disappearing.


� 	Richard Rorty; Contingency, irony, and solidarity; Cambridge University Press, 1989, p. 80.


� 	Ibid., p. 74.


� 	Refer to Pursuit, III.2W. 1, 32-37.


� 	Richard Rorty; Philosophical Papers, Volume I: Objectivity, Relativism and Truth; Cambridge University Press, 1991: Introduction, p. 4.


� 	Ibid., p. 5.


�	Cambridge University Press, 1989. I have already made this point in the previous essay. Refer to Pursuit, III.7G.footnote 1.


� 	Richard Rorty; Contingency, irony, and solidarity. P. 198. Refer to Pursuit, III.2Y.266-267.


� 	A Philosophy of Innovation: Outlining a Phenomenological Approach… 24.4.18.


� 	In paragraph 25. I should also point out, as noted in an earlier essay, I would also like to point out that Rorty is neither running nor alluding to Wittgenstein’s argument against the holding of a private language when he is discussing this apparent incommensurability between the private and public spheres. Refer to Pursuit, III.2Y.235-236.


� 	Refer, e.g., to Pursuit, III.2Y.238, etc.


� 	To be arrived at through partial forms of resolution and not the definitive resolution of the same, which, otherwise, could only mean the ‘death’ of that relationship in an historical sense of time given that relationships cease to have an historical footprint if perfectly resolved in relevant harmonic terms of reference.


� 	Pursuit, III.2Y.274, etc., where it is suggested that because (we can never be entirely within and) can go from (intersubjective) interpretation to (subjective) reinterpretation and thence to (arbitrated) re-interpretation it follows there can be no non-relative incommensurability (and that we can equally travel between these same three sense of voice, etc.).


� 	Indeed, this template can be applied to all economic correlative incommensurabilities including, e.g., the relative temporal incommensurabilities of doing history in the past, present, and future.


� 	The phenomenal-phenomenological formula being alluded to, in respect to the phenomenological modalities being discerned: that, of the phenomenologically modalities being observed, we are to comparatively note their ‘density, intensity and propensity (for thematic reiteration)’, and ‘consilience (noting its relation to other similar types of phenomena what positive comparisons can be made as in, say, then eating an orange also currently found to hand), salience (and noting what existential merit appears to apply in such an experience, such as, e.g., a diminishment in physiological hunger upon eating that non-virtual apple whose imputation, therein and thereafter, is to be assumed to be as ‘non-virtual’) and propinquity (as to just how ‘proximate’ is this experience to its being interacted with, i.e., it would appear I am in the kitchen eating one of those apples found in the fruit bowl I had filled yesterday and that I can find no counter-indication in my assuming that embodied form of positioning, etc.), etc.


� 	Pursuit, III.2X.


� 	As first explored in Pursuit, Volume II and then retaken up in Volume III.


� 	Pursuit, III.2Y.


� 	With the qualified implication that although philosophy is better expedited on Level I it should be done so without denigrating or ‘impossibly’ excising Levels II & III.


� 	Pursuit, III,2Y.222. I have highlighted both ‘Imputations’ and ‘Suspensions’ in bold.


� 	Doing History, Doing History, Doing History..? Pursuit, III.7D.


� 	The Possibilities of a Pragmatic History within a Pragmatic Prospect?? Pursuit, III.7E.


� 	Refer to 95 Theses: Pursuit, III.7C.


� 	Adapted from The Possibilities of a Pragmatic History within a Pragmatic Prospect?? Pursuit, III.7E.6.


� 	E.g., work done on a delineation of the distinctive nature of a disciplinary difference, meta-difference and non-difference first undertaken in my (Meta-)Theological Investigations, Volume II, etc.





