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7Z. A Pragmatic History?
Part I: A History of Histories:

Discerning Methodological Symmetries and Asymmetries

Between Histories of the Past, Present, and Future*

0. Pre-Introduction and Introduction



In three previous essays, or presentations, I have looked at, respectively, histories of the past, the future, and the present. In this essay, Part I, let me explore the methodological symmetries and asymmetries between these different orientations in historical research. Those three presentations, in the chronological order of their intended presentation, are:

7W. Re-Viewing Historians and ‘Their Histories’:

The Pragmatics of the Historical Prospect? (21.11.22)
7X. The Great Transformation aka The Great Disruption:

Running Histories of the Past, Present and Future in Order to Discern

Probable Continuities, Dis-Continuities, and Non-Continuities? (12.1.23)

7Y. The Hermeneutics of the ‘Virtual’ Re(-)Presentation 

Of the War in the Ukraine (11.1.23) (0)

First, I will explore the pragmatic nature of the historical prospect under the rubric of ‘histories’. (1)


Second, I will note the apparent methodological symmetries to be found in such research. (2)


Third, methodological asymmetries will be then noted as more ‘differences in historical emphasis’ (given that all histories envisage a crossing over of all three time orientations in their respective primary time orientations). (3)


Concluding with the usual provisional conclusions, etc. (4)

1. The Particular Nature of the Pragmatic Historical Prospect


‘History’ is better referred to as ‘histories’ for a number of reasons besides being more politically correct. (5)


Practically, given the provisional nature of historical research, we need to envisage a set of probable pathways in our interpretation/s of a certain historical situation as a distinctively perceived, or apperceived, set entailing a series of historical sequences. ‘Apperceived’ in the sense of being ‘articulated through a series of imputations, etc.’ Given the disciplinarian is choosing between various possible branchings, assigned with various provisional probabilities, then we must envision the process of historical determination as entailing a range of probable histories despite the ruling axion that the historical can only find one form of a definitive resolution in its ensuing form, in its factual instantiation despite its ever-present potentiality to find an infinite set of multi-various interpretations with varying degrees of either internal harmonization (with ‘our’ own interpretations) and/or external harmonization (with ‘our’ interpretations of others historical sequences, etc.). The expression here of ‘our’ being read either ‘collectively’ and/or ‘individually’. Therefore, from this practical perspective, we need to recognize that historical research needs to scrutinize a number of historical pathways, i.e., ‘histories’. (6)


Politically, through progressive internal enfranchisement and external empowerment of minor life-worlds, even a minor life-world is and should be developing its own historical consciousness and the formation of its own histories. Again, the provisional nature of historical research necessitates that the mere formation of a certain history should be also be viewed as a ‘set of probable histories’ even if presented as a ‘certain history’ since we can invoke a second axion that the formation of an apparently definitive history necessitates that certain choices in historical branching will be interpreted and recorded as such. So, e.g., ‘Julius Caesar either crossed or did not cross the Rubicon?’ even if that question is not definitively resolved by a specific historian, still, as a ruling major discourse the question itself implies its current reading as, ‘Yes, Julius Caesar did cross the Rubicon!’ (as his signaling of the commencement of the imminent civil war that was to ensue from his military decision to march on Rome). Our ability to interpret and make such branching decisions means that such histories have to be both pre-suppositionally, pre-conditionally, and conditionally able to support the interpretation of such branching decision… implying that all forms of historical dissemination, even within a minor life-world, must also be understood in the plural.
  (7)


As a third axion, here, we can note that both the facts and the reputed recording of those facts must be provisionally treated, both philosophically and pragmatically, despite the relative presence of overwhelming evidence in the definitive-like support of such an historical reading should such evidence be present, presentable, and well-presented. (8)


A fourth axion of historical interpretation can now be supplied given that despite the provisional qualification of all forms of disciplinary research no historian in the presentation of their historical research will totally act as if such research were purely provisional and they were totally undecided over the exercised choice in which of those branchings, etc., will be treated as ‘true’ (as a sixth trans-cognitively ordered ontical) fact’ and where its propositional presentation can be treated as a ‘statement’, albeit even if hypothetically treated as ‘relatively provisional’. In other words, like our understanding of the historical itself, as per this first axiom, the dissemination of historical research also has to assume a qualified form of definitiveness… otherwise the historian, and all people following on in their wake, would be unable to act responsibly in and through a delineation of the ramifications of such ill-defined determinations, etc.
 (9)


Those four axions of historical interpretation, respectively, are:

i.
Historical reality is arrived at through one definitive form of resolution;

ii.
Such ‘facts’ invite an infinite set of interpretations with different probabilities;

iii.
History can only be definitively read as provisionally interpreted;

iv.
Where the provisional nature of such research must also be overlooked. (10)


Hence these four shorthand titles of the Definitiveness; Variability;
 Provisionality; and, Expediency of historical research and its interpretations. (11)


Politically, and not just through political correctness, we need to recognize that despite the political acceptance of minor life-worlds, along with their histories, that, even for practical reasons, the formation of historical research, therein, is better referred to more as a set of themes and variations, etc., and not just the official reperformance of the ‘same old tune’ so to speak. I.e., that all forms of historical research should be regarded as an ‘evolving-evolution of historical interpretation/s’ that should also be ‘recognized’ as necessarily present in all senses of that expression.
 (12)


Hence histories can be read only through interpretations! That the same applies to histories of the past along with both histories of the present
 and histories of the future, etc., despite an institutional tendency to remove ourselves from this more hypothetical appreciation of historical awareness and our understanding the disciplinary nature involved in the dissemination of its potential ramifications, evolutions, and revolutions in the course of ‘our’ attempting to make a worthwhile form of ‘historical progress’.
  (13)


Recognizing, as a segue, that all historical research is also an intersubjective affair regardless of whether we are aware of that fact or not over the course of the pursuit of any one discipline along with all forms of their appreciation as entered into on the behalf of those same disciplines. That, in effect, the presentation of the findings of any ‘solitary disciplinarian’ is only an illusion. ‘Scratch a little deeper’ and you will find ‘networks of similarly minded individuals’ as either official communities in certain research institutions availing themselves of Traditional Media and/or de facto communities as witnessed, e.g., on Social Media, etc.
 (14)


Furthermore, we should also recognize that in the formation and reporting of historical events their articulation will cut across all histories of the past, present and future. So, e.g., in supplying the political intentions behind Caesar’s ‘crossing of the Rubicon’ the historian will both directly and indirectly invokes this same mix of histories.
 (15)


Hence the evocation of past forms of historical ‘recall’, current nature of imminent ‘anticipations’ of the immediate present, along with future ‘expectations’ of event considered as either possible, highly probable, or inevitably potent (in the delivery of certain anticipations and expectations). (16)


That these different mechanisms of ‘recall, anticipation and expectation’ will necessarily invite methodological differences in the performance of these disparate historical orientations. Although, again, more in the form of either overt and/or covert invocations of those approaches more in sympathy with such temporal orientations. I.e., if for no other reason that the different phenomenologies, etc., involved in intentional processes of recall, the relative existential immediacy of anticipation, and the hermeneutical thematization of our expectations, etc. (17)


What other symmetries and potential asymmetries are present in the pursuit of such differing temporal orientations? (18)

2. Apparent Methodological Symmetries

It was suggested as an observation, rather than as a firm ruling, in our approaching the construction of our histories of the future that we look for the possibility of innovative points of non-continuity:


Hence the need to focus on which current trajectories could be argued for as being more relevant and which trajectories are to be treated as less relevant in conducting such envisaged projections? [59]


A need to note which aspects of the constitution, say, of an organization, society, product or service, etc., that could be envisaged as surviving these potentially disruptive transformational-transitions, and, conversely, which facets will not survive. I.e., determining which aspects are preserved (continuities), not preserved (discontinuities), and, in what manner we might envisage novel forms of constituted states that have no direct precedents (non-continuities). On the understanding that although innovations are incrementally instituted, but, are non-incrementally realized chaotically. I.e., implying that some changes will be transitions that are non-continuous, will give rise to non-continuities. E.g., just as the smart features on a modern mobile phone just had no precedents when phones were not ‘smart’. That, although all processes of innovation are incrementally organized, still, the ensuing processes of chaotically inspired re-self-organization can produce forms of novelty that cannot be reductively referred back to this incrementally re-self-organized basis prior to the innovative formation
 of such relative non-continuities.
 [60]


With the implication that in conducting a history of the future we need to delineate trajectories with consequences that are either characterized as either ‘continuities’, ‘dis-continuities’, and/or ‘non-continuities’. Initially I thought ‘continuities’ would naturally invoke histories of the past; that ‘discontinuities’ would invoke the need for histories of the present; and, ‘non-continuities’ would then invoke the need for histories of the future. However, invoking an archetypal economic perspective,
 as explored elsewhere, I have had to reconsider how I would assign a temporal orientation to such differing forms of iteration. ‘Continuities’, as a ‘processes of mere iteration’, i.e., ‘reiteration’, would be automatically assigned a ‘future orientation’ by virtue of their consonant, background like associations; the ‘existential nature of chaotic processes of relatively radical re-direction’ would necessitate being assigned a ‘present orientation’; whilst, ‘discontinuities’, through possessing a sense of ‘difference’, as distinctive ‘iterations’, would be critically assigned a ‘past orientation’…
 [61] (19)

‘Continuities’ can be seen as naturally linking us with the future through the perception, or apperception, of the persistence and permanence of certain human aspirations such as, e.g., our needs for food, company, entertainment, education, political governance, and so on.  On the other hand, ‘discontinuities’ would invoke a focus upon transformational-transitions that have distinctly characterized our perceptions of the past through various schemes wherein historical periods and eras, for various reasons, would be defined and referred to. Hence its dissonant-like emphasis upon the past and its various forms of analysis or reduction through such schematic devices, etc. Then, ‘non-continuities’ through their existential-like character as ‘chaotic’, would imply a present time orientation. (20)


In exploring a history of the future, it was observed that it could well be worth our while to look for ‘systems in equilibrium’ on the understanding that through incremental inputs a point in time would be reached where a chaotic transformational-transition would eventually ensue, be that either through bifurcational division, emergent unification or ‘convergence’, and/or through a phase change:


In this type of task, in attempting to articulate a highly plausible history of the future, we are very much focusing on our perception, or apperception, of highly probable trajectories; trends that we can envisage as altering either a history of the past and/or a history of the present. In effect, articulating a credible consequential reading in which we must pay attention to how things are more likely to be different, rather than left relatively unchanged, etc., whilst also accepting, as a contrast, that much will also remain relatively stable. In this regard, we can observe that Tony Seba, as a ‘future historian’, has stressed a number of concepts that could well be adopted and adapted by ourselves in the pursuit of a similar form of practice. E.g., his use of cost-cutting curves, as S curves, as possessing an inevitable ‘gravity’. The ‘idea of equilibriums that become unsettled’ through ‘a convergence of technologies’. The ensuing ‘collapse of traditional forms of practice’ as ‘a reversed S curve’. The point at which this transformational-transition occurs, and predominantly takes over, as the point of ‘rupture’. That the ensuing effects of such technological revolutions as inducing forms of ‘market trauma’, and so on. All in all, a very useful set of conceptual-tools to work with that might well be able to put a rather discredited ‘futurology’ on a more forward looking and productive keel?
 [58] (21)


I.e., it would be worth our while to look at systems at some point in time judged as relatively stable, and, where at some other point in time they could be imagined or recognized as being chaotically unstable, and, therein, would naturally lend themselves to some form of a chaotic process of transformation. In effect, radically re-writing those rules in order to form a new system finding a novel form of an ensuing equilibrium. (22)


We might well suspect, too, that indications of potential instability could well manifest themselves before eventually entering into a thorough process of such transformational-transitioning? Just as in the advent of a weather storm we find an amassing of clouds as prior, and preconditional, to such an event. (23)


I would also suggest that in our historical simulations such transitions could also be pre-indicated by such relatively anomalous phenomena. Just as some historians might speculate that the seeds for The French Revolution were laid down through changes in attitudes in the Middle Class, certain elites recognizing such political shifts in public sentiment, a refusal by other elites to successfully adapt to changing circumstances, instabilities compounded through poor harvests and food shortages, the presence of current epidemics, forms of political turmoil, and so on. Not that anyone form of disruption is necessarily the sole trigger for chaotic processes of transformational-transition.
 (24)

In the English Civil War, it has also been noted that members in the House of Commons were four times wealthier than members in the House of Lords and that with such a disparity in wealth political power shifted accordingly? Of course, this is a simplistic argument but a concatenation of such pre-conditions would eventually lead to instability in political systems that would have been judged as relatively stable prior to such processes of disruption, be that through either evolution or revolution. Arguing, in effect, that in our reflections upon the nature of such equilibriums, shifts in such equilibriums, we could well follow differential shifts in informational flows as co-associated with, e.g., money, wages, debt, other forms of obligation, political promises either met or unmet, disparity in the realization of class aspirations, etc., etc. (25)


We should also recognize that the naturally ensuing harmonization of such systems, in their associated cultural contexts, need not be non-detrimental to the aspirations of those cultures. That, where a system finds its point of equilibrium, could be counter to the overall aspirations of the members of that political-economy… and that the presence of such an observation could well be an indicator that such apparent states of equilibrium may not be as stable as they might appear. The Great Depression, e.g., could be cited as an equilibrium detrimental to the general aspirations of those societies afflicted with such a state of affairs that seemed to be so resistant to the ensuing induction of more positive forms of economic re(-)normalization. Similarly, it has been well-argued that increasing inequity and wealth inequality, as the result of neo-liberal policy settings, are currently fueling an anti-democratic, pro-authoritarian populism seemingly able to destabilize political systems and institutions that were once thought to be relatively stable. (26)


In pursing an exploration of methodological differences envisaged as being present between these different approaches to historical time orientation, what observations could we reasonably argue for? (27)

3. Apparent Methodological Asymmetries through Different Forms of Emphasis

Obviously, the future has not yet formed, neither manifesting as a current set of events nor being deposited through a succession of parallel texts ostensively instigated through the formation of a set of events implicated in those recorded reportings. By ‘reportings’ is meant both relatively ‘reputable reports’ and relatively ‘less reputable reportings’.
 Thence this understanding that histories of the past, present and future have a different set of methodological priorities whilst not implying definitively different forms involved in the uptake of relevant meta-textual genres applicable in the overall domain of the historical prospect. In effect, where histories of the past would more focus on discontinuities and an interpretative harmonization of textual depositions; that histories of the present are more involved in discerning the discontinuities in the reported formations of events deemed as recently occurring and in the making of an attempt to discern whether such reported transformational-transitions are discontinuities with or without the formation of some relatively distinctive and novel form of non-continuity; and, where histories of the future need to explore the sequential trajectories of certain events in an attempt to imagine the possible, and inevitable, novel formation of relative non-continuities, etc. However, at the same time, the general, particular and specific approaches profitably applied in a pragmatically oriented project or program of historical research can also be applied to whatever historical orientation is currently being scrutinized. This difference, being as noted, more a matter of emphasis, respectively, be that on sets of deposited texts versus sets of current reportings versus the speculative treatment of trajectories (as pertaining to discerned systems of equilibrium imaginatively subjected to virtual processes of incremental addition or subtraction of certain co-associated inputs potentially capable of indicating an expectation for possible points of chaotic re-direction, i.e., as inducing instabilities in those trajectories associated with such systems of equilibrium). What other difference in emphasis might we presume as also occurring? (28)


From a psychological perspective, respectively, we have a past emphasis upon a reconstruction of a virtual sense of ‘recall’ versus a current focus on an imminent immediacy of an ‘anticipation’ (in line with the directionality of that reporting in question) versus a thematization of some less imminent sense of an ‘expectation’. Or, refracted through the lens of an interrogative economy involved in the speculative ‘enquestioning’ of the historical situation in its apparent historical situatedness we meet respectively an emphasis upon an interrogation of the set of relevant texts in question versus the emphasis upon an interrogation of either potential witnesses and/or their statements versus the interrogation involved in the thematization of certain expectations some of which may not be currently imagined as possible, but, whose appearing novelty might be duly recognized given sufficient interrogation of those trajectories co-associated with such expectations, and v.v. However, despite these and other methodological differences, at the end of the day all temporal orientations in historical formation (of both historical events and their representations) need to come together. Let me explain. (29)


All disciplinary propositions can be treated as ‘imputations’. In parallel with a process of transformational retreatment we can align ‘phenomenologically oriented recall’ with ‘critical deconstruction (as a process of treatment)’; ‘(non-systematic) existentially oriented anticipations’ with ‘post-critical re(-)normalization (as a process of retreatment/posttreatment)’; and, ‘hermeneutically oriented expectations’ with ‘pre-critical rectification (as a process of pretreatment)’. Given that such an imputational process, as a process of transformational retreatment, it implies that all three dialectical moments, which can also be read as temporal orientations, must be co-present in order for the overall economy in question to operate. I.e., all disciplinary activity, including historical research, must be economically enacted in a manner that cannot exempt itself from any one or two temporal orientations. I.e., that the process of trans-intentional, judgmental appreciation must involve the co-presence of all three temporal orientations in whatever disciplinary prospect such research is being conducted. That, in our meta-historical appreciation of such research, the more final thematization and dissemination of the same must involve an approach that integrates and harmonizes all three temporal orientations. Where, in effect, ‘recall, anticipation and expectation’ are harmonized in such a manner so as to correlatively reflect a certain degree of transformational invariance in the formation of the thematization and dissemination of such findings that we are prepared to argue for to the best of our abilities whilst also recognizing the provisional nature of all such expediency given that we cannot profitably leave such research in a non-definitive state of suspension even if duly delivered under the auspices of an eternal question mark. To provisionally conclude, let me explore further the ramifications of this imputational model for disciplinary research, etc. (30)

4. Provisional Conclusions, Observations, and Comments


That in focusing on recalled patterns of past performances, along with current patterns of anticipation, and in the light of future speculations on the transformation of our expectations we should be able, hopefully to deliver a relative resolute performance with the requisite degree of resolution needed to relatively answer those questions pertaining to such anomalous representations, etc. Now, all of this appears to operate on the level of imputations whose retreatment has been proposed as taking place, simultaneously, on three levels of putative performance. Let me explain. (31)


In approaching the pre-critical we appropriate what we already have to hand be it either viewed through prejudices and/or pre-judgments. In this pre-critical mode, we have an imputation cast in either a simple or complex propositional format where the contents are extrapolated in the form represented and not subjected to any serious degree of suspension. (32)


In taking up a critical stance, we now suspend the contents and processes in question through the dialectical utilization of both contra-measures and counter measure that ensure the enaction of a suspension but not the de-extrapolation of such intentional content.
 (33)


In a more radical moment of appreciation, we, now, both suspend and de-extrapolate the configured contours of that imputation, and, by such means mirror the process of judgmental appreciation in the most non-obstructed manner possible. (34)


Now, if these three forms of imputational treatment are not observed then we have an ideologue self-electing to take on a form of relegation as an ‘incorrigible’, as a person to be removed to a ‘third tier’ of metaphorical seating…
 (35)


Or, if a suitable suspension of the imputation is being observed but not its required degree of de-extrapolation then a less defective form of imputational standing is being exemplified by that ideologue who might now be deemed to be self-electing to act as a ‘deplorable’ rather than as an incorrigible, as a person to be removed to a ‘second rank’ of metaphorical seating… (36)


But, should the disciplinarian be able to both suspend and de-extrapolate the intentional projections of that imputation currently to hand then we must recognize the making of a ‘first-class’ disciplinarian. A far-sighted person worthy of being afforded ‘first-class seating’. Of course, in this economy of potential relegation all three moments can be neither individually entertained unimodally nor entertained in any duplicated bimodal sense. So, in truth, there can be no exclusive ‘first-class seating’ likewise!
 Let me diagrammatically depict the three interdependent levels of this imputational economy as follows: 

‘First-Class Seating’

Suspension

De-Extrapolation

‘Second Rank’


Suspension

Extrapolation

‘Third Tier’


Non-Suspension
Extrapolation (37)


So, ‘the historian who thinks they are a first-class historian cannot be a first-class historian’ because attitudes centered on any one or two of these imputational moments immediately disqualified that disciplinarian from exercising a first-class-like attitude. On the other hand, the historian who elects to not identify with any one or two of these three imputational moments immediately becomes a first-class representative of their disciplinary prospect. Where, effectively, the first-class disciplinarian becomes a first-class disciplinarian, as if by default, through a well-suspended and a well-de-extrapolated simulation of the historical situation currently to hand in its historical situatedness, albeit as fully suspended and automatically de-suspended in a non-obstructed fashion that totally immerses the historian in the full responsibility of their ensuing historical simulations, disseminations, and interventions. (38)


Or, more practically, we might observe that a well-pre-informed process of judgmental appreciation adequately reviewed through suitable suspensions and intuitive forms of de-extrapolation automatically invokes a simulated process of an evolving existential refinement given its representative simulation of that historical moment in its apparent historical situatedness… in which, through such ‘clearer’ appreciation, certain existential options take on a clarified form that may or may not take on the additional presentation of an existential imperative or series or set/s of imperatives…
 (39)

In effect, arguing that through a simulated evolvement of an economic process of re(-)normalization the critical can prepare the grounds for a relatively radical process of  insight that articulates the ‘emergent presence’ of the novelty of that process of insightfulness that, later, through critical re(-)appropriation can then take on a more conventional, critically acceptable appearance. I.e., that through rectification (error mitigation) and deconstruction (error correction) we can progressively find an alignment through ongoing re(-)alignment with that experientially found to be relatively non-erroneous…
 through the relatively non-obstructed delivery of a de-suspended resolution in the form of a simulated responsively-attuned responsibleness… (40)

A process that might be better understood as the balanced suspension of both the pre-critical and the critical in the realization of the relatively radical, and, where through an ongoing balanced suspension of all three moments the complexion of our research can then take on a relatively (systematic) existential orientation… as the simulated concrete, historical specificity of the existential, itself, as it spells out for us… a relatively responsible vision of the historical situatedness in question. (41)

Moreover, it is also often the case that the hermeneutic dimension of the problematic will have clues for us as to how we can go about the effective resolution of what is currently problematic in our disciplinary prospects. Hence the pragmatic nature of such research conducted in and through the suitable exercise of suspensions, etc. Thence these prerequisites of a relevant-enrichment of such research through the competent-authenticity of the disciplinarian as they duly suspend and ensure relatively non-obstructed patterns of de-suspension… as they deliver an apparently insightful appreciation of the re(-)simulated historical situation ‘being brought to hand’ in its historical situatedness as then through such re(-)simulation, hopefully, ‘being found to hand’. (42)

Indeed, enacting a suspended simulation of the contours of such research that may well be able to deliver a certain refinement of the details of our historical research without necessarily being able to thematize less relevant finer details that are seemingly less pertinent to the harmonized re(-)readings of that re(-)simulated historical situation in question. Admittedly, an optimistic stance that hopes to be duly informed through suitable processes of re(-)self-organization, instrumental in chaotic re-direction, given non-obstructed patterns of de-suspension capable of resolving such more pertinent overall details of that simulated historical situation in its historical situatedness. (43)

Turning lived-reality into living-reality if only on those odd, insightful occasions when we cease to think and calculate, and, our thoughts think for us in a manner that could well be shocking, radically novel, letting us understand, now, what hitherto could not have been thought, in our suddenly being able to think the impossible… and, be responsible for such apparent historical insights… Indeed, where we will be required to also take on a full responsibility for our emerging disciplinary insight-formation… be it as an emendation of our expectations, or the critical deconstruction of our constructive recall, or as an apparent ongoing re(-)normalization of our anticipations… as if self-simulating the re-directed, suitably informed, representative patterns of our current situatedness in this world at large. Albeit, as already noted, that, in the evolving unravelling of lived-reality, where all temporal orientations in historical formation come together in such an ongoing process of harmonized re(-)simulation, as we directly encounter such processes of resolution and their co-associated resoluteness to that degree such concrete, historical specificity is existentially spelt out to us through both the existential mediation of ourselves and the existential intermediation of others..!
 (44)


Or, where the semblance of an axiomatically definitive mirroring of the historical, in turn, is simulated in a seemingly definitive insightful manner, albeit where such apparent expediency is also ultimately treated as both pragmatically useful and provisionally circumscribed whilst inviting further interpretative responses as long as they too are relatively responsible, existentially, in both their ongoing thematization and dissemination..!!
 (45)


Furthermore, it stands to reason, upon careful reflection, that if one were to appreciate the ensuing e/valuational formation, i.e.. the value, of a process of historical research, that its delineation would stand both ‘outside time and in time’. Let me explain this dialectical, somewhat paradoxical, if not contradictory, style of reasoning, and, how this same existential line of thinking pragmatically applies to all forms of suitably conducted disciplinary research and scrutiny. (46)


Historical research is ‘about’ time, the imputed unfolding of historical events, be it the explication of histories of the past, the present, and/or the future. Being ‘about time’, an appreciation of the historical must be ‘meta-historical in its ensuing orientation’. In effect, behaving as if a ‘history of the history’ in question. This aspect can be understood as if trans-temporal or ahistorical in its perspective, as if standing outside time through the performance of an overall suspension of the historical. However, as I have often pointed out, ‘every suspension invokes an automatic de-suspension’, and, ‘where this suspension of the suspension thrusts us back into the concrete specificity of historical experience itself’.
 A ‘projection’ back into this overall world-of-life, this world at large, preferably in an existential manner when we allow ourselves to assume a pro-relational perspective on our ‘immersion’ within the unfolding of such events. In effect, our taking a full responsibility for the course of their unfolding whatever that may or may not entail! An attitude that ‘refines’ our relational perspectives from a pro-relationally oriented sense of perspective, i.e., the primary relationship itself as it, in turn, is relationally situated in its relational embeddedness. Just as the ‘pro-relational existentialization of experience’ is realized through ‘the pro-relational existentialization of the relationally oriented non-existential’.
 (47)

In effect, as an ongoing resolution of the anomalous in experience through this process of ongoing revolution, integration and our discovery of a ‘recovered integrity’ to be found in experience itself. Just as our ‘doing history’, through the intuitive exercising of a pro-relational attitude, allows ‘the simulation of the historical situation (in question) in its situatedness’ to metaphorically ‘speak’, and through the simulation of such means, realize the simulation of a process of ‘history doing history’ itself through the agency of our own intervention as we ‘emerge and expand’ into the very course of the historical itself. That such existential involvement, through such ensuing virtual intervention, non-virtually demands that we must also be historically ‘responsible’ in the delineated thematization and dissemination of such historical research. That, hopefully, from this enacted aspiration for such competent-authenticity, an ensuing relevant-enrichment will further devolve from the impact that such research has both within that discipline and in the impact it has as it spills over into the secular world itself. That this existential ‘demand’ is to be seen as both equally ‘deontological’ and ‘pragmatically expedient’,
 and, in effect, as fully ‘pragmatic’, as would be defined by an existentially observant ‘philosophical pragmatism’.
 (48)







      Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 19.1.23.

5. Appendix A: An Exploration of these Four Axioms of Historical Interpretation


In order to better understand the import these four axioms have in how this pragmatic historical prospect is configured let me explore the apparent presuppositions behind their articulated constitution. (49)


I noted that a defective set of presuppositions would not allow us to run what then would be a ‘defective form of interrogation’.
 The implication being that the operation of a working history also needs to co-opt the effective cooperation of relatively non-defective presuppositions, pre-conditions, and conditions. (50)


E.g., for Julius Caesar to cross the Rubicon, and all that that entails, we would need the presusppositional existence of this river the Rubicon, a Roman world, a military leader who we recognized by the name ‘Julius Caesar’.
 Pre-conditionally, we need the command of Rome that this leader of the western regions not to cross this river unless invited
 to do so, and, if he should do so uninvited it would be read as an act of defiance and probable civil war. Conditionally, Julius Caesar needs to have been in the area of this river in order to have crossed it as stated. Such matter might seem to be trite, but, without this non-defective basis the propositional status of the events cannot be ascribed the (sixth trans-cognitively ordered) form represented as an historical statement (even if treated as ‘provisional’). Moreover, we could also argue that what applies to the historical basis also applies to the historical superstructure, and v.v., e.g., the application of these four axioms, etc. That an in-depth appreciation of these four axioms must also take into account this implicit basis of its ‘substructure’. (51)


For convenience, but potentially misleading, these four axioms were titled ‘Definitiveness, Variability, Provisionality, and Expediency’. Let me clarify their respective functions as axioms, i.e., as heuristic devices rather than as representations of reality on the understanding that they are meant to proffer a return on their investment. Therefore, it behooves myself to successfully demonstrate the potential for this profitable excess to further advance the philosophical cause that argues for the viability of a pragmatic approach to historical research. That as a first step in this demonstration let me explore both the form, integration and ramifications of these four axioms. (52)


‘Definiteness’ argues that unlike quantum states prior to the so-called ‘collapse of the wave function’, information of the superstructural representation of events is very much in a binary format once the substructural representation is adequately disclosed, be that either covertly or implicitly and/or overtly or explicitly. Arguably, substructural considerations of presuppositions, pre-conditions and conditions, more often than not, are already accepted as understood on the understanding that such necessary substructural feature are tacitly pre-understood and do not currently stand in the need of further explication. So, once this tacit aspect is understood, then the superstructural proposition can be articulated, suitably appreciated, and, therein and thereafter, be suitably ascribed with a truth determination with a sufficiently high probability that its propositional representation will also take on a definitive form like the formation of the presented historical facts in question, albeit as also needing to be regarded as provisional on the philosophical basis that we have no access to nor do we have a need for either absolutistical indubitability or absolutistical non-indubitability. However, in running on ahead, let me step back in order to clearly articulate the nature of this first axiom and how such decisions will already write up the ensuing idea of what is meant by the expression ‘historical’. (53)


In effect, substructural concerns (such as presuppositions, etc.) must be first definitively represented in order for the superstructural considerations to be similarly constituted in a binary-like fashion. Hence our articulation of factual possibilities in either a positive or negative format. E.g., ‘X either crossed bridge B or did not cross over this bridge B’. The branching in question portending either a positive fact or a negative fact if and only if we can assume the substructure to be correctly formulated as a fact in its own right and that we can evidentially determine the ‘historical truth’ of this imputed event or non-event. I.e., that there is this person ‘X’ and this bridge ‘B’ and ‘X could have crossed this bridge’, etc. In other words, both ‘X’ and ‘B’ must be presuppositional facts for a possibly non-defective definitive-like reading and a definitive-like truth determination of this superstructural proposition that ‘X crossed over bridge B, or, did not cross over this bridge B’. With this need for definitive-likeness, and not arguing for an absolutistical definitiveness per se, we can formulate a first axion of relative definitiveness as follows:

1. Upon a relatively definitive basis, a proposition to be a proposition must be relatively definite in its logical structure, and, where through an adequate process of truth determination can then become a statement (in a sixth trans-cognitively ordered characterization) in either a positive or negative format given, historically, that historical-propositions as historical-statement could not be envisaged otherwise.
 (54)


So, e.g., we inevitably find that the interrogative proposition asking, ‘did Julius Caesar cross the Rubicon?’ as being traditionally treated as possessing both a definitive substructural basis and superstructural overlay that is then judged to be in a non-defective propositional form.
 Most historians would then go on to state that it has a positive truth determination lending itself to the statement that ‘Julius Caesar did cross the Rubicon’ (along with what that historically transgressive act is read to entail). (55)


But lived-experience in our understanding of lived-reality is not so easy ‘to dissect and put back together’, etc. Facts as ‘facts’ have no existence as those ‘specific facts’ when presented without a reasonable degree of both superstructural and contextual contextualization. Otherwise, we are dealing with ‘pseudo-facts’ of ‘factoids’ (much beloved, e.g., by the creators and disseminators of conspiracies). Or ‘quasi-facts’ as only belonging to a certain restricted frame of reference within the general classification of the world as understood as falling within the open-ended expression, say, of ‘the world at large’. E.g., Father Xmas only has a true factual existence within the mythical frame of reference pertaining to the cultural myth of ‘Father Xmas’. So, e.g., we might say it is true that ‘Father Xmas has a red coat and white beard’ given that this mythical frame of reference is already understood, and, indeed, is well-understood to be currently configured in that manner. (56)


But ‘facts can wander a little so to speak’ given that in their thematization and reassembly we would find ourselves presented with a certain situation in need of a greater degree of interpretation. So, e.g., the proverbial ‘dead body found in the library’ would immediately set us up to ask, ‘was this death natural or an accident, or, contrived through an act of suicide or murder?’ An invitation to go on a frolic usually termed as a ‘murder mystery’ even if, on some literary occasions, it should turn out to be mis-badged as a ‘murder’. In other words, from a certain cluster of facts in a certain apparent context we are invited to formulate an historical interpretation of the factual set containing the series of events whose sequencing will invite the finer interpretation of the details of that overall interpretation, and v.v. This will then allow us to proffer an ‘overall interpretation’ of that set of factual events, and, usually, in conjunction with its description, ascribe a certain probability to the apparent veracity of that same interpretation. A probability that would either be relatively affirmed or denied in the court of public opinion and where it has the potential to formulate some evolving form of public consensus on such matters. However, behind such processes of interpretative reading we must recognize the imputed nature of the following observation, as a second axiom of historical interpretation:  

2. That from any apparent set of facts an infinitude of interpretations is possible, and, where not one interpretation, hypothetically, can have exactly the same probability as any other interpretation (unless analytically equated as such). (57)


Of course, on closer scrutiny some interpretations can rule themselves out on logical grounds, e.g., through presence of non-resolvable contradictions, etc. Where other interpretations can be ruled out on the grounds of apparently breaking so-called ‘natural laws’ or invoking other forms of improbability by, e.g., invoking aliens or ghosts, or other highly improbable ‘improbabilities’, etc. But, the residue left, theoretically, is infinite in number, although, in practical terms, the interrogative manner as to how such an assembly of facts is presented should considerably limit which interpretations are ‘more fit’ to be presented as reasonable representations of the events imputed to have occurred within that factual assemblage. Moreover, the recognition of this manner of presented-representation will also determine how well, or how ‘fit’, we might regard the interpretation being put forward as the more successful and ‘true’ candidate, i.e., as supplying the correct ‘statement’ to make on such matters. (58)

Of course, for us as pragmatic philosophers, and not as incorrigible or deplorable philo-sophists, ever framing such matters is the necessary qualification that all interpretations should be treated as ‘provisional’ despite their ascribed probability of being factually true, they can never attain a probability of ‘one’, i.e., a truth status that possesses a one hundred percent factual accuracy unless defined as such analytically. Hence the following third axiom of historical interpretation:

3. That all truth determinations pertaining to the interpretation of historical events must be treated as if ‘provisional’ despite the degree of evidential support mustered in either positive or negative forms of reasoning. (59)


But the role of the historian is not to present a ‘lengthy series of hedged bets’ but to spell out in reasonably definitive terms ‘just what they believe happened’. Hence this fourth axion of historical interpretation titled ‘Expediency’:

4. For practical reasons of expediency, in the pursuit of working historical interpretations, provisional qualifications must be either overlooked and/or overridden just as the provisional nature of presuppositions, etc., are already being either overlooked and/or overridden. (60)


Hence these four, hypothetical ‘observations’ in the form of a series of four axioms of historical interpretation, namely, in a compressed reading that could be read to state: 

1-4. That a factual presentation must be presented in a definitive-like binary format in order to ascertain a definitive-like set of truth determinations; a truth determination as pertaining to a certain interpretation selected from an infinite set of possible interpretations, where each putative interpretation would possess its own apparent and approximate probability, but, where no one ascribed probability can be equal to any other probability other than through their analytical equation; where all interpretations must be treated as provisionally non-definitive; whilst this provisional circumscription would need to be overlooked through the necessities of a working expediency just as the provisional treatment of the presuppositional basis, etc., is similarly being either overlooked and/or overridden.

 









          (61)


Now, from this integrated axiomatic reading of historical interpretation just what ramifications could be educed, i.e., namely, either present implications, future consequences and/or past forms of historical conformity in regards to prior modes of historical interpretation and treatment, etc? (62)


That the determination of historical interpretation is quite a complex, dialectical affair where ‘we give with one hand and take with the other’, but, somehow ‘find more on our plate than what we began with’ despite such circumscriptions, qualifications, erasures, clarifications, cancellations, oversights, the overridings of our initial readings, etc. All in all, a ‘delicate dance where we hope to move to a more interesting or better lit section of the dance floor, where we might see better and be better seen, and so on…’ (63)


Where a definitive binary format is tempered by the fact that from one set of circumstances we could, theoretically, read and argue for any number of interpretations albeit with varying degrees of probability, believability, possibility, and so on. I.e., a variety of interpretations with an equal variability in their imputed probability
 (on the hypothetical understanding, from a principle of an absence of perfect, non-relative equality, that no one probability should ever be equated) (except for reasonable reasons of a requisite expediency). (64)


That, moreover, on the grounds of the provisional nature of truth determination, etc., we must treat all determinations as provisional in character, even though, as a working disciplinarian, say, as an historian, they must ever overlook or override the same for practical reasons of expediency. Yes, all truth determinations should be treated as provisional, because the imputed relationship between things could be different, but, because such a qualification needs to be duly sidelined, it behooves the serious disciplinarian to either overlook and/or override such provisional qualifications. The historian must work in the secular world and proffer interpretations and advice that befits the more practical nature of our residency in that inescapable realm of experience. Where the dissemination of history, as we should well know, can have differential consequences for all parties subjected to the ensuing consequences of such decision-making. (65)

But, if truth be told, they must be already doing just that with the presuppositional substructures of their topic, namely, downplaying the provisional nature of truth determination, unless more accessible parts of that substructure, in turn, are being called into question. So, therein and thereafter, we need ‘to preach what we already practice’, namely, the necessity involved in our either overlooking and/or overriding such considerations of the provisional nature of interpretative experience as applied to substructural considerations and as are also going to be applied to our working through superstructural considerations. Hence the decision trees involved in our appreciation of the putative truth conditions of our historical interpretations. Where, obviously, contextual considerations must play a considerable role in how we continually need to re(-)interpret these interpretations of historical representations, and so on. (66)


That in marveling at such lengthy feats of interpretation we must be surprised at just how often we are apparently right in how we get our understandings from these histories of the past, the present, and the future, and, how, on other occasions we can get things so entirely wrong despite a succession of anomalies that should have been registered as an indication of a more problematic process of interpretation.
 However, despite such limitations imposed upon the very nature of the human condition, still, we more often than not get to find ‘more being left on our plate’ than we have had to excise through the insightful recognition of various defects in our interactions with these virtual historical situations rather than instituting the dismissal of the whole edifice currently under this scrutiny in truth determination. (67)          


However, on a deeper level of explication it is obvious that we must be quite beholden to these various types of decision that we might think are necessary for the very operation of an historical discipline or some other discipline. That to think otherwise, we would have the constitution of a different discipline, but, as disciplinary actors must appear on the same stage, a variety of social and disciplinary pressures would be exerted to keep those same actors on that ‘same stage’ even if not on the same side of that stage, or, to advance one set actors to the front of that stage and relatively relegate some other fraternity towards the scenery or the wings. (68)


I would like to argue that this type of axiom is not so much ‘representative’ but more ‘explicative’, more a ‘heuristic device’ rather than a ‘picturing of reality’, still, in whatever fashion we might like to present such ‘decision-making’ such ‘decisions’ can be altered without doing away with this need for such decisions in the first place. But, that this very recognition of this need for decision-making is more than enough for us to stand back and take a more critical, and potentially radical, way of re(-)looking at such presuppositional substructures necessarily present in the very possibility of our being able to think, to make historical interpretations, perform forms of critical and radical reassessment of the same, preferably through both a joint pragmatic and existential lens that can profitably highlight what else might need to be looked at in and through such a wider, more open form of an exploration both substructurally and superstructurally. (69)


So, what must we find in the course of such explorations? ‘Networks of decision-making’ that need to be either addressed or either overlooked and/or overridden. Disciplinarians are very good at the latter and not so quick to explore the territory beneath their own feet and which informs the very basic of how they form their disciplinary intentions in the first place. But, surely, in understanding how things are put together we might be more mindful at just how such things are being put together and how they could be put together more successfully? Still, such a distinction reminds me of the fact that in ‘the simple eating of sausages’ we do not need to know how they were put together, yet, for health reasons it might well be time to enquire as to just how such processes were being orchestrated and supervised. The moral of this observation could also be subtly shifted in a direction where, if things were not working out too well, then it might be time to better understand how they were being put together in the first place in the hope of either rectifying or deconstructing or re(-)normalizing what is already being problematically found to hand. Indeed, potentially re-writing in a radical manner our various understandings or misunderstandings of what was ‘apparently’ taking place… and finding, through such shifts in the overall narrative, how such disciplinary efforts might be able to be more efficiently, effectively, and efficaciously re-directed?
 (70)








         N.T, Wentworth Falls, 20.1.23.

6. Appendix B: The Necessary Invocation of a Fifth Axion and a Sixth Axiom


We live in this world at large, in this world of the inescapable presence (and absence
) of the other, where our aspirations are only expedited through the relevant processes of arbitration exercised by this world of the other as enacted through a mix of overt and covert conventions, in a diverse world with a complex array of contracts underpinned by a compactual realm,
 and so on. Into such a human ‘space’ we have the choice to perceive, or, rather, apperceive this world in a trans-relational, existential light in which we find ourselves seeking the mutual enrichment of our relationships versus the relatively non-mutual, non-existential disestablishment, and, sometimes, the wanton destruction of these relationships. This existential apperception of the world at large granted, the necessary implication to be drawn is that in our review of the work of this community of historians, be they either professionals and/or amateurs, or, indeed, yourselves as well, we cannot stand back and refuse to find a form of solidarity with the afflicted or oppressed, with those who are suffering and with those who are finding an amelioration of their current suffering, finding this resonant ‘solidarity’ expressed either in a non-virtual form and/or in a virtual form! (71)


Hence this fifth axiom of historical interpretation, which I will designate as a form of existential ‘identification’,
 where we accept we cannot refuse to be involved, either non-virtually and/or virtually, totally reject the inhuman, ‘high-minded’ pursuit of being forever impartial, no doubt complaining that the time is not yet right to make an informed decision as to what I should feel about a certain situation whose situatedness is marred by either accidental misfortunes, like, e.g., a destructive earthquake, and/or, the political misfortunes, like e.g., the destruction, by missiles or artillery, of homes with people, just like yourselves, still just managing to survive within their shattered embrace, and so on and so forth. (72)


Hence the following formulation of this fifth axiom of historical interpretation:

5. Human ‘solidarity’ demands that we existentially identify, either virtually and/or non-virtually, with those parties who have, are, and/or will historically suffer, etc., be that either in histories of the past, histories of the present, and/or histories of the future. (73)


Being ‘impartial’ does not mean ‘being inhuman, having no relational rapport with others whatsoever, denying our responsibility that we need to look after one another, watch out for each other, and so on’. What being ‘impartial’ is really meant to mean is our ability to suspend judgment on our representation of a certain situation as contextually sited in its apparent situatedness, in the very midst of making such a judgment knowing that such a suspension of the judgmental process cannot be sustained for a moment longer than the momentary extent of that very moment itself. That only through reiteration can this process of appreciation be continued until such a time, a few moments later, when we finally accept the ensuing sweep of the de-suspension of that set of suspensions and assume the full responsibility entailed in either our empathetic identification with that situation or the reasonable deferment of ourselves from our making such a judgment given the genuine absence of the requisite information needed for us to give our consent to the making of a fully informed decision regardless of whether the extent of that ensuing ‘psychic’ intervention is either non-virtual and/or virtual in effect.
 (74) 


The relativistic notion of being impartial is a nonsense. We cannot live within the moment of the (transcendental) suspension. It is all very well to argue that we need to wait for ‘the fog of war’ to lift before the making of an informed decision one way or the other. This axiom of Identification notes that we have an inescapable responsibility to discern what is suitable to entertain in the course of our being in the world with, before, and through others, i.e., discerning what is proper, appropriate, and apposite, and, what is unsuitable, i.e., discerning what is not proper, not appropriate, and not apposite! The simple existential test being the asking of ourselves “just what adds to the ensuing enrichment of the relationship or set of relationships in question versus what disestablishes or, indeed, destroys the richness, if not the existence, of a certain relationship or set of relationships, and, therein and thereby, give either our non-virtual and/or virtual assent to the former and withholding, obviously, our non-virtual and/or virtual assent to the latter. In this process of existential appreciation, we do not need to be directly involved in the relationship or set of relationships under such scrutiny, but, through the very nature of human empathy, we do need to make and take a stand vis-à-vis the exercise of such discrimination. In this regard, we cannot be ‘neutral’ on such topics as colonial expansionism; slavery’ the Holocaust’ racism; neo-liberal forms of corporatized and governmental forms of exploitation; the non-legal, Russo-Ukrainian War aggressively conducted by Russia on the sovereign nation of the Ukraine, and so on. (75)


Now, if we were either inside a burning house or outside the same and we were to see smoke, indicative of a possibly out of control fire, would we wait for the smoke to dissipate before making a decision to flee, or inform the fire brigade, or enquire whether other people were still in this same residence, and so on. Without a doubt, “No!” Existentially, we are moved to respond in a responsible manner regardless of whether our apparent ‘involvement’ in that relationship is either non-virtual or virtual, either direct or indirect, either in a historical moment of the present or in some other time of either the past or the future, regardless of whether that situation is either local or non-local, or global, and so on? In effect, shelving all such excuses! Indeed, we are naturally prompted to both form opinions and act! (76)


It is not natural to have no opinions, and decide to remain ever neutral. Being impartial does not mean refusing to form an opinion, and, when and where suitable, not siding with one of the parties should that party be injured or maligned, threatened or fatally dispatched. Correctly, ‘being impartial’ should mean ‘being prepared to make a judgment by being sufficiently well-informed, with all relevant features being well-represented, and, our being prepared to suspend judgment through some form of mental balance until that judgment is suitably thematized and is honestly able to express itself, and, in turn, is honestly expressed by us, although not necessarily, given the nature of our circumstances, as something to be necessarily expressed before others…
 (77)


Hence the existential import of this fifth axiom of historical interpretation. That from the work developed by either an historian or group of historians, as members in a community of historians, be they historians of either the past, the present, and/or the future, be they either professional or amateurs, indeed, perhaps yourself, if only by default, we should find ourselves in a position to be sufficiently informed that would then allow us to make an existential call as to where our sympathy and empathy should be directed, be that e/valuational formation enacted in either in a non-virtual format and/or in a virtual format… as a responsive form of an existential intervention thematized in a responsible manner as would be judged to be suitable given this reading of that primary relationship in the uniqueness of its relational situatedness. (78)


One might be inclined to suspect that the deeper reasons why members of rightwing fraternities, or member of leftwing assemblies, are reluctant to confront difficult forms of historical reality, be that either in the classrooms of education or in the halls of political power, may well reside in the fact that it calls upon the person to actually identity with such suffering humanity and in finding our own humanity invites a process of change that diminishes the need for an ideologically driven insistence upon some form difference between diverse peoples much to the chagrin of populists, demagogues, nationalists, racists, fascists, authoritarian stooges, bigoted religionists, and so on, who all fear a weakening of their form of an extremist positioning and its replacement by more reasonable forms of commitment that are not indicative of either a pseudo-psychotic over-commitment as an ideologue or as an apathetic instance of under-commitment by those people who refuse to make any form of a stand in the public arena, even if it were through only facing themselves in a mirror. To dismiss, e.g., colonial exploitation or slavery as ‘regrettable’, or as something that was ‘inevitable’, or as ‘just something that happened’… and merely say “why should I feel guilty, or amiss at the occurrence of such events since I was not there?” …is to entirely miss the point of this necessary exercise needed to awaken our conscience perhaps dulled by propaganda, bigotry, a misplaced fearfulness in our experiencing both radical difference and imminent change… when a humane arbitration of such transformational-transitions could, and should, see better existential outcomes for all parties concerned. Moreover, our experience of history cannot be compartmentalized into discreet histories of the past, or the present, or the future… that all the to-be-dreaded forms of non-existentially oriented behaviour, as clear demonstrations of our inhumanity, should not be tolerated regardless of their historical positions in time and space, their occurrences in any culture or creed, and, that our responsiveness to such events should decisively take a responsible turn of heart regardless of whether that form of an envisaged existential intervention be either non-virtually and/or virtually enacted. How could we countenance ourselves otherwise?! Have we no ‘face’, can we not make a stand by at least saying to ourselves, “this is not who I am, and this is not who we should be..!” (79)


This fifth axion, of Identification, is a necessary adjunct to the ‘definitive work’ of the historian (and the ‘definitive work’ of any disciplinarian).
 In our expectations the historian is ‘paid’ to produce and disseminate a ‘final history’, albeit as a ‘final series or set/s of histories’, in whose appreciation we should be able to respond in a responsible manner. Yes, the world is inundated by a deluge of information, but, this observation should not be one more excuse to refuse to be responsible, to abdicate this form of an existential responsiveness, to acquiesce in a continual state of deferment. Our response to such injustice needs to be as equally definitive as the ‘final work’ of the historian be our responsiveness enacted in either non-virtually and/or virtually oriented terms of reference. Albeit ever couched in the qualification that we could be wrong, that we could make a wrong call, misjudge things, despite the recurrent fact of our having to later admit that at various points in time we would be seriously mistaken. But, the fear of making a mistake that prevents us from honestly responding is even more mistaken, indeed, renders us as ever more inauthentic. At least take heart from realizing this fact that we can never be completely mistaken, although the consequences of our having make mistakes could, inadvertently, be quite horrendous. In this regard we should note that just as a person who lies must tell the truth first in order to then change a small detail here and there, and that it must also follow that as no one can completely tell the ‘Truth’ that we must all be party to disseminating forms of misrepresentation, in varying degrees from time to time, albeit in a relatively mundane form given that both the indubitable and the non-indubitable can be neither absolutistically recognized, nor encountered nor engaged, given that this cultural specter of ‘Truth’ could not even be possibly related to in the first place, and v.v. I have found from experience, even the most psychotic of people are still people ‘living in this world’ despite their fantastic misinterpretations of the same. It is still this world that they misinterpret. It is the ‘government’ that is bugging their ‘phone’; it is a ‘satellite’ that is controlling ‘them’; the ‘voices’ they hear must either be ‘God’ or the ‘Devil’, or the ‘CIA’, and so on. We may not fully understand what such people might wish to communicate with us ‘about’, but, we can still recognize that they are trying to communicate ‘something’ that is of interest to ‘them’ that they might think could or should be of interest to ‘us’? As purveyors of non-truths we are all guilty, but, through processes of emendation, as might be realized through rectification, etc., we stand to truly expiate such a hollow form of guilt, discern redemption, promote an enrichment of our relationships that far outweighs the mundanity of the ordinary person through an extraordinariness of the human spirt that will forever surprise us..! (80) 


Reports, not generated through some form of artificial intelligence (AI),
 are holistically stamped by place and time, by the disseminating person or persons, through being shaped by being directed towards an intended audience or audiences, and so on. To dismiss our appreciation of a text as a text that is a mere lie, or as something that cannot be read, or as something that is just too confusing to make sense of… it is to make a nonsense of how we actually live in this world of the other, in this world at large, in this ‘overall world-of-life’. Our mere recognition of a text as a text qua text is already a first step in a process of interpretation. Even if we were to be confronted by a person speaking to us in a foreign tongue that we cannot understand, still, we already comprehend that that person is trying to speak to us… and, soon, it will become obvious to all parties that we are having trouble communicating with each other… and, yet, that process of communication has already started even if were to be all too difficult to continue. On the other hand, if we should find a text, one being spoken to us or as one that could be read, that we find that we can make much better sense of through our engagement with it, then this holistic nature, imprinted in its textual formation and reception, should become progressively more apparent to us through our ongoing engagement with it. At some point in this engagement, we could well come to recognize to what extent this text being engaged is authentically and competently constructed, has the requisite degree of relevant-enrichment in answering our questions that we would expect to be posed by this text as we progressively seek to comprehend its intentional significance. However, even if we were not sufficiently privy to the subtleties of the language of this text or texts being either uttered or read, or we just did not possess enough time or the motivation to further engage their unraveling, still, there is another avenue that could assist us in this task, namely, availing ourselves of the services of a reputable translator. Without a doubt a complex situation, e.g., like that of the Russo-Ukrainian War, could well be found to be quite bewildering and even though Social Media and Traditional Media are disseminating a welter of such information, still, all we need to do is seek out just one person whom we believe to be a ‘reputable commentator’, and, then, hear or read what they have to say. Of course, be prepared to test the nature of your interactions with this person, be that entertained either non-virtually or virtually, to see if what they disseminate is of ‘relevance’ to yourself, is able to ‘enrich’ your current understanding, that this person has the semblance of being someone who is ‘competent; and is ‘authentically motivated’ and ‘is not ideologically driven through forms of obvious over-commitment’ where we would then well suspect the overall tenor of their judgment, and so on. Now, should you find yourself apparently making some progress in the guidance being afforded by this ‘reputable’ translator you could always, along the way, then listen to or carefully read the work of some other reputable translator, who in their own way, might be able to further enrich this process of insight-formation. Just as dedicated historians, through their definitively seeking for a ‘final history’, proffer their ‘qualified’ insightfulness for both their audiences and their readers, and, as all earnest pragmatic disciplinarians, in their own fields of expertise, also proffer an enhanced experience of solidarity, likewise, for both their audiences and their readers… be that received in either a non-virtual semblance or in a virtual sense through the open, empathetic being of ‘ourselves’ finding both a responsive-responsibleness and a responsible-responsiveness in ‘our’ passage through this world at large, both individually and collectively….
 (81)


Now, in the light of the above we can formulate a sixth axion which I will nominate under the heading of ‘Proximity’, namely, that the ensuing virtual-non-virtual tenor of the moral response realized under the auspices of the fifth axion is naturally reflective of the psychic distance or the lack of psychic distances between the parties to a certain definitively perceived, or apperceived, moral situation. So, e.g., we should well be shocked at Russian aggression in the Russo-Ukrainian War, but, for Ukrainian patriots it meant either directly enlisting in the Ukrainian Army or assisting the same by whatever means would contribute, either directly or indirectly, some form of assistance to the former. For most Europeans countries, however, it has meant generously donating military equipment and finance to assist the Ukrainian war effort. For many, if not most Australians, it has meant sympathizing with the Ukrainians, but, from the perspective of the Australian government it has meant donating, currently, 90 Bushmaster protected mobility vehicles, along with the providing of critical training to the Ukrainian troops through a contingent of 70 ADF personal being sent to the UK.
 The definitive nature of the moral response, argued for from the perspective of the fifth axiom takes, under the sixth axiom, a characteristic virtual-non-virtual complexion, on a ‘spectrum’ in keeping with the psychic distance being entertained between the moral situation under focus and the parties in question. Hence this sixth axion could be formulated as follows:

6. In the eliciting of a definitively responsible moral response, such responsiveness will naturally take either a non-virtual complexion and/or a virtual complexion in keeping with the proximate distance for that party or parties concerned in relation to the location of that moral situation in its apparent situatedness. (82)


In this regard, we can assume an intentional priority in the formation of a virtual response, but, if one were a concerned party in closer proximity to the location of that moral situation we could naturally assume such a response would soon take on a relatively more non-virtual character, and, that, in aggregate, a larger number of such placed individuals, communities, organizations, and institutions would take on that characteristic type of a stance and through such means channel their collective moral expression of their ethical response accordingly. (83)


This sixth axiom also reflects a more natural understanding of ethical responsiveness. The closer we are to someone the more concerned we would normally be about them. Then, from the locality of such ethical regionalism we could expand this ‘concern and care’ to take on a more universalistic type of ethical openness to others.
 All in all, a more natural way for ethical concern and care to be developed and expressed. (84)


In hindsight, we could say that these six tentative axioms occur as three sets of pairs noting, respectively, the definitive nature of the historical landscape, the demand for a definitive reflection of the same on an interpretive landscape by the historian, and, a definitive moral landscape along with a responsiveness that reflects such apparent clarity. Where such ‘clarity’ is tempered, in turn, by the bewilderment of a multitude of interpretations and their all too often being couched in a convenient form of spin, the knowledge that everything needs to be treated as provisional despite such apparent clarity, and, the moral observation that not everyone ‘gets it’ in terms of being able to thematize an existentially oriented process of responding, a deontological-like acceptance of their ‘apparent’ responsibility, and the enaction of a moral responsiveness in keeping with such ‘definitively’ apperceived patterns of moral ideation. But, lest we go too far and stray beyond pragmatically defined parameters, either heading off in a direction of deontologically oriented ‘overcommitment’ or being more ‘under-committed’ to an observing of matters that are ‘merely expedient’, a certain degree of balance could be successfully expedited through the taking of an ‘ironic reading’ of such apparent ‘definitiveness’, be that either historical, interpretative (to this definitive readings of the ‘historical’), and/or ethically (through an apposite moral responding, responsibility and responsiveness to the presentations of the former). An ironic approach to such ‘readings’ may well supply both the necessary ‘distance’ and ‘rapport’ for the suitable expression of our duly delivered ‘concern and care’..? (85)


      Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 16.2.23.

7Z. A Pragmatic History?  
Part II: A Non-History of Histories:

Discerning a Methodological Confirmation 

That the Discipline of Historical Research Can Be Conducted through 

A Viable, Qualified, Anti-Representational, Pragmatic Philosophy 

That is also an Example of a Positive Nihilism, Is Deontologically Inclusive, and,

Preferably, Can Be Existentially Re(-)Interpreted, Engaged, and Enacted as Such…

0. Pre-Introduction and Introduction

In a series of six presentations, namely, 7V, 7W, 7X, 7Y, and 7Z Parts I & II, the theme of developing a pragmatic approach to the discipline of history has been further explored and developed. In this specific essay, 7Z: Part II, I will summarize my arguments for the viability of a pragmatic history, modeled on a pragmatic philosophy, as developed through these essays. To begin, I will further explore, in-depth, the historical dimensions of the historical before turning to the non-historical dimensions of this discipline as a ‘discipline’ qua ‘pragmatically conducted discipline’ with the implication that this discipline, like all disciplines, can only be suitably conducted through the application of a pragmatic approach, be that understanding exercised either advertently and/or inadvertently. (86)


First, I will invoke a momentary approach to understanding the nature and interrelationship between historical continuities, discontinuities and non-continuities. (87)

Second, I will link this understanding of continuities, etc., with a trimodal modeling of an imputational economy in order to explore the relative anti-representational dimension that should be entailed in the development of any pragmatic exposition. (88)


Third, this will allow us to segue into an enriched appreciation of just what is entailed in any discipline seriously exploring the world at large through a critical-radical appreciation of a pragmatic disposition. (89)


To conclude, in the form of provisional conclusions, etc., I will unravel the existential complexion of a pragmatic disposition as a template for how all forms of disciplinary behaviours are to be better cultivated in order to more successfully explicate an ensuing relevant-enrichment through the requisite utilization of suspensions, etc., to be exercised within the secular orbit of their applications. (90)

1. A Definitive and Momentary Understanding of Historical Time, etc.


In Part I it was argued that historical events have a definitive structure, and, our historical accounts should reasonably reflect and closely represent these definitive sequential shapings of those historical events. That historical events are collectively shaped both naturally and through intent, and, that our substructural understandings of such presuppositions, pre-conditions, and conditions have already reflected such a definitive logicalization of these substructural structural-functions prior to a more overt, definitive-like re(-)structuring of the ensuing superstructural accounting of such historical phenomena. That despite a qualification of provisional treatment, historical expedience demands a similar definitive reconstruction and representation of those historical events, albeit with this qualification that we forever have a ‘work in progress’, that such work is currently a ‘final report’, but, that with the realization of relevant information contrary to this current process of interpretation that such research would then be amended accordingly.
 (91)


That, in effect, the historian should aim for an ‘alignment’, ‘realized through an economy of re(-)alignment’,
 between the imputed, definitive nature of historical events and their representation/s by that ‘reputable’ historian.
 I.e., a matching of structural-functions between the first axion of historical interpretation and the fourth axion of historical interpretation once the third axion of historical treatment is relatively disposed of through some form of an overlooking and/or an overriding of the merely provisional status of such research. That, in this regard, with respect to the second axiom of historical interpretation, as an interpretative process conducted in the midst of an infinitude of interpretative possibilities, the demand for the more competent interpretation, if not the most competent interpretation, be explicated in such a manner that it does the better, if not the best justice to both the nature of such research and the nature of that topic itself as well as demonstrating both the authenticity and competency of either that sole disciplinarian or that group of disciplinarians directly involved in the collective thematization and dissemination of that research in question. (92)


As the absolutistical presentation of either an indubitable knowledge and/or an indubitable non-knowledge are both equally untenable by virtue of the fact that we cannot perfectly appropriate or perfectly non-appropriate such impossibilities, be that presentation exercised from the point of view of one perspective or from an infinitude of perspectives, it follows that such impossible presentations should be completely discounted as totally untenable. Hence the third axiom of historical interpretation that states ‘that all apparently tenable forms of treatment must and should be regarded as ‘provisional’.’ (93)


Are we correct to impute this apperceptive observation that all historical events are definitively shaped? In this regard, we do not need to invoke an impossible ‘binary economy’ on the grounds that we invoke a form of historical indeterminacy, but, once a decisive form of resolution has occurred, the same can be considered as having occurred decisively along binary-like lines, etc., once such historical indetermination of future occurrences has been resolved one way or the other. Metaphorically, we could say ‘that history cannot walk down both sides of the proverbial street… once it starts walking!’ But, does such an understanding still apply to those situations that have more than two possible modes of resolution, or, in those situations where we find qualitative gradations as outcomes in the presenting phenomena. E.g., if we were to come to a T-shaped intersection and we were to keep on walking and we were not to entertain the retracing of our steps, then it would follow that just two choices in direction could be taken up. On the other hand, in coming to a juncture of two streets at right angles to each other we could either go left or right, or straight ahead, or retrace our steps, or just stop and not move on at all. However, once such decisions are enacted and followed through then it is obvious that such responses made at that intersection are definitively enstructured. However, could the same understanding be considered in responses that enact a small qualitative, almost near insignificant shift, say, in either the boiling or cooling of liquids with temperatures at some distance from those chaotic transformational-transitions that would be distinctively enacted at either those boiling points or freezing points?
 (94)

To suitably resolve this type of question, dealing with qualitatively oriented transformational-transitions, I will have to treat all moments in time as discretely momentary by nature. In physical terms of reference, we could do this at the Planck level of indeterminacy. Or, in intentional terms of reference we could do this in terms of the time it takes for a subconsciously oriented epistemological process to irrupt into more consciously aware forms of intentional reception and trans-intentional appreciation (judgment). (95)

The hypothetical importation of such relatively discrete-like moments would then note that in each and every such interval a chaotic process of re-direction has occurred with a minute difference forming in each moment that is as distinctively different in constitutional terms as a more obvious form of a chaotic transformational-transition, say, in the formation, from liquid water, of either steam or ice. Where moments are viewed as ‘momentary’, but, must not be treated as discretely isolated from each other. Instead, being seen more as momentary discontinuities upon a more basic, underlying form of continuity. This apperceptive observation now lets me segue back to a re(-)consideration of continuities, discontinuities, and non-continuities as discussed earlier in this sequence of six presentations dealing with the implicit question ‘can we have a pragmatic history?’ (and, if so, could it act as a pragmatic template for each and every discipline?). (96)


These three types of sequencing can be considered to be part of the same economy. E.g., to have a dis-continuity you have to propose the prior formation of a continuity. Or, e.g., to have a non-continuity you have to have the formation of a dis-continuity that takes on the chaotic novelty of a non-continuity, etc. Moreover, as an economy we can also define these three terms as correlatives with the implication that any one term is equal to the joint negation of the other two parties. Furthermore, the dialectical nature of these economic correlativities is such that they also need to be treated as co-associated in terms of their temporal interactions, their overall sense and semblance of a relationship, their relational situatedness, and so on. I.e., that they must co-occur within the temporal orientations of past, present, and future in addition to those considerations that regarded the future orientation as being predominantly characterized by continuities, the past by discontinuities, and the present by the existential-like advent of non-continuities. Given these perspectives, and their subtleties of emphasis, etc., let me explore through analogies how we might better understand these different forms of sequencing, i.e., reiterative continuities, iterative discontinuities, and re-iterative non-continuities. (97)


Two analogies come to mind. Imagine getting out of the bath and from a vase of roses a petal falls on to the surface of that bathwater. The plug has not been pulled and the petal moves backwards and forwards without travelling in any set direction. Here we have an image of continuity. The plug gets pulled, and before too long the petal is travelling towards the plughole, moving either directly towards the falling water or on a slight curve towards the same. Here the image can be understood as paralleling a discontinuity by virtue of no longer moving more or less at random in small increments but now taking on a distinctive difference by moving towards plughole. The petal picks up speed near this plughole, rotates about it for a few moments and then is suddenly gone with its two-dimensional motion now taking on a three-dimensional exit in the falling water going down the drainpipe. Here this image can be seen to parallel a non-continuity given its re-direction from a two-dimensional state of floating to a three-dimensional status of making a sudden exit with the disappearing bathwater. (98)


As a second image we can imagine using a garden hose. Say the hose is rolled up near the tap. If the tap is not turned on and remains not turned on then we have a continuity. Similarly, if turned on and left on but not unrolled we also have a continuity. However, if the hose is turned on, unrolled and then pointed we have, in effect, a discontinuity. Then, to demonstrate the advent of a chaotic non-continuity we could slowly turn the tap on and note when the water no longer takes on a smooth linear-like flow to become turbulent and irregular in its exit from the hose.  Such turbulence indicates the initiation of a chaotic phase. Turning the tap on a bit further we may well find the return of a smooth exiting of the water is now suggestive, once again, of a non-chaotic discontinuity rather than a continued period of chaotic turbulence. (99)


To further analogue these three sequential forms of iteration, we could also argue that only with the prior formation of continuity could we then have either discontinuities or non-continuities. However, dialectically, we also need to be able to argue for the reverse, i.e., from either discontinuities or non-continuities we can return to an overall state of continuity, etc. (100)


However, such metaphorical imagery breaks down when we attempt to understand the dialectical co-existence of these three orientations as co-existing and only presenting themselves when subject to some form of relative preferencing/de-preferencing, (on par with ordered dynamics or the status of an imputational economy, and where the latter will soon be invoked to better understand the dialectics involved in an economy of continuity [which can equally be branded as an ‘economy of discontinuity’ or an ‘economy of non-continuity’ depending of which correlative emphasis in currently in question]). (101)


Now, returning to a momentary modelling of change we could invoke a chaotic transformational-transition between each and every moment, but, where the system as a whole, more often than not, would merely observe, and be observed, as maintaining a lengthy period of continuity. Occasionally, discontinuities would appear, and, sometimes, some of those ‘discontinuities’ would be seen to have taken the chaotic-like characteristics of a distinctive process of non-continuity. That, by such momentary re(-)iterations we could account for the co-existence of both continuities, discontinuities and non-continuities co-existing as economic correlativities whilst being able to notice more one over the others through those periods when they would appear to possess a different degree of emphasis. Indeed, possibly portend which time orientation we might also be co-considering. (102)


In effect, sketching out a corollary (through economic complexification) of the archetypal economy as a basis for the simultaneous explication of an economy of imputation through which we can then focus on the anti-representational import and impact both present and presented through the auspices of that pragmatically viewed economy of imputation. Let me look more closely at these links and the overall argument being expedited here. (103)


Moment by moment, the economy in question is perpetuated through the maintenance of all correlative factors. Through different internal and external degrees of emphasis we then get to perceive different aspects of this ‘economy of continuity’, etc. So, e.g., if chaotic phenomena only pertain to the level of the momentary itself, we are then presented with only an external period of continuity. Or, if a disruption is incrementally orchestrated but does not portend the novelty of a non-continuity then we are left with the apparent presentation of a discontinuity only. However, should the chaotic institute a novel form of change then we are presented with the apparent arising of a process of non-continuity. (104)


Now, can we meaningfully link this momentary reading of an economy of continuity (or as economies of either discontinuity or non-continuity) with the trimodal economy of imputation in which we can dialectically observe these three correlative phases of the first level of suspended non-extrapolation of the relevant imputations versus the second level of the suspended extrapolation of the relevant imputations versus the third level of the non-suspended extrapolation of the content of those imputations in question? I believe so. Let me explain. (105)


The third level, involving pre-critical pretreatment, would mirror both hermeneutical continuity and the apparent semblance of the future. The operative mechanism here would be ‘rectification’ as a form of error mitigation as we chose the appropriate genres of behaviour required for our research and find a positive approbation in terms of their apparent utility, etc. (106)


The second level, involving critical treatment, would mirror both phenomenological discontinuity and the apparent semblance of a past orientation. The operative mechanism here would be ‘deconstruction’ as a form of error correction as we chose properly constructed logical approaches to the topic now both to hand and being conventionally handled in a critical manner. (107)


Then, from a first level, occasions would arise when we would directly witness relatively chaotically oriented phenomena whose apparent novelty would institute non-continuities, preferably through an existential orientation and in a manner able to witness the relatively radical should it arise, and, how such radical themes or memes can then become conventionally re-appropriated materials in their own right through relatively speculative processes of conventional re(-)normalization enacted as educated guesses that both promote such novel phenomena and reintegrate such novelty back into that co-associated substructural framework, etc. (108)


In effect, dialectically emphasizing or de-emphasizing these three dialectical ‘levels’, respectively, of representation, presentation, and re-presentation, and, where the latter orientation can also be read as anti-representational in its orientation. Let explain how we can also read an economic re-presentationalism as also a pragmatic anti-representationalism. (109)


In the orientation of this first level, we entertain both the suspension and the non-extrapolation of imputational content. In effect, we are being relatively non-ideological in orientation, as treating the chaotic nature as existentially oriented, as implying, either directly or indirectly, an immaterial-like nihilism where through the lack of uni-modal and bi-modal philosophical thinking we are, in effect, entertaining a realm without substantial identity, as beyond both mere processes of rectified representation and sheer processes of a deconstructed presentation, and where the re(-)self-organized power of this non-substantial simulation of the relationship to hand can be further explored as the operative mechanism for delivering a suitable form of an existentially oriented response over the course of our involvement in a certain situation, etc. (110)


Hence these various pragmatic aspects as entailed in my integrated vision of a pragmatic prospect, be that either philosophical or historical in application or the exercise of any other reputably expedited discipline. I.e., implying the invocation and integration of a positive, nihilistic anti-representationalism; a suitably responsive existentialism; a non-exclusively based de-ontological treatment of relational resolution that also implicates the utilization of either pragmatical and/or aesthetical contributions without being merely expedient or merely acting as a stylist, and so on. (111)


To reiterate these same points, we can note that processes of relational resolution enacted from the perspective of the relationship itself, in a pro-relational identification with that relationship in its relational situatedness, rather than with an identification with any one or more of the relational participants in that relationship, is an existentially oriented type of response. From this anti-representational sense of perspective, we are operating, hopefully, from a reasonably pre-informed basis that through suspension could also be characterized as essentially non-ideological in orientation. That, from an emergent perspective, from a relational differential or relational excess in e/valuational formation, we should be able to form an understanding as to how an ensuing mix of continuities, discontinuities, and non-continuities, as realized through forms of existential intervention, through the auspices of the relationship itself, in its situatedness, have the power to assist us in making our passages through this world at large, both individually and collectively, in a manner that creates a richness and amplifies an already present enrichment in e/valuational formation. Hence the external empowerment of a relationship to re(-)direct patterns of productive and profitable responsiveness in this world at large along with an internal enfranchisement of that same relationship to similarly create and expand such forms of relevant enrichment. Thence this understanding that such existentially oriented empowerment and enfranchisement of our relationships has the ability to productively and profitably alter the directedness of those same relationships for the overall benefit of those participants through such re(-)self-organized and re(-)directed beneficial engineering of those relationship in question. That by existentially re(-)directing such relationships through an altered mix of continuities, discontinuities and non-continuities such relationships through such re(-)self-organized instances of intervention have this power to create, preserve, and conserve the positive, relational enrichment of those same relationships. (112)


As noted, an existentially oriented stance is relatively non-ideological. Through suspension we bracket, put out of action, without absolutistically cancelling such relational inputs and outputs… that which is to be enacted in and through a harmonic process of an ongoing resolution conducted in such a manner where, through relatively non-obstructed  processes of deconstruction, an automatic process of reconstitution oversees the relevant enrichment of the relationship in its relational situatedness through the requisite alterations in trajectories required to arise from the ensuing mix of continuities, discontinuities, and non-continuities enacted in and through this more attuned process of relational responsiveness and responsibility. That this relatively non-ideological attunement is also conducted from a perspective of an anti-representationalism, and v.v., given their effective identification in such matters. I.e., through suspension, in a first level of a suspended non-extrapolation of imputations, we empower our relationships to operate on our behalf, and, at the same time, they empower us to existentially intervene in a manner more conducive to the positive enrichment of our relationships. Furthermore, it should be noted that such ethically oriented enrichment, primarily centered in the deontological, but not non-inclusive of either aesthetical and/or pragmatical contributions, is ‘regional’ in its initial orientation through starting with the primary relationship in question and then progressing to less important relationships that become more and more inclusive and, thereby, become more universal in scope, albeit as if by default.
 (113)

2.  A Pragmatic Reading of Imputations, etc.


Now, let me briefly reargue for these key-points that characterize my vision of the pragmatic and its re(-)constitution of the pragmatic prosect of a reputable discipline along with its close economic connections to an economy of imputations conceived of in the trimodal format as already indicated. (114)


The philosophical underpinnings of any discipline should be viable! I.e., they should not be foundered upon the impossible formulations of either a uni-modalism or bi-modalism. Likewise dismissing both relativism and absolutism, and the ideologies of all similar miscreants be they either acting as ‘deplorables’, or worse, ‘incorrigibles’.
 That all ideological forms of treatment should be recognized as a form of extremism in the absence of a suitable process of suspension, etc. (115)


Equally untenable are extremist forms of ideology based upon the excessive imbalance of non-suspended positionings arrived at through either over-commitment or under-commitment in either ontological or epistemological terms of reference! As discussed elsewhere, such over-commitment, etc., is instrumental in the formation of a pseudo-psychosis (if not also potentially instrumental in unsettling a more entrenched form of psychosis). (116)


Hence the important role of suspensions as the ‘glue’ that holds the pragmatic disposition in place, but, more dynamically, if not ‘explosively’, can also re-direct behaviours in a manner that is demanded of us in existentially oriented patterns of instigated relational intervention arising through re(-)self-organization of the simulated representation of those relationships ‘themselves’ so to speak. (117)


I also used the expression ‘qualified’ to indicate that I am not proposing a ‘pure’, stand-alone form of anti-representationalsim, but, a dialectical version in an economic relationship with qualified forms of representationalism and presentationalism. Hence the whole concept of relegation is reconfigured in a dialectical form, paralleling the three levels of imputation in an imputational economy without the undue emphasis on any one correlative aspect over another, except on a relatively subtle ‘needs only basis’. So, e.g., in a situation where undue emphasis has been placed on either representation and/or presentation then an anti-representational countering is called for. But, then, at the end of the metaphorical day, a dynamic balance needs to be restored between these three qualified forms of correlativity within the ‘qualified anti-representational economy’ (which must be confusing for some non-dialectically oriented ideologues given that this economy of imputation can also equally be called a ‘qualified representational economy’ or a ‘qualified presentational economy’
). (118)


I have also stressed the fact that I note a difference between the fourth trans-cognitive order of the ‘pragmatical’ and the invocation of a ‘pragmatic’ philosophy, ever- resisting the temptation of reducing the latter to merely a matter of pragmatical expediency. Hence my insistence that the pragmatic, in its primary role of e/valuational formation, through the harmonic moment of resolution being centered in the third trans-cognitive order of deontological judgment, is primarily deontological in complexion and secondarily inclusive of either aesthetical and/or pragmatical inputs (and potential tertiary inputs form the other three remaining trans-cognitive orders of the first order of the phenomenologically semantic, the fifth order of the hermeneutic-possibility, and the sixth order of ontical-facticity (or factology
). A form of judgment that may reference so-called ‘ethical principles’ as nothing more that potentially useful ethical guidelines, but, which, if used, have to be suspended along with all other potentially relevant information as preparatory for a fully pre-informed ethical judgment. This deontological aspect is coincident with the compactual dimension underlying contractual phenomena and concerns itself with a range of behaviours that demand an existential stance such as involved in acts of promising, performance of duty, the honoring of obligations, being respectful of others, etc. However, although the existential dimension is centered in the deontological order it must also be inclusive, when and where relevant, of both aesthetical and pragmatical contributions.
 (119)


I have also argued that the anti-representational moment is coincident with the relatively chaotic, existential moment of re-direction, and, is indicative of the positioning of a positive nihilism that does not subscribe to a negative nihilism nor any form of substantialism, non-substantialism or illusionism, materialism, realism, idealism, empiricism, rationalism, dualism, relativism, absolutism, etc., etc. That it is by virtue of this complete absence of either the unchanging or the thoroughly changing that allows us to successfully experience the relativity of change through this dialectical mix of identified continuities, discontinuities, and non-continuities, as they make an appearance for us in the course of intentional experience and its trans-intentional appreciation, etc. Implicating a positive nihilism through the positivity of a productive and profitable existentialization of experience. An existential ‘imperative’ to be experienced through the chaotic, re(-)self-organized nature of the simulation of our relationships centered contragrammatically on the phenomenal-phenomenological center between “‘the simulation of our relationships and ‘the relationships of simulation’.” (120)


On a momentary level we can impute the co-presence of continuities, discontinuities, and non-continuities, whilst, on a more distantly removed basis as indicative, respectively, through a relativity of emphasis, on the temporal orientations of the future, the past, and the present (with the latter in both its non-existential and existential manifestations). Then, from a philosophical perspective, we can reenvisage the same as the productive and profitable realization of a communally based process of relevant-enrichment that is exercised in a re(-)self-organized manner through the competence and authenticity of individuals and their institutions as expedited through the suitable utilization of suspensions and their delivery of non-obstructed de-suspensions as we navigate, negotiate and, most importantly, arbitrate our passages, both individually and collectively, through this world at large. (121)

Hence by such means we arrive at a pragmatic reading of imputations, etc. (122)

3. The Pragmatic Disposition


What is meant by the ‘pragmatic disposition? (123)


We could contrast it with a pragmatical disposition with its emphasis upon the expediency of what is merely useful without taking into account either a deontological reading or an existential reading (that would also include the former).
 (124)


Basically, we wish to take a relatively non-ideological stance, concentrate on what is relatively more productive and fruitful, in effect, give an emphasis to that which is a more successful stance to take in those matters before our current deliberations. In this we could also consider the following mnemonic (based on a ‘pragmatical’ list of words beginning with ‘e’). Asking ourselves if our deliberations and ensuing resolutions that either have been enacted, are being enacted and/or could be enacted are ‘effective’, ‘efficient’, ‘efficacious’, ‘economical’, ‘emendational’, ‘educational’, ‘edificational’, ‘extrapolative’, ‘editing’, ‘explicative’, and so on… in this open checklist of various types of pragmatical consideration. In a contrast, we might like to consider the following list of expressions that could add a certain ‘pragmatic’ weight to our researches, e.g., viable (experiential and enactive, able to be enacted), qualified anti-representationalism (emergent, elusive), positively nihilistic (evanescent; excess, as an existential surplus), pro-relationally oriented (existential and enriching), harmonically oriented resolution (engaging and energizing), and so on. Furthermore, we have a range of other words that are either directly and/or indirectly related to existential topics such as, e.g., enhancement (describing an existential, chaotic, exponential amplification in positive e/valuational formation), embracement (described as a progression from emplacement, to displacement and thence to de-displacement [as realized through a successful and prioritized arbitration of our aspirations]), and emplacement (as devolving from and through our embodiment, embeddedness, embankment [with the world at large]), and other potentially related existential expressions like enrichment, engagement, entitlement (meant in a sense of what we bring to a relationship and what that relationship automatically can confer on us in return), endearment, epiphany, emancipation, enlightenment, enshrinement, and so forth (in whatever manner we might like to interpret such expressions)… (125)


Now, how do such adjectives and adverbs contribute to an existential reading of the historical prospect (and then as a possible pragmatic template for all reputable disciplines?)? (126)

4. Provisional Conclusions, etc. Thematizing an Existential Complexion


What does it mean to entertain both an existential and pragmatic reading of an historical set of events within a certain historical situation in its relational setting of its historical situatedness whether that be conducted in either histories of the past, histories of the future, an/or histories of the present? Using the formula of observation as enacted either passively (in a phenomenology of the past), actively (in a hermeneutics of the future), and/or in an existentialism of the concrete specificity of the present we could reimagine an existential engagement as similarly occurring under the same times of involvement. E.g., in the past orientation, as just noted, our interrogation of historical text is primarily phenomenological (and not hermeneutical unless we need to seriously interpret those same texts that, in the first place, are obviously affected through faulty transmission, lacunae, deliberate forms of misleading re-writing, say, in acts of spin, lying, misguided or poorly informed, misinformed or deceptive editing, etc., whilst also entertaining considerations of either misinformation, disinformation, and/or mal-information or in just being uninformed, i.e., not suitably informed for whatever reason or reasons). Then, through the use of the apparent presence or absence of existential indicators passively determine to what extent that textual situation in its reporting is relatively existential or non-existential in orientation, and, whether the latter is positive, neutral or negatively malevolent in its overall presentation. Then, similarly, in histories of the future we could entertain what genres of behaviour best express those expected trajectories in behaviour and events and to what extent existential predictors indicate a relatively existential reading and outcome or a relatively non-existential outcome and to what extent the latter is positive, neutral or negatively malevolent in its overall presentation. Or, in histories of the present, we could conduct an assessment of the relevant enrichment that is either apparent or absent, and, through the use of existential hallmarks attempt to determine the relative presence or absence of both existential facets or non-existential facets to our explorations, and to what extent the latter are positive, neutral or negatively malevolent in their overall presentation. All in all, what should promise to be an insightful form of scrutiny as we apply these distinctions and work our way through our recognition, encounter and engagement with such virtual features resident in our reading of texts through these contrasting prisms of the relatively existential and the relatively non-existential. (127)


Or, in this regard, we might work in reverse and from our intuitive appreciation of the existential status and the non-existential status of the textual situation in question work our way back to how we might be able to confirm such intuitions through the possible use of applying such indicators, predictors, and hallmarks, and as to whether they progressively confirm or disconfirm such intuitions. (128)


Hypothetically, e.g., this could occur in our existential and non-existential re-readings of a novel, or, the historical passages in a diary, etc., where various reportings are being made (perhaps in a manner that is not so culturally censored?)? (129)


Mention has been made of the relatively definitive nature of facts (and that this observational fact has already been taken into account substructurally, i.e., in terms of the relevant and relatively integrated formulation of its presuppositions, pre-conditions, and conditions. In an ordered analysis, in both cognitive and judgmental trans-cognitive formats where facts are divided between possible facts (as a hermeneutically oriented range of possibilities
) and actual or non-virtual facts (albeit as scoped by considerations of a possible non-indubitability of presentation in which the application of a qualified provisional form of treatment, as per the third axiom of historical interpretation, should and must remain despite a need also for either an expedient overlooking and/or overriding that could and should be in play as per the fourth axiom of historical interpretation). That understood, we also need to understand that facts can be transportable through the correct utilization of transformational rules between supported or supporting frames of reference in distinction to facts, as factoids, that lack a sufficiency of such referential support. Let me examine these additional considerations. (130)


So, facts need this form of referential support, but, can pass between different frames of reference should transformational rules support such transitions. E.g., X is a father (of a son), but, X must also be a son in turn for his father. Therefore, X is both a father and a son as long as the correct frames of reference are correctly applied. Obviously, X is still X regardless of which of these two frames of reference are invoked. Furthermore, it must imply that the existential description of X must include such a variety of inter-transposable reference frames with the further implication that the ‘correctly’ ascribed predications and relations pertaining to any one frame of reference must also be transposable to any other referential frame supported by such transformation rules (and whatever dialectical forms of qualification might also be applicable, say, in terms of age, changes in vocation, alteration in names, manner of dress, modes of self-identification, gender transitioning if present, etc.). (131)


E.g., X is the father of P, and, X is the son of O... implying O as the grandfather of P. E.g., X went to university and got a certain qualification Q. Took up a profession Z, but is now retired, etc. Hence transformations between reference frames, and, transitions in identity within those same frames of reference. For convenience we could refer to both as transformational-transitions. (132)


Truth determinations between transformational-transitions should be seen to take a Tarskian format plus the addition of the requisite evidential means for adequately establishing such conformations (in the reduplicated form of either confirmed and/or verified confirmations and/or verifications as a built-in measure for error correction, etc.). (133)


‘Relatively unsupported facts’ can be referred to as ‘factoids’ and only masquerade as ‘factual’ being more correctly treated as ‘possible factual facts’, i.e., as possible facts in a fifth cognitive/trans-cognitive order where such current reportings cannot be ascribed as actual facts with a sixth ordered cognitive/trans-cognitive status. This assumes, of course, that such an assembly of factual-like material does not self-de(con)struct through forms of deconstruction, etc. That being relatively unsupported may well be demonstrated through an inability to be transposed to other frames of reference that normally would be expected to be there as forms of support. E.g., imagine the following type of scenario which is not something that has been merely imagined. The Russians, during the Soviet era wanted to plant a couple of ‘sleepers’, as a husband and wife, in Canada with the eventual goal of getting them to translocate to the US.
 Identities of dead Canadians were discovered and successfully assumed by these two Russian agents. Eventually they went to France to study and after many years, and having a family, relocated to the US. Even the children of this family did not know that their parent were actually Russians. When the USSR become the Federation of Russia this couple continued to give their allegiance to the ‘Russian state’. Now the point of this anecdote is that given the natural existential richness and ongoing enrichment of experience one would have thought that the referential frames behind such experience would also be similarly ‘saturated’. A few simple questions, directed at the constitution of such reference frames, could well have exposed the relative lack of detail in that same regard. After the exposure of these two ‘sleepers’, the children did remark about how little detail their parents would reinvoke from their ‘past’ and assumed that their earlier histories were all a bit too traumatic for them to wish to recall (and other forms of rationalization to the same effect
). Therefore, in this regard, we can make the following observation ‘that lived-experience is generally saturated, and, co-associated reference frames should be similarly enriched allowing us then to make virtual and non-virtual transformational-transitions with a greater degree of ease in line with general expectations that would normally be associated with such expectations’. So, e.g., X has a son P, and, X is the son of O, and so on. Hence in this present scenario this husband and wife, as ‘sleepers’, had the following predicament to explain to their children re their general lack of relatives both being physically presented to then and/or being mentioned and referred to as such, i.e., as relatives. Either, introduce them to their relatives in Russia which they indirectly did through the sending of gifts at Xmas for the first few years, etc., and/or, invent a back story to explain their relative absence of such relatives. Obviously, either options had its difficulties, and, one must suspect that the American government did better due diligence or some similar degree of research than the Canadian government’s obvious lack of due scrutiny re their own records, etc. (134)


The point being made here is that all relevant referential frames should be seen to be as saturated, if not more so, in lived-reality, that the presentation of the relative simplicity of the factual situation in the referential complexity of its apparent situatedness.
 Moreover, to a great extent, the received facticity of a set or series of events should at least also be as saturated as our expectations, in co-associated referential frames, we would associate with the manner of their presentations (in a presentational frame or frames of reference).
 Or, economically, that the apparent richness of co-associated imputed referential-presentations and imputed factual-representations should be at least similar in standing (or in their understood proportional differences) and in an alignment with and between those usual phenomenal-phenomenological processes of recall and hermeneutical expectations, observing the different, overall temporal orientations between processes of phenomenological presentation and hermeneutical representation along with considerations of a similar degree and manner of an existentially oriented correlativity. Such economic correlativity granted, we can also draw the following implication, that in terms of an existential reading of the received specificity of that situation, be that in either virtual and/or non-virtual terms of reference, if follows that processes of re-presentation should also follow a similar intensity or saturation as the economic correlatives of both phenomenological presentation and hermeneutical representation. (135)


That, also, in line with this implicit imputational economy, in co-identifying the correlative re-presentational aspect with the anti-representational aspect we can easily establish the anti-representationalism of this so-called ‘third moment’ by simply noting that all moments, in their dialectical interactions, are and act as ‘poles’ or ‘polarities’ that just cannot be appropriated, being neither attainable nor obtainable. Hence the anti-representational moment’s non-availability in terms of such an impossible attainment (as an intentional process) and, therefore, its impossible obtainment (as an intentional objective). But, that which applies to any one moment, indeed, can also apply to all three moments. Thence, likewise, the anti-representational-like status of both presentation and representation, and, therefore, the thorough anti-representationalism of the entire economy, any economy, and, in truth, this must apply to each and every economy! (136)


Therefore, to reiterate these previous points, if we were to be asked “just what is both ‘pragmatic’ and ‘anti-representational’ about the specific attitude entailed within this style of disciplinary positioning how should we definitively reply (in disciplinary terms of reference, be that, say, philosophically, historically, scientifically, etc.?)?” (137)


We could answer, economically, that no dialectically constituted economic ‘moment’ can be definitively approached and appropriated in and on its own terms of reference, i.e., because it just cannot be attained and obtained because such an impossible to reach ‘pole’ or ‘polarity’ just cannot be related to purely in those impossible terms of reference, being neither recognized nor encountered nor engaged as such!
 That only in their economic collectivity can these poles be registered and, therein and thereafter, be relatively preferenced or de-preferenced subtly (as is argued to be the basis for all ordered forms of interpreted experience). Furthermore, this trimodal economy, without non-superficial forms of contradiction, can be metaphorically entertained either in a ‘horizontal’ format or in a ‘vertical’ format.
 In a horizontal mode, in an economy of ‘representation, presentation, and re-presentation’ (with that latter moment as also being equivalent to an ‘anti-representational orientation’) we accept all three orientations to be correlatives and both economically related and interrelated through such correlativity. ‘Related’ in the sense ‘that all such economic moments mutually co-define each other through the joint negation of their other two parties’. ‘Interrelated’ in the sense that through economic complexification the same relationship holds between archetypally equivalent moments’. As an example of the latter, we could note that the hermeneutical character of representation, the phenomenological character of presentation, and the non-systematic existential character of re-presentation bears the same mutual relations between representation, etc., the hermeneutical, etc., and the same interrelations between hermeneutical representation, etc. Then, given this economic form of equivalence between the ideality of such moments as mutually ‘correlative’, in the manner as defined, it implies that no one orientation can ever be attained, let alone obtained, ruling out all such impossible forms of appropriation. Furthermore, if we were to also identify and equate the chaotically oriented moment of ‘re-presentation’ as ‘anti-representational in scope’ then it would follow that this ‘anti-representational moment’, in this horizontal format, likewise could not be attained and obtained, etc. Indeed, that even the anti-representational orientation, itself, cannot be appropriated which is in keeping with the very nature of an anti-representational philosophy. But, that granted, it also follows, equally, that both the moments of ‘representation’ and ‘presentation’, likewise, cannot be fully appropriated and so, therefore, they too are also anti-representational in tenor which is the central point of an anti-representational philosophy as would be consistently expressed through its overall theory, practice, and critique. I.e., all three economic moments of ‘representation, presentation, and (anti-representational) re-direction’ are all necessary for the formulation of an economic philosophy, along with the thematization of any reputable discipline, etc. Similarly, if viewed in a vertical format where a relative preferentialization is extended through the pre-critical nature of the representational moment to the critical nature of the presentational moment, and thence to the potentially radical re-presentational moment (in its anti-representationalism), and, where the last moment, as a relatively non-systematic existential moment can act as metaphorical ‘doorway’ to a so-called fourth moment of the ‘relatively systematic existential’. In this regard we can envisage that the so-call third moment of the ‘relatively non-systematic existential’ as arising from the dynamically balanced suspension of the so-called ‘first’ and ‘second moments’, which, in turn, in thematizing this so-called ‘third moment’ of the ‘non-systematic existential’ is then capable of simulating the fourth moment of the ‘relatively systematic existential orientation’ through the dynamically balanced suspension of these three prior moments. In this regard we could then entertain the speculatively hypothetical idea(l) that as this fourth moment is dependent on these three prior moments, and v.v., and, that as all moments are ‘anti-representational in tenor’ it follows that even the relative privileging being afforded to the third moment as ‘the doorway to and exit from the transcendental dimension’, and the ‘fourth moment of the relatively systematic existential orientation’, that as they are all correlatively equivalent, and without any form of preferential considerations from the perspective of the overall economy itself, it obviously follows that from the transcendental, trans-cognitive perspective of judgmental appreciation there can be no ultimate privileging in any form whatsoever, and, that what privilege appears to be posted in a vertical format can only be provisional, propaedeutic, and pragmatic in scope... as merely a heuristic device to assist us in opening ourselves up to the richness and potential enrichment to be found co-associated with existentially oriented experience entertained in such anti-representational-like terms of reference. Once more enacting existentially oriented experience through ‘the living of lived experience as more ‘living-experience’ rather than as a relatively non-existential lived-experience’, but, where there is a mutual dependence upon both orientations within an open economic setting in a progressive enrichment of the secular world both for ourselves and for others. That, at the end of the day, from a transcendental, trans-cognitive perspective, there is no absolutistical difference, and, there can be no absolutistical difference between either a horizontal and a vertical reading of the economically correlative, or, similarly, between either the relatively existential and the relatively non-existential. (138)


Consequently, from a transcendental, trans-cognitive, trans-intentional perspective of judgmental appreciation there can be no fully obtained process of appropriation of any one economic moment whatsoever, and, hence, their equal characterization as ‘anti-representational’ in tenor. Given, ideologically, that we now have nothing to cling to it follows that in ‘living lived-experience and transforming lived-experience into living-experience’
 we set ourselves up to find a progressive alignment through re-alignment in such a manner that, as imperfect as we are, we then can become as near perfect as is our right to become in this inescapable world of intervention through the mutual arbitration of our aspirations in a corresponding degree of freedom allotted to us in and through the direct mediation and indirect intermediation of others, in the realizing of a profound sense of freedom to be found only in and through-others... albeit ever as a ‘work in progress’, as we wend our way through the overall life-world, discern our finiteness and its entailed limitations... in a world, unfortunately, that is also uninformed, misinformed, disinformed, and mal-informed... (139)


That given this ability to re(-)normalize our relationships, to the best of our abilities and circumstances, it seems foolish to ask, “how this could not be reviewed as anything other than as ‘pragmatic’?!” (140)


Now, let me consider the observation drawn in recent work that the historical discipline can be accounted for as the symmetrical reduplication of the sixth trans-cognitive in its formation of the historical discipline as forming in a sixth trans-ordered sense and semblance of a complex order. Let me explore this speculative idea as well as what possible role this sixth trans-ordered classification might play in the overall trans-ordered economy (consisting of the disciplines of the metaphysical; psychological, etc; radical theology/existential secularism; political-economics; science; and, history)? (141)


Without a doubt, these ideas are difficult to reconstruct for the edification of others. But, then again, all complex ideas are born from the emergent amalgamation of relatively more simple ideas, and, therefore, it behooves us to find a suitable set of manoeuvres in order to eventually simulate the intent and utility of such conceptual complexities, a state of affairs we can already observe
 in the functioning of all reputable and not so reputable disciplines.
 (142)


In a trans-cognitively ordered economy, functioning on the level of judgmental appreciation, I would argue we have six relatively simple kinds of ordered judgment, namely, a first ordered phenomenological formation of semantic classifications; a second dealing with aesthetical e/valuation; then deontological e/valuation; pragmatical e/valuation; hermeneutical e/valuation of possibility’ and, ontical, i.e., factual forms of truth determination rendered in the distinctive form of statements versus proposition. This sixth order might be termed a ‘factology’, i.e., ‘how we deal with facts read as true statements (albeit as also provisionally treated in accordance with the fourth axion of historical interpretation)’. (143)


Now, in creatively seeking the epistemological origins of an historical discipline I envisage our merely asking the very simple question, “what is the fact of a fact, or the statement of a statement, or the ontic nature of ontics, or the factology of a factology. etc? Having dealt with this type of question before
 the answer as usually supplied is that ‘the x of x is either non-x, not-x, or is meta-x’. Just as, for example, ‘the heat of heat is temperature’, and, where the measure ‘temperature’, itself, ‘can neither be hot nor cold’. So, the fact of facts is not factual, is non-factual, is meta-factual, etc. In essence, when we thing more deeply about what is productively created through such reduplicated imagination, is none other than this discipline of ‘history’. Reduplicated through the use of this formular ‘the x of x is…” Such reduplication being regarded as ‘symmetrical’ given the same parties are being entertained on both sides of this form of treatment.
 (144)


So, in this instance, by taking the sixth order and its direct relationship with ‘actual’ or ‘non-virtual facts’ in an imaginative state of reduplication we arrive at that which is not factual per se but deals with the historical per se. Accounting, thereby, through this strategy, for the nature of the historical as the topical subject matter of a historical research. Yes, history does attempt to deal with so-called facts, however defined, but, also very much with the ramifications of such events, i.e., current implications, possible future consequences, and probable connections with the past, and so on. The narration of that apparent history, through having to navigate various alternative possibilities, very much then becomes for us a ‘set of histories’ rather than just a mere history (as already noted in our dealing with histories of the past, present and future). A recent recognition where the formation of an ‘official history’, more often than not, is now often looked at askance. An attitude that recognizes the expediency behind seeking a definitive-like history, but, is equally cognizant, that the historical has to be reconstructed and is not, itself something that is ‘transparent’, or even ‘translucent’, by any stretch of the imagination. On the other hand, we should not dismiss the historical as ‘perfectly opaque’ and, therefore, as completely unobtainable in any form whatsoever. Preferably approaching an historical topic that can be textually presented, meta-textually represented, and, non-textually able, through suitable forms of simulation, to existentially re-present the exigencies and vagaries entailed in our interpretation of apparent historically sequenced phenomena, etc. (145)

Now, the symmetrical reduplication of ontical facts in a factually oriented ontology (or factology) allows us to generate the idea of a ‘history’, i.e., what is historical, in order to arrive at the discipline of historical appreciation as to be narrated by the historian, be they either a professional and/or an amateur. But, it could also be argued, that the pursuit of history, as a trans-ordered phenomenon, should also occur in a trans-ordered economy where we can suitably migrate as we respond to certain distinctive demands imposed upon us, say, by relatives, friends, the dictates of our cultures, etc., in the process exploring a trans-ordered economy that I would envisage as taking place between a first trans-ordered order of metaphysics; then, psychology, etc;
 radical existential theology/radical secular existentialism;
 political-economics;
 science;
 and, histories (of the past, future, and present). (146)

Continuing on in this imaginative or creative vein we might like to consider in what manner these six trans-ordered orders might interact with each other, preferably from the pragmatic discipline of the historical (in a similar linear or circular fashion as already envisaged as taking place by both cognitive and trans-cognitive orders, or, indeed, could also existentially ‘irrupt’ spontaneously). (147)


E.g., as already noted, we can invoke a historical-like structure underlying the imputed constitution of the ‘scientific profession’ in which it could be further defined as ‘the taking of past observations, the making of future predictions based upon the tentative imputation of assumed regularities, and, then the conducting of present experiments in order to text such hypothetical-theoretical assumptions, etc.’ (148)


E.g., in our historical interpretations we could be seen to invoke and explore the thematization of a certain range of metaphysical-like notions either directly and/or indirectly invoked, and either advertently and/or inadvertently alluded to. E.g., do notions of providence, luck, serendipity, fate, karma, and so on find a form of configuration or absence in the narrated formulation of the ensuing interpretation of a certain history? (149)


E.g., to what extent psychological, sociological and political considerations find a suitable configuration in the narration of a certain history or set of histories? In this regard, we could ask, to what extent is it possible to articulate and interpret a set of historical events without recourse to notions of intentionality, motivation, cultural factors, institutions, political forces, etc? Well, I believe that non-question sort of answers itself. (150) 


E.g., is it possible to avoid questions of either an ethical probity, a secular existentialism, and/or a radical theology, not necessarily divorced entirely from a traditional theology or religious philosophy or philosophies, in the well-disciplined formulation of an historical exposition? Again, with great difficulty, and, at the greater expense of overlooking possible historical insights based on those types of intentions, patterns of behaviour, etc? (151)


E.g., how could the significant exposition of a certain history be conducted without reference to the political-economy through whose arbitration individuals and communities, organizations and nations will find, or recover, a shared sense and semblance of freedom that is to be obtained through the concerned and careful exercise of those inescapable interventions thrust upon as and which demand an existentially informed form of an existential responsiveness, response, and responsibility!? (152)

Of course, it behooves us to make pragmatic decisions as to which influences to choose that are found to be more relevant to the exposition of the choices chosen in the pursuit of the current historical topic or topics being explored, thematized, and, hopefully, profitably disseminated, and so forth. (153)


Without a doubt, our emplacement in this secular world at large is exercised in an inter-disciplinarian manner, and, so, too, such research must also be inescapably interdisciplinary in tenor likewise even if the ostensive pursuit of that topic avoids such inescapable aspects of interaction. Then, again, to focus on that topic or those topics to hand we must also considerably blinker ourselves in order to hopefully focus more on what is being taken ‘in hand’ to hand so to speak… given, that without some form of requisite focus, all studies will be dissipated upon the quick-sands of such inattention… That, all in all, the right balance needs to be struck in the pursuit of such matters. (154)

By such excursions and discursions, the historian, or disciplinarian, proceeds. Hence, in this instance, the historian, e.g., in their ‘doing history’ does historical research. However, as noted in these earlier essays, that from an existential perspective, it would be preferable to oversee ‘history doing history’, itself, when and where that is possible, is found to be practical, productive, and profitable. How might we explain and confirm the possibilities that could establish and produce a disciplinary place for this type of an existential distinction? (155)

That, to a great extent, this existential re-e/valuation of the historical discipline is probably its most important contribution that it can make to an enhanced enrichment of our lives finding the freedom to live within the orbit of the secular world. Let me briefly outline and explain what is entailed in this approach that turns on its head more conventional approaches entered into in the pursuit of any traditional discipline. (156)


By ‘history doing history’ we seek a ‘re-righting’ of out of balance historical imbalances that deserve to be ‘re-righted’ through the ‘upright’ efforts of those either directly and/or indirectly concerned or implicated in both the perpetration and perpetuation of that cultural form of history being ‘rightly called into question’. ‘Rightly’ in the sense ‘that forms of injustice either have been, and/or are being instigated, and/or will probably be re(-)instigated… and that such blatant forms of distorted power relations demand to be rectified, deconstructed and re(-)normalized. (157)

As I have argued elsewhere, all forms of contractual behaviour should be properly based on suitably exercised forms of compactually oriented behaviour. Contracts are meant to be honoured, and, therefore, should be ‘honourable’, i.e., worthy of being honoured. Similarly, in the political-economic organization of all aspects of culture it behooves us to ensure that these divisions of labour are duly observed, both individually and integrally. In this regard the historian has a preeminent role of pointing out to us just where balance is being maintained and should be maintained, and, where certain imbalances once existed, currently exist and/or will come into existence, and, where such imbalanced states of affairs would and should stand in need of requisite forms of rectification, etc., in order ‘re-right’ such forms of imbalance along with the adverse ramifications in the wake of such forms of cultural distortion. By ‘imbalance’ is meant imbalances, incorrectly observed proportions of concern and care, entertained both within and between these aspects of the non-existentially oriented contractual and the existentially oriented compactual dimensions of behaviour. We should also note that the ‘non-existentially oriented nature of the contractual’ is to be understood in an ethically neutral sense since the labour and fruits of our behaviour give rise to positive, negative and neutral consequences, etc. Furthermore, the ‘existential orientation of the relatively existential’ only comes into existence through the ‘relative existentialization of the relatively non-existential’ and, therefore, should not be seen as something completely divorced from the sheer secularity of the world at large, etc. Indeed, this very idea of a ‘preference for balance’ is predicated on there being a balance between and within both the existential and non-existential orientations or ‘dimensions’. Without such a dynamic balance, in a suitably productive equilibrium, there could be no e/valuational formation in any form whatsoever… before we could even start to consider questions of what is appropriate, proper, and apposite, or, what is positive, neutral, or negative, or, what is conducive to the experience of certain freedoms and/or the removal of those same freedoms, etc? (158)


If the hypothetical possibility of such an understanding were to be granted, that history can be existentially enacted in and through a metaphorical or analogical process of ‘history doing history, then how might we envisage that type of performance as different from a more traditional, conventional, disciplinary approach of merely doing history, albeit as still enacted with a competent-authenticity in the hope of producing that which relatively-enriches the topic or topics in question via the suitable utilization of suspensions and relatively non-obstructed de-suspensions in the successful expedition of that endeavour. Of course, asked in this fashion, with all such qualification as just noted, I am in effect spelling out how there are no real differences whatsoever from the performance of the historical disciplinarian who sets out to be both competent and authentic, etc. Such a worthy professional is already both ‘doing history’ and letting ‘history do history’ over the course of their researches. In other words, to a great extent, history should speak for itself, be allowed to speak for itself. Moreover, if that were the case, then the attentive audience of such an historian, having the same historical situatedness as articulated through those historical researches could, and hopefully should, have the effect of helping to assist those same ‘historical subjects’ to better rectify, etc., the course of their own history to that extent that were possible. Noting the usual observation that in all societies individual are constrained by multiple mechanism of political imposition, and, that to re-right the power imbalances in power relations the individual, more often than not, is effectively powerless unless they can organize and overcome such institutionalization and institutionalized forms of inertia, resistance, obstruction, etc., in order to institute more productive and profitable forms of social practice.
 (159)


So, on the understanding that individuals, albeit as organized groups of people concertedly acting as ‘communities seeking certain forms of change’, are able to re(-)see their own histories, then upon such a basis historical research may well be able to bear a fruitfulness in line with such communally oriented objectives. As indicated, this can only occur through the well-directed behaviours of those who are ‘upright’ in such matters seeking to ‘re-right’ such historical imbalances discerned as existing both within and between contractual and compactual dimensions, Hopefully, and preferably, from a progressively developed sense of an existential awareness as to how things were, are and should be, indeed could be if the necessary innovations were to be duly enacted. That such ‘reforms’ are usually expedited through organized communities seeking change through this progressive form of ‘re-righting’ that also insists on the necessary degree of uprightness of its membership, along with the desire for an up-righting of what needs to be positively transformed in that same regard. Transferring to the idea of what is to be entailed in a concept of ‘being progressive’ just what should be entailed in the formation of such a ‘memetically’ based social movement seeking certain forms of change, i.e., real reforms that proffer reforms for those very same people seeking such transformational-transitions (and not to any great extent the vested interests of those all too often more keen to preserve their distorted, excessive share of the social pie so to speak. A process of political interaction that is generally better expedited within the orbit of a relatively healthy democracy as argued for elsewhere
).
 (160)


Therefore, we might presume that the substructural presuppositions, pre-conditions, and conditions for such a such upright individual as a member in suitably upright organization through the formation of the requisite social movement, would take both non-existentially oriented and existentially oriented forms of input. Under the former heading we would note the near necessary presence of such upright communities, etc. Under the latter heading we would note the presence or absence of those existentially inductive pre-conditions conditions and post-conditions conducive to overseeing the eventual instigation of such reforms, such political novelties, such social innovations implicated in the re-organization of contractual behaviours, etc. (161)


In this latter regard we could argue that the existential orientation has the habit of more ‘directing itself’, giving ‘voice’ to what ‘needs to be spoken’, ‘taking charge’ in how we conduct forms of intervention with each other, be they relatively existential in orientation or relatively non-existential in orientation, and so on and so forth. Returning also to that formula of ‘relevant-enrichment, etc.’ to note that from an existential perspective the operative mechanism is that of suspensions and their automatic delivery of de-suspensions, hopefully, in suitable forms that are relatively non-obstructed, etc. (and where this process of limiting processes of obstruction is already being instigated through the very utilization of that suspension in the first place. That, with the required form of the suspension in place such matters, as obstruction, e.g., should, theoretically, be relatively easy to obviate, etc.). (162)


As is being implied, I am also arguing that the existential dimension, suitably developed through the suitable imposition of the (extensive) suspension, should be capable of re-directing its own affairs through ourselves acting on the behalf of that primary relational in question as we participate in the relational uniqueness to be discerned in that situation. I.e., taking on board what is both novel and what other innovations could be taken up that suitable address and redress the same anomalous aspects of that situation in the uniqueness of its current situatedness. That, through forms of relational emergence, the existential has a sense and semblance of ‘force’ to rectify, etc., such anomalous considerations, etc. Albeit as better expressed through the requisite forms of social organization and the removal of those obstruction preventing that relational ‘nature’ of that relationship from better expressing itself, albeit, again, through us both individually and collectively. (163)


Over the course of these six essays, and elsewhere, I have attempted to draw connections between both existential and pragmatic attitudes as to how behaviours, both individual and collective in scope, might be better re-organized non-existentially and existentially re(-)self-organized from more enriched and relevant, more productive and fruitful senses of perspective. To a great extent, I see the endeavours of the neo-pragmatist Richard Rorty as needing to meet an existential perspective primarily centered in a deontological understanding of both ethically and pro-relationally-oriented behaviour. I.e., those forms of behaviour that engineer respectable and responsible forms of ‘social solidarity’ through a meeting and melding of mutual private, public and arbitrational sphere of cooperation.
 That, from this philosophical understanding of the pragmatic we can extend such philosophical insights into all other respectful and reputable disciplines such as, e.g., the historical discipline. Indeed, as I have stated such aspirations, a successful pragmatic understanding of the historical dimension could and should act as a pragmatic template for overseeing the pursuit of any other respectful and reputable discipline. Have I succeeded in such an ambition? That I will leave for other to decide, but, for myself, I perceive the making of some progress towards the implementation of such a pragmatic ideal. That all disciplines can be constituted in this mutual conversation between the pragmatic and existential - an experience of the existential founded on a pro-relational attitude towards our relationships with others in the uniqueness of their situatedness and the anti-representationalism that needs to be at the very center of a viable pragmatism freed from all forms of unnecessary distortion, be they philosophical or disciplinary in intent, be they either disciplinary or secular in effect. Hopefully, you, my reader, might find some agreement with myself in this enterprise, but, as ever, will ever welcome in whatever manner you might wish to critically and, perhaps, radically call such innovations, such novelties to task..! (164)


Therefore, to proffer a provisional conclusion, just how do I explain and offer justification for the lengthy title and subtitles assigned to this essay Part II? A series of subtitles that read: A Non-History of Histories: Discerning a Methodological Confirmation that the Discipline of Historical Research Can Be Conducted through a Viable, Qualified, Anti-Representational, Pragmatic Philosophy that is also an Example of a Positive Nihilism, Is Deontologically Inclusive, and, Preferably, Can Be Existentially Re(-)Interpreted, Engaged, and Enacted as Such… To closely explain myself, let me comment of my intent in regard to the above and whether this series of essays, and others, arose to the challenge implied in the making of such claims? Namely, this series of equations between the ‘pragmatic’ and the ‘existential’, a ‘positive nihilism’ and an ‘anti-representationalism’, etc., and that the discipline of history, etc., can be conducted within such a complexly integrated frame of reference acting, in effect, as a viable pragmatic prospect? (165)


Part I was more an historical appreciation of the nature of the historical per se (and hence my interest in announcing and exploring the four axioms of historical interpretation, etc., such concerns spilling over into Part II). The non-historical aspect or aspects of Part II more correctly concern ‘history’ as a ‘discipline’ rather than its direct concerns with the historical per se. Quite simply my desire to show that we can have both a pragmatic and existential approach in our treatment of this discipline of history, which, moreover, is also acting as a pragmatic and existential template for all disciplines. ‘Disciplines’, I should add which are to be qualified as ‘all reputable disciplines’, or, alternatively, as ‘all respectful and reputable disciplines’. Of course, the viability of such an approach must be assumed since disciplines should proffer a ‘relevant-enrichment’ of lives in a secular world. A process, hopefully, that is also performed by those disciplinarians who are both ‘competent’ and ‘authentic’ in their involvement in disciplinarian forms of intervention suitably enacted within this world at large. Forms of enactment suitably overseen by the utilization of extensive suspensions coupled with co-associated de-suspensions that are rendered relatively unobstructed, etc., through the quality of those same suspensions themselves, etc. (166)


The expression ‘qualified’, more or less, is code for the fact that, economically, there can be no definitive self-supporting, non-dialectically oriented, economic ‘moments’ or ‘poles’ or ‘polarities’ given that such an intentional objective can neither be attained nor obtained, i.e., given that such impossible fictions just cannot be appropriated. That, effectively, such impossible objectives just cannot be philosophically comprehended, etc., since such impossible objectives can be neither recognized, nor encountered, nor engaged! That, in an economy of imputation based on representation/s, presentation/s, and (relatively chaotic) re-presentations, and, where the latter moment can be equated with the moment of an ‘anti-representationalism’, it must also be the case that all economic moments, in turn, can be seen as exemplifying an anti-representational stance. Hence the implicit nihilism of the pragmatic enterprise given that neither representations, nor presentations, nor re-presentations can be fully appropriated it stands to reason that we need to reflect upon our experience of the world as being constituted in exactly the same manner. Moreover, through suitable suspensions of the representations of our relationships, etc., we find our experiential access to an existential dimension. That from the sense and semblance of an existential orientation being discerned through a suspended re(-)reading of our relationships it follows that such ‘nihilism’ should be primarily viewed through the positive light being cast through the progressive enrichment of existential experience. A distinctive form of experience that is being directly engaged in a more systematic fashion than that to be experienced, overall, as arising from a relatively less systematic re-presentation of the so-called ‘third moment’ of the archetypal economy or as to be found in any other heuristic form of an economic constructivism, be that, for example, as imputational in its formulation, or as intentional, representative, anti-representative, perceptual, conceptual, judgmental (as exemplified in a trans-cognitively ordered format), etc.
 (167)


As I have also argued, a pragmatic approach should also be equally existential in both its stance and scope. The existential dimension is to be explored through the adoption and adaptation of suitable suspensions along with their automatic delivery of co-associated de-suspensions that, hopefully, are relatively non-obstructed, non-distorted, and, are not uninformed, not misinformed, not disinformed nor mal informed, etc. (168)


In admittedly a series of very complex arguments I took the position that of the six ordered forms of trans-cognitive e/valuational formation only three orders directly contribute to value formation per se, namely, with a primary emphasis in the deontological third order, and, as secondary adjuncts in the second order of the aesthetical and the fourth order of the pragmatical (not to be confused with my use of the expression ‘pragmatic’ for reasons as noted earlier
). With this ordered scheme directly in mind, I would then continue to argue that existential e/valuational formation, although arising through a dynamic balance of all epistemological factors, has its primary expression in and through this third ordered form of judgment, namely, the deontological, whilst, at the same time, not excluding both the making of possibly considerable aesthetical and pragmatic contributions. A vision of the deontological, that I must stress, is totally devoid of so-called ‘Ethical Principles’ in any shape or form whatsoever other than as potentially useful pre-critical guidelines should the need arise for such qualified and limited points of ethical entry to be introduced in the initiation of those current explorations. Effectively purged of such absolutistical and impossible ‘Ethical Principles’, whether as so-called ‘First Principles’, or ‘Last Principles’, or ‘Middling Principles’, the pragmatic course of judgment is progressively thematized as that which is the more productive of a required ‘relevant-enrichment, etc.,’ of that relationship under such ‘open’ and ‘non-closed’ considerations. That the existential is deontologically centered, but, is not exclusive of either aesthetically oriented stylistic contributions and/or pragmatically useful contributions which would then allow us to perhaps describe such proceedings, when and where appropriate, as either relatively effective and/or efficient, as economical and/or efficacious, as edificational or emendational, and so on, and so forth. (169)


That the recognition of this existential dimension would allow us to propose that rather than merely ‘doing history’, in any traditional and conventional sense, a more productive and profitable approach would be to also oversee an existential process of ‘history doing history’, be that either in virtual and/or non-virtual forms of enaction.
 That such an approach is facilitated by people exercising an intention to ‘re-right’ history through ‘upright forms’ of existential intervention, a state of affairs better realized through organized and re(-)self-organized
 forms of communal participation. Hence this reference to the ‘existential’ being referred to as that which is ‘Re(-)Interpreted, Engaged, and Enacted as Such…' and, by such means, charging this historical discipline, and all other respectful and reputable disciplines, as no longer being seen to merely operate in a purely passive mode, but, as also capable of being both actively engendered and being more directly involved, and engaged, through the apposite expression of such existentially oriented patterns of pragmatic intervention… when the historical acquires both a ‘voice’ and a ‘power’ to then ‘speak’ and ‘act’ as if ‘on its own behalf’..!!! (170)







      Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 20.1.23.

5. Postscript A: The Philosophical Establishment of an Anti-Representationalism


The anti-representational nature of a pragmatic-existentialism can be established by various philosophical arguments that fall following three headings, namely, ‘Negative’, ‘Positive’, and/or ‘Via the Exposition of an Imputational Economy’. I.e., by generally demonstrating the defective nature of all forms of unimodalism and bimodalism, relativism and absolutism, etc; through exploring the particular, anti-representational nature of archetypal economic functioning; as better typified, e.g., through the close scrutiny of an imputational economy, etc. Preferably, at least two of these headings should be exhibited ensuring both negative and positive avenues are adopted. (171)


That all traditional forms of a(n unqualified, absolutistical) respesentationalism can only fail. Hence this negative way of demonstrating only the possibility of an anti-representationalism without clarifying and affirming how such an approach is to be adopted and adapted in philosophical research or in the research of any other discipline. Quite simply, in gestalt terms, we cannot appropriate, i.e., neither attain nor obtain, an absolutistical simulation in experience of that which cannot be related to! Period! (172)


In the affirmation of positive terms of reference, it should be enough to show that not one economic mode or moment or polarity or pole, either individually or collectively, can be appropriated given the unattainable and unobtainable nature of economic correlativity. But, given both intentional and trans-intentional functioning it stands to reason that, collectively, economic functioning need have no reference to such defective ideas as promoted through an impossible representationalism! However, given the natural functioning of a non-absolutistical presentation of an economic representationalism it follows that an anti-representationalism must be able to find some form of positive demonstration by virtue of the imputed existence, first, of such a qualified economic representationalism, and, second, through the sheer absence of an impossible, non-qualified economic representationalism! (173)


Furthermore, this can be better demonstrated through the heuristic device of an imputational economy operating on all three levels as explicated, where all three levels are necessitated just as it is impossible to discuss time without noting all temporal orientations of past, present and future. (174)


For convenience, we can directly identify the existentially oriented moment of re-direction/re-presentation with an anti-representational moment by virtue of the fact that both demonstrate either an implicit or explicit chaotic complexion since, e.g., non-continuities existentially arise in the specificity of the present moment. But in recognizing that there can be no pure economic moment it follows that such anti-representationalism, likewise, is in a form that can be neither represented, presented nor re-presented. But, each and very moment in every economy, suitably constituted, is likewise not able to be appropriated in and of itself, and, there, implies that the entire economy of any functioning economy, likewise, must be constituted in an anti-representational-like format. (175)


Or, we could ask, as we should, just what is the nature of such extrapolations, non-extrapolations, such suspension, and non-suspensions, etc?
 (176)


Understanding that is its just suspension throughout, albeit global suspensions (of intentional functions) on a third metaphorical tier, local suspensions (of intentional content) on a second rank, and trans-relational suspensions in orientation (realized through a suspension of the representation of the relational parties that define that relational situation its relational situatedness) on a first-class level of metaphorical seating. Global suspension of intentional function, etc., take the hermeneutically pre-critical and logically translates it into a form ready for critical deconstruction (through error mitigation). (177)


Where deconstruction removes both the illogical and the less relevant through processes that focus on error correction. (178)


Re(-)normalization being experienced through critical and radical forms of treatment and retreatment respectively as we find progressive forms of a qualified representationalism able to suitably inform a process of existential insightfulness economically guaranteed through both an anti-representationalism and the requisite labours required to be suitably pre-informed, etc. (179)


Without the radical being too radical, finding an eventual accommodation within a more critical appreciation of the world at large. That, by such dialectical means, our vision of the world is progressively unraveled. Taking the pre-critical and preparing it for critical treatment. Finding retreatment can reveal the relatively radical and its posttreatment within the embrace of this hermeneutical circle of comprehension, this vision of the extended suspension, etc., hopefully, revealing productive strategies for the mutual, existentially oriented enrichment of our relationships… (180)


And what could be more pragmatic than that..! (181)


Where lived-reality find experiential forms of refinement in progressive truth determination through an ongoing re(-)appreciation of living-reality. (182)


Let me diagrammatically depict the economy of imputation and how its overall extensive suspension both expedites a philosophical anti-representationalism and is expedited by the functioning of an economic anti-representationalism:

‘Vertical’ Representation of an Economy of Imputation

 *

Ego

{First-Class Level: Suspended de-extrapolations = trans-relational suspensions}

Re-Presentational/Anti-Representational Moment








Presentational Moment
         {Second-Rank Level: Suspended extrapolations = local suspensions}

Object

*










*

World

{Third-Tier Level: Non-suspended extrapolations = global suspensions}

Representational Moment (183)


In this diagram we must realize that no pole or moment can be appropriated through the dialectical nature of economic correlativity. E.g., the moment of re-presentation, equivalent to the anti-representational moment (given its correspondence to first-class seating in this heuristic device and its emphasis upon the trans-relational nature of a full suspension of all forms of extrapolation) must be economically anti-representational in scope just as all moments are economically unable to be appropriated, i.e., neither attained nor obtained. That the existential economy, along with all economies, can only function through the absolutistical absence of a representationalism, and, the relative presence, through the non-reductive emergence of an e/valuational formation, albeit through the thorough imposition of all suspensions and their effectively non-obstructed de-suspensions, etc. (184)  

           



           N.T., 14.2.23.

6. Postscript B (And Introduction to the Next Essay 12D)


This essay (7Z) and the next essay, chronologically (12D), are not a ‘simple walk in the park’. For that I will proffer no apology. We are dealing with a set of difficult themes along with an integrated summary of the former, where such themes are also evolving, and where these themes were already pre-introduced and explored, in-depth, in a raft of previous essays. However, as is my habit, the introduction of all important concepts and their technical expressions are usually supplied with definitions or equivalent terms clearly equated through the use of single quotation marks. (185)


I like to think my essays falls into two categories. Those where ‘we go up the mountain’ with a lot of effort needing to be involved by both this writer, myself, and the reader, yourself, and, those where ‘we go down the hill’ where much less effort needs to be expended by both writer and reader. This essay (7Z) and the next essay (12D) are a mix of both styles. Normally, I do not read the former, but, ever the optimist that I am, when I do try to do so I usually pluck the main metaphors or guiding anecdotes out of the text in order to workshop the essential gist of what was being said in those passages, albeit as worked out and presented there in a more linear, sequential fashion. (186) 


As noted, these two essays are not a simple ‘walk in the park’. We all know what a walk in the park is like. We could all very easily describe such a typical landscape - lots of grass, some paths, a scattering of trees, maybe some flowers, and, if lucky, a pond or two. Until recently, most city parks in English speaking countries, and elsewhere, were constructed on an idea of an idea of an idea, which, to my mind, acted as a very derivative clone of an archetypal pastoral landscape that might easily have surrounded an English country house in the 18th century, but, sadly all too often, without the finesse of a designer like Capability Brown (b.1716-d.1783). The point I am making is that not only is a walk in the park a simple affair, but, we all have the requisite language to easily describe what it would be like to walk in this park or in that park given that they are all too often conform to a similar type of plan... (187)


Now, in ‘walking up the mountain’, naturally, a lot more effort is involved, and, if I am permitted to introduce another metaphor, I would like to think of such a task as a bit more like ‘digging a trench in the middle of a park’. Of course, I am hopeful you will assist me in performing this rather strange and onerous task, but, if the truth be told, as you must well suspect, much of this labour has already been performed by myself. Your participation is more in the form of an honorary position, say, as a potential supervisor, more virtual in orientation where what is to be asked of you is no more than to mentally imagine the sequences that would be involved in the ‘digging of this trench’. (188)


Of course, if you are blind, or just impatient, and you were walking in this park you might well inadvertently fall into this trench, because let me be honest, we do not normally expect to find trenches in the middle of our parks... (189)


Then, if we were to find a trench in the middle of a park, we might well ask ourselves, “why such a dug-up area was found in the middle of your favourite park?” Obviously, in line with the second axion of historical interpretation, as discussed in this first essay, the obvious fact of this trench now in the middle of your favourite park does invite the question of ‘why this rearrangement of the landscape is so obviously present?’! Through speculation a million creative reasons could be supplied. Now, obviously, a ditch, indeed, any ditch is a ‘ditch’. And we know one when we see one, and, certainly, if one were to fall into one, and so on. That this obvious obstruction preventing ourselves from making of our usual progress through this park could be there for an infinite variety of reasons. Maybe, the mending of a drain or the building of a new drain; or the mending or the laying down of powerlines; or the fixing of a watermain, or the beginnings of an archaeological dig, and so on and so forth. So, you may well wish to ask, “why am I digging a trench in the middle of this park?” Well, I had hoped you would not be such literalists and simply realize that I was only ‘constructing a metaphor’. (190)


Ok, so, you might then ask, “what do I hope to achieve through constructing this seemingly bizarre metaphor?” That, sometimes, hard work is involved even in the midst of the ‘making of our ‘progress’ through a park already well-known to us’ and most likely a place somewhat taken for granted. Moreover, what I am doing is ‘not normal philosophy’ or ‘normal history’, or how we might ‘normally understand the work done in a reputable profession’. I am not just simply describing things, but, going against the grain, being counter-cultural, digging things up, indeed, at times being quite ‘radical’ and far beyond the purview of what might be entailed in being merely ‘critical’. By refashioning the everyday aspects of the world we have taken for granted I am hoping, ever the optimist that I am, to be setting you up to see things afresh, in an innovative light, in an ‘out with the old and in with the new’ and where, hopefully, the insightfulness being fostered was later felt to be worth this degree of mental effort. (191)


Now, a pragmatic philosophy is usually quite cognizant of this idea of discerning the innovative, the novel, this incremental ability to think the impossible, or, at least, what once, not so long ago, would have been impossible to have been thought. That the nature of innovation is such that we need to be set up in order to make a chaotically oriented transition that transforms the situation in a manner far greater than the mere quanta of effort that went into arriving at the final, incremental point immediately prior to the advent of that chaotic transition. Light a match, and you see how the act of striking sets up a new state of affairs that cannot be reductively reduced to the mere match itself or the simple act of striking, or even in the intent behind the manufacture of a match ‘that will light when struck’... since the overall precondition for the match to be successfully struck resides in all the requisite relations between these sequential and simultaneous aspects being suitably and correctly co-enacted. Moreover, we can go somewhat further by also insisting that the virtual idea in its intentional objectivity also needed to be discharged in an alignment with its non-virtual, non-intentional, causal lines of co-enactment. Merely thinking about lighting a match will not see that match lit, nor, normally, do safety matches self-ignite apparently as if exhibiting some semblance of their own free will. No, only here in a conjunction of the relatively virtual and the relatively non-virtual will this match be successfully lit should all the necessary preconditions be met. I say, and mean, ‘relatively virtual’ since even the thought of lighting a match, without actually physically doing so, must still involve various forms of a physical responsiveness, say, certain alterations in brain chemistry, differences in neuronal activity, the intentional entertaining of our powers of simulation, etc., that cannot be absolutistically dismissed as just ‘virtual’, pure and simply. All ideation is thought through a relatively definitive concatenation of relations with the implication that the non-virtual, too, cannot be thought in such impossible, self-isolated terms of reference. I.e., as that which is just ‘actual’, or entertained through the impossible thought that ‘it is completely self-identical with itself’, otherwise we could not account for change, relational forms of interaction, and so on. Unfortunately, non-philosophers, and far too many philosophers too, report themselves as privy to believing in such ‘absolute’ forms of nonsense, or, worse, as a relativist by thinking that any opinion is just as valid and valuable as any other. We may separately talk about matches and talk about fires lit by the same, but, a match that no longer is found to light is no longer a fully paid up match until it can regain that function of being a match! But, why use this relative contrast between the ‘relatively virtual’ and the ‘relatively non-virtual’ when we could, in conventional parlance, use the word ‘actual’. Because all experience is actual, being actualized, but not all people report on their experiences in a similar manner. To tell the hallucinating and delusional schizophrenic that ‘their experiences are not real, not actual’, does both ourselves and them a great disservice. These experiences for them are very ‘real’ and to merely dismiss them as ‘not actual’ is but one more instance of the arrogant person imposing their point of view on others when we should be more inclusive of other points of view. Of course, this does not mean that in attempting to understand the other person’s point of view that we have to accept all their interpretations of reality as our own, and v.v. When the psychotic person screamed ‘there were snakes under her bed’ and genuinely seemed to believe this we could look for ourselves, and, in finding no snakes under her bed, as expected, we might go about trying to reassure her that she was mistaken in this form of relatively virtual ideation. Merely thinking that ‘there could be or were snakes under her bed’ did not guarantee that that non-virtual-like state of affairs was a non-virtual fact. That the only way we can intellectually understand such intentional forms of misadventure was to make these distinctions between ‘relatively virtual’ and ‘relatively non-virtual’, noting both ‘intentional processes’ and ‘intentional content’ in ‘forms of alignment or non-alignment’ with ‘miscellaneous reports’, and so on, by persevering with such subtle distinctions that could so easily escape those more secular folk not used to the necessity of needing to invoke such distinctions as here briefly noted more in passing... (192)


But, alas, the plot thickens... because not only am I setting up a shift in our mental perspectives on the world as lived, but, more often than not, I am also invoking a veritable sequence of such shifts that, at the end of the metaphorical day, are not merely describing an ordinary world for the ordinary person, but, setting out an extraordinary vision for the person who, in turn, can also be ‘extraordinary’ as a person.
 Just as any person can become an historian, be they acting as either a professional or as an amateur... knowing,
 e.g., that history has a definitive form, which despite an infinitude of possible interpretations, does not prevent us from weeding out the relatively defective and refining the less defective, albeit understanding that all history is a provisional work in progress despite the secular demands placed upon the person acting as an historian to ‘reproduce’ a ‘definitive’ history, i.e., a ‘definitive-like history’, in accordance with the best of their current abilities, knowing in ‘their heart of heart’, as a one more human, as ‘one more extraordinary person in this world at large’, that they can be ‘impartial’ in their moral judgments ‘through the performance of suitable suspensions’, but, should never seek to remain ‘neutral’ recognizing that the responsible and responsive manner of responding to the unfolding of historical events, whether in either relatively virtual time and space and/or in relatively non-virtual time and space, will and should existentially reflect the very phenomenological manner of their mutual engagement in this world as lived. This semblance as observed, be that manner of interaction enacted in either passive, active and/or in engaged terms of reference (with the latter being conducted in a pro-relational, existentially oriented mode of ‘engagement’). That hopefully, the net result of such relatively non-existential and existential modes of interaction are realized through requisite forms of an authentic-competence that proffers a relevant enrichment of experience for all parties concerned regardless as to whether such agency is  disciplinary or secularist in its composition, has or has not an authoritative license to operate in such a manner... because even the so-called ‘ordinary person’ will be called upon to act as an ‘extraordinary person’ in such matter from time to time..  (193)


Now, it would appear, that for some people doing history of the future, or the present, is a contradiction in terms. But, as noted in this essay, historians, both professional and amateur, regularly cross these temporal boundaries especially when attempting to explore the controversial territory of ‘intent’.
 Just what was Julius Caesar ‘thinking’ when he crossed the Rubicon? Of course, what we do know is that he did so with an army which would have necessitated much future planning. Horses can eat grass, in Summer, but centurions would be looking for something much more substantial... and this historian, looking into the co-occurring of all these events would be exploring intentional forms of past ‘recall’, the immediacy of ‘anticipation’, and future ‘expectation’ thought to be relevant in the formulation of their research. (194)


Moreover, why should the purview of an historian be just with the past, say, after the expiry of a few months or an arbitrary ‘year’? Why, indeed, invite an eminent historian to pontificate beyond their natural brief, say, on the current war in the Ukraine, or, dare I say it, on the possible outcomes of that terrible conflict? Surely the insights of such a scholar are ‘totally out of court’! But, then why ‘do history’ at all if ‘our digging up the past’ were not seen as a profitable enterprise in arriving at a better understanding of the present, and in a potentially more positive reshaping of the future?! Or, in probing more deeply this same vein, no doubt with some discomfort for some, how could we ever expedite an existentially empathetic response that would be responsible and appositely responsive to our historical-like reading of the events, be they from horrendous sufferings to the elations of wonderful forms of serendipity, being potentially confronted by ‘one extraordinary person’ before ‘all other extraordinary persons’?
 That, in the performing of such forms of ‘consequential analysis’ are we not exercising a ‘history of the future’ as we attempt to rewrite, eventually, a better history for both ourselves, and, hopefully, for others, and,  more specifically, but not exclusively, for those who are ‘closer’ to us? (195)


In the next essay, as chronologically written, namely 12D, the themes of the historian as a narrator will be continued; that as we are ‘in love with our narratives’ rarely do we seek to definitively resolve their anomalous features that appear to motivate and propel the development of their ongoing narrations; then, I will further develop ideas on the nature of the economy of imputation in order to demonstrate that all forms of economic correlativity are by their very nature ‘anti-representational’ in scope; this then leads to me to discuss what is ‘beyond criticism’, namely, the ‘radical’, and that an exploration of such ideas will then let me segue into an introductory exposition of a non-philosophy, courtesy of the work of the French philosopher François Laruelle, as a rather unconventional way of more fully discussing the practical ramifications of a pragmatic-existentialism... (196)

In all of this, in setting out to resolve various multiple co-occurring philosophical problems, I do seek to be as transparent as possible... but, even in the ‘laying out of all my cards before you’, no simple, single glance will reveal, is ever going to immediately give you, the full significance of that being ‘revealed’ since it is only in the ‘taking of one step after another’ that allows us ‘to walk through a park’, and where ‘one shovel at a time will eventually let us dig that ditch’, that ‘difficult metaphorical trench as it cuts across the simplistic sparseness of that metaphorical park...’ in whose ‘digging’, and ‘filling in’, will give us a quite different way of relating to the ‘residual everydayness of an ordinary life otherwise barely lived....’
 (197)








          Noël Tointon, Penrith, 27.2.23.
*    	For latest version of this paper: � HYPERLINK "http://www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noelshomepage5.html" ��www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noelshomepage5.html�


� 	This essay, effectively, is a continuation of these recent themes of the pragmatic and the existential, their overlapping, etc. 


� 	‘Particularity of type’ is a phenomenological preoccupation, and, so, this title could be read as The Phenomenal-Phenomenological Nature of the Pragmatic Historical Prospect (and where the word ‘pragmatic’ is not merely meant in a pragmatical sense of expedience, etc., as would pertains to a fourth trans-cognitive order). 


� 	E.g., to ask the anachronistically impossible historical question, ‘could Julius Caesar have crossed over the Bridge of Sighs in Venice?’, there can be neither a “yes’ nor a “no” because of its defective presuppositional basis. Recognition of this underlying presupposition, pre-conditional, and conditional basis allows us to invoke the twin ideas of both ‘insurance and assurance’ as explored elsewhere. I.e., that we can productively backtrack in our research to a point of greater assuredness, and, from there, then start again, etc.


� 	Where, it could be argued that through the competent making of such historical decisions, on a hermeneutical basis, etc., as to which branchings are to be affirmed or non-affirmed, that the historian, as a disciplinarian, deserves to be both socially supported and duly compensated through a commensurate form of remuneration, etc.


� 	‘Variability’ in the double sense of ‘various interpretations (in an infinitude of possibilities) with variable probabilities, and, where no one interpretation has exactly the same probability as any other (on the understanding that there can be the application of no principle of equality in any form other than through some form of analytical treatment as such). 


6	I.e., as both officially recognized, through current apperceptions of a demand for expediency, and, as unofficially recognized as ‘ever a work in progress’, even if overlooked as ‘provisional’ and (mis)treated as definitively ‘settled’. Obviously, these four axions of historical interpretation imply a dialectical approach within this discipline, and, by extension, that the same will apply in all disciplinary prospects.


� 	In my evolving thematization of what is entailed in the exercise of a history/histories of the present I had often mentioned how difficult it must be to gain an adequate sense of perspective on the historical impact of such recent events being placed under this form of historical scrutiny. I opined, and still hold the opinion, that one way to do a history of the present is to look for the statistical over-reiteration of certain texts as indicative of current anxieties, preoccupations, etc. However, such reflections are considerably advanced by the existence of networks of a community of historians doing these histories of the present as to be witnessed in the newsrooms of Traditional Media and in the blogs to be found in Social Media. Refer to Pursuit, III.7Y.60-61. That the expectations of finding reputable processes of reporting apply to both forms of media. Refer to Pursuit, III.7Y.2, 9, etc.


� 	Progress in a trivial sense of harmonizing these four axioms over the course of one’s research, and, in a non-trivial, collective sense of making better sense of these histories, etc., in our adopted and adapted disciplinary approaches.


� 	As explored in Pursuit, III.7X.63; 7Y.60-61.


� 	E.g., a historian might ask themselves, “just what was Julius Caesar ‘thinking’ when he defied the instructions of Rome that he was not to cross this boundary of the Rubicon?” Such intent being ‘demonstrated’ by the nature of his ensuing actions, i.e., in his contestment of political power and the successful realization of such arbitrated aspirations through the instructed actions obeyed by his own troops. In effect, the historian virtually inserts themselves into the simulated course of the historical events being hypothetically explored under such trans-historical scrutiny.


� 	Effectively channelling a ‘pragmatic philosophy’ that, hopefully, is also ‘existentially oriented’.


� 	Recasting a more viable ‘futurology’ as not so much ‘as more of the same, but better’, but, rather, as ‘less of the same, and more of that which we may not even be able to currently envisage’. On the other hand, the fault-lines of such possible innovations are obvious, namely, those areas subjected to some form of a relatively stable equilibrium once successfully subjected to inevitable processes of disruption.


� 	These considerations are looked at in much greater depth in 7Z. A Pragmatic History? Parts I & II.


� 	Pursuit, III.7X.59-61. I have stressed the primary point being made here in my additional use of bold.


� 	Ibid, 58.


� 	A very subtle point that is arguing that it is not so much this match that lit a certain fire, but that any match in that matchbox could have achieved the same result, or, indeed, by extension, that any form of a stray spark, say, from the rubbing of two spark-inducing surfaces, could have achieved the same result. Arguing, indirectly, that the cause is almost incidental, if not accidental, if it were effectively brought about through the specificity of some deliberate design.


� 	As discussed in Pursuit, III.7Y9-11.


� 	I.e., developing a suspension through either the contra-balancing of intentional content through its simultaneous negation, and/or counter-balancing intentional processes through the simultaneous negation of such processes. Hopefully, by such appositions, successfully inducing a state of suspension that, in turn, can fully induce an extensive suspension as argued elsewhere. Reinforcing the observation that ‘merely asking questions’ is not good enough, usually, in order to induce a more pervasive sense of a suspension, etc.


� 	Refer to The Seventh Book… for an exploration of this topic of philosophical (or disciplinary) relegation. Pursuit, III.VII.III.


� 	This deconstruction of these ideas of philosophical or disciplinary ‘relegation’ is explored in The Seventh Book… Refer to Pursuit, III.VII.III.291-294, etc.


� 	Here there is an almost accidental coincidence with Cartesian ideas of ‘the clear and distinct’. But, it is more my intent to reference the phenomenological ideas associated with the ‘eidetic nature’ of the essential-like distinctiveness that is to be found in semantic classification; a hermeneutically oriented ‘functional unblocking’ in a successful process of error mitigation; and, the existential-like clarity being afforded through successful or success-beaconing processes of resolution. Such possibilities granted, we might then look more favourably on such Cartesian intuitions without needing to invoke formerly co-associated ideas of a trans-representative, non-provisional indubitability of knowledge-formation, or similar. However, such existential imperatives should not be seen as being just de-ontological in complexion. The (cognitive/trans-cognitive) pragmatical fourth order has its own set/s of imperative-like predisposition. E.g., covert-like demands for certain processes to be either effective, efficient, economical, and/or efficacious, etc. That a similar understanding can also be applied to the third trans-cognitive order of the aesthetical to be either interesting, significant, beautiful, well-harmonized, and/or be stylistically apposite, etc. In effect, pointing out that imperatives are not the sole preserve of the second trans-cognitive deontological order.


� 	In effect, experiencing the relatively ‘erroneous’ as an anomalous type of experience whose de-anomalization is seen, by myself, as one of the main drivers of our narratives, a central process being disseminated at the core of the historical enterprise (although, more often than not, postponed for a variety of reasons).


� 	Where ‘mediation’ is meant in a ‘direct sense of interaction’, and, ‘intermediation’ is meant ‘through patterns of interaction enacted in a less direct manner’. E.g., directly feeding a hungry person through giving them a meal versus ensuing a hungry person, either known or not known to yourself, gets a free meal in a café by donating money for that express purpose. Implying that this economy, like all economies have passive, active and engaged modes of either a passive responsiveness, an active response, and/or an engaged responsibleness.


11	Where all four axioms of historical (or disciplinary) interpretation come together to be treated on an equal footing… recognizing the definitive nature of the historical, that an infinitude of non-equal interpretations can be ever invoked, that all interpretations are provisional yet expediently overlooked in both practical and responsible experience, preferably enacted through the exercising of a pro-relational, existentially orient(at)ed perspective… ‘Orientated’ in the sense of not only be oriented towards, but, as well, shifted in our stance, where we ‘stand’ – ‘orientated’ and not just ‘oriented’ (as realized in and through this more deeply understood ‘economy of re(-)orientation’).


� 	The phenomenologically deconstructive invokes a Kantian spirit of the ahistorical or transhistorical as if transcendentally standing outside time. But, where, through the de-suspension, we then invoke a Hegelian moment where we find ourselves automatically returned to the concrete, historical specificity of the world, and, where this inescapable return to the world at large invokes an ‘existential movement’ that could perhaps also be regarded as Heideggerian in tenor. Such a perspective taking an existential perspective if we were to sufficiently enact a suitable suspension, wherein and whereby, we find a relatively unobstructed de-suspended response that allows us to then assume a full responsibility for the historically supervised interventions that will devolve from such ensuing existentially oriented interventions.


� 	Merely amplifying the formular ‘that the relatively existential is realized through the existentialization of the relatively non-existential’, etc., by adding the terms ‘pro-relational’ and the ‘relational’ (in order to delineate this relationship between the pro-relational and the relational as they mirror, respectively, the relatively existential and the relatively non-existential). Although it appears as complicated what is being shown are the relational dynamics of a process of existential ‘refinement’ wherein the relational is harmonically integrated within the integrity of the relationship itself, albeit as it is to be found in its relational embeddedness in this world at large.


� 	To this ‘doublet’ of the third and fourth trans-cognitive orders we should also add the second order of the aesthetical along with its sense and semblance of a distinctive style realized through the distinctive manner of the ensuing processes of resolution being exercised through such ongoing relational resolution, preferably, enacted of course from a pro-relational sense and semblance of perspective, i.e., from an existential orientation.


� 	Making the final observation that my delineation of the historical prospect is to be reviewed in both an existential and pragmatic light, and, that by implication or extension, this ‘recipe’ should apply to all disciplinary prospects along with our evolving understanding and appreciation of the unique existential richness of an irreducible secular world likewise.


� 	Refer to footnote 3.


� 	One could argue that, presuppositionally, we need to work with at least the minimum number of requirements required substructurally in order to effectively operate the more overt superstructure. Giving this more thought we could argue that such presuppositions, etc., would need to fall under the minimum requirements as allotted under the following headings, namely, spatial and temporal considerations, and logical-subjective considerations as appropriately divided between subjects, objects, and object-states (that are more difficult to characterize as objects, like, e.g., the music being heard in a room, be it from an actual musician or musicians or virtually reproduced). We could also include relevant intentional objectives if our logical subjects include intentional subjects. So, in this example, we have the spatio-temporal construct of the Roman Empire at the time of Julius Caesar, the geographical location of the Rubicon, Julius Caesar (and his army) as the primary logical subject plus the intentional demands of the Senate in Rome along with Julius Caesar’s obvious intent to seize power through the ensuing civil war instigated by himself. That, in essence, we need to circumscribe, by such or similar means, what is to be counted as a relevant fact in the representative situation in question. That the potential infinitude of interpretations then applies to that circumscribed set of facts, be those facts either fully explicated or left implicit in part, but, preferably understood as all being present in the circumscription of that overall representative depiction.


� 	Or, some other set of facts that could be read as possessing the same political consequences, say, Julius Caesar secretly sailing down the coast of Italy to Rome whilst the bulk of his army marched towards that same destination.


� 	Facts can have either a fifth or a sixth ordered status in both cognitive and trans-cognitive (judgmental) formats, but, as a judgment it automatically takes on a trans-cognitive status. However, the content of that judgment, as delivered, can be given a cognitive status.


� 	Assuming that that the propositional form is not incoherent and prone to logical deconstruction, and, the truth determination of its substructural elements is already definitively ascertained in a truth-positive form. On the other hand, such prior positive truth determinations should also be regarded as conditional and, as well, provisional as per the third axiom.


� 	This general concept of an ‘imputed probability’, or ‘assigned probability’, or an ‘evidentially ascertained probability’, etc., invites further examination in order to demonstrate under which types of conditions this principle of non-equality (between two different states or two different moments pertaining to the ‘same identity’) can be automatically applied. For a start I could have two strong arguments for making two different interpretations about a certain set of historical events. Under these circumstances if I had no way of discerning between them on strong evidential grounds, I must still assume one of those interpretations has a higher probability of being correct on the a priori grounds of this principle of non-equality and the first axion of historical definitiveness. Then, if it were to transpire one of these interpretations were to be correct, then, obviously, the other interpretation would fall by the wayside. On the other hand, from the philosophical acceptance of a principle of provisionality, I am never in a position of possessing either absolutistically indubitable knowledge or absolutistically non-indubitable knowledge so must leave the door open for the possibility of that occasion should it transpire that I become privy to a need for either being skeptical or accepting the possibility of a contrary positioning. However, until such a time for such revision should arrive let us, instead, make an executive decision by entertaining an interpretation with a very high probability of being correct as being accepted as ‘correct’ for the mere expediency of practical reasons. That we could entertain this definitive state of affairs knowing that nature is also so arranged, and, for practical reasons it behooves us to make such executive decisions in order to then take up a responsive and responsible set of responses should such responses or direct patterns of interventions be required. The moral being that nature is weighted one way or the other, and, that our mapping of such probabilities will also, hopefully, reflect that definitive nature of reality in our engagement with its simulation as lived-reality. Or, e.g., we can only walk down one side of a street at any one time, or, if we wish to be contrary in such matter it would be the case that we can either more walk down the center of that street or more walk on one side and not the other. That, in effect, nature is weighted one way or the other way, but, not both ways simultaneously unless in a state of quantum indecision or in an epistemological state of decision making where the ensuing decision has not yet been in enacted through a disruption of the rhetorical moment of the either/or, etc. This imputation is casting some light on this process of judgment. But, again at the end of the day, we can reason that it would be impossible for all alternative solutions to be equally weighted since in that state no decision would be able to be made. Indeed, merely thinking and more focusing on one of those possibilities would most likely be enough to tip the metaphorical scales in this equally impossible scenario given that the principle for non-equality would rule out such impossible equivalences. Thankfully, in the intentional world and in its trans-intentional judgmental appreciation such absolutistical equality, likewise, must be ruled out even if it were possible to entertain various possibilities at the same time, as appears to be the case, recognizing that no one intentional possibility has the same degree of motivational impetus operating behind its apparent promotion. That, by such reasonings, there can be no definitive equality within and between arguments, conclusions, intentionally entertained possibilities, probabilities, and so on and so forth unless analytically treated in that artificial manner. In the form of a further qualification, although we might refer to the ‘binary nature’ of natural decision-making by either nature itself or in terms of our epistemological thinking, more correctly we should welcome the indecisive nature of such rhetorical thinking as a necessary moment or series of moments in a pre-decisive stage to be enacted within that trimodal economy of such ‘decision-making’.


� 	Overlooking, philosophically, that the very basis for historical interpretation, etc., could not be judged as non-problematic to begin with. As ‘aporias all the way down and all the way up’, so to speak. But, however, such anomalies are something we get to live with primarily through either their complete overlooking and/or their partial resolution through various forms of overriding/over-writing/re-writing/up-righting, etc.


�	Where, upon closer scrutiny, such pragmatical imperatives should also be seen to cross over into deontological territory as well as, on some occasions, aesthetical territory as well. 


� 	Because ‘presence’, through the overlapping of relational interactions, cannot be fully appropriated hence its co-existence with, also, the ensuing relativity of ‘absence’. But, conversely, because absolute “absence’, likewise, can never be fully appropriated, it follows that we can never be entirely ‘alone’ as well (which may well explain how the relativity of such absence can be felt so intensely by virtue of this perpetual persistence of this contrast). Our experience of presence is related to our experience of a non-reductive, relational emergence… as an existential surplus or excess that constitutes our experience of the apparent ‘facticity’ of a relationship proportional to our intuitive experience of its emergence above and beyond the mere summation of its relational input. By ‘presence’ is not meant those defective philosophical or disciplinary ideas invoking forms of representation associated with traditional concepts of substance, universals, unchanging particulars, self, soul, etc. By such means hoping to bypass traditional forms of controversy by giving metaphorical ‘flesh’ to the full functioning of an anti-representationalism that is not left as the mere residue that remains after successfully promoted campaigns centered on just a negative form of critique.


� 	The existential underpinnings of contracts that ensure that the contract is worth honouring for all the partis concerned despite difference in power relations between the contractor and the contractee.


� 	I.e., Identification.


� 	As this fifth axiom of historical interpretation, referred to as Identification, treats the consequences that flow from the first four axioms its might be better thought of as a ‘meta-axiom’ applying more to how historical research should be existentially conducted rather than the mere mechanics and dynamics of historical research per se? In a similar vein, these four axioms, themselves, could well be seen as meta-axioms given the fact that they are also designed to temper both the functioning and dissemination of historical research from the implicit standpoint of an existential perspectivism. I.e., in the recognition of limits, the insistence of a provisional attitude, a need for openness to be exercised through continual suspension, etc.


� 	E.g., our ensuing position of existentially being ‘against’ the Holocaust would be ‘virtual’, whereas, in a dialectical-like contrast, our ensuing position on the Russo-Ukrainian War (aka ‘Special Military Operation’), if we were not there in the Ukraine (or Russia), or directly related to people we know in that part of the world, would be both ‘virtual’, in geographical terms of reference, but, also ‘non-virtual’ in temporal terms.


� 	E.g., in Russia, for a Russian to publicly declare Putin’s ‘special military operation’ to be nothing more than a ‘war’ would certainly see that person jailed, however, if ten percent of the population were to head into the streets to declare this fact, and their opposition to their country acting in this illegal manner, this mass event would be the epitome of wisdom itself. Under such a protest there would be at least a ‘rectification of names’, and, hopefully, the cessation of this unnecessary period of conflict once it would be properly described. I am tempted to argue here ‘that from proper phenomenological descriptions can come appropriate hermeneutical prescription, and, from both of the former, apposite forms of existential proscription’.


� 	‘Definitive histories’ in single scare quotes play the same sort of Rortean role as ‘final vocabularies’, or my idea of ‘perfected philosophies’, etc., as ‘ever works in progress’, or ‘eternal introductions’, which, we should also note, are being depicted as plurals, which, as such, will ever deconstruct ‘official histories’, etc., unless the latter, too, are being ironically treated likewise.


� 	More correctly, even such AI applications can only function through possessing a form of functional integrity and where indirectly, and sometimes inadvertently, the human motivations behind their fabrication cannot not be revealed. On the other hand, as of yet, no subjective sense of presence constituted with its own distinctive uniqueness need, currently, to be postulated.


� 	Making an obvious reference here to Richard Rorty. In working more towards a ‘final history’ but not seeking the hegemony of an official history; competently disseminating a history, the very best we can proffer, but, intended in an ironic sense given that we should be prepared to ever change our minds should new information come to hand that would need us to either rectify, deconstruct and/or re(-)normalize such research; re-directing us to then disseminate an innovative, novel transmission… in the continuing evolvement of an historical conversation… That this evolution in historical insight-formation would also contribute to an ongoing evolvement in our ‘social solidarity’ by virtue of the ensuing clarification and integration of both the private sphere and the public sphere through this sphere of arbitration in which we find the expedition of our freedom through(-)others despite the historical uniqueness and diversity of ourselves to be found both intra-culturally and inter-culturally. 


� 	As announced by the PM, Anthony Albanese on the 27 October 2022.


� 	A pragmatical, ethical attitude explored by Richard Rorty in his set of essays titled: Pragmatism as an Anti-Authoritarianism; The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 2021; Chapter 8: Justice as a Larger Loyalty. Refer to Pursuit, III.VII.III.footnote 292.


� 	That the ‘final report’, as a deliberate allusion to Richard Rorty’s ‘final vocabularies’, is meant in a relatively final ‘ironic’ sense, and, therefore, also implies the adoption of an ironic complexion given the ever-open possibility of meeting with new information contrary to current processes of interpretation. That, in effect, such a ‘final interpretation’ is more a work that ‘remains as work in progress within an ongoing economy of re(-)interpretation’. The nomenclature of ‘(-)’ designates a trimodal economy (which, in this instance, could be configured as consisting of the moments of a pre-critical hermeneutical representation/interpretation, a critical phenomenal-phenomenological presentation/reinterpretation, and a chaotically-oriented, potentially radical, non-systematic existential re-presentation/re-interpretation).


� 	An economy of re(-)alignment is between hermeneutical reiteration (rectification through error mitigation, etc., i.e., through ‘realignment’), phenomenological iteration (deconstruction through error correction, i.e., through ‘re-de-mis-alignment’), and re-alignment with the relatively non-erroneous (ongoing re(-)normalization, i.e., through the successful realization of creative and speculative forms of re-alignment).


� 	I.e., a ‘reputable disciplinarian’ by virtue of ‘an integration of both their competency and authenticity in conjunction with their ability to recognize that they can achieve the requisite relevant-enrichment of their disciplinary topic via the suitable utilization of both suspensions and non-obstructed de-suspensions, etc., of those materials to hand that can assist them in this definite re(-)shaping of those enquiries whose aspirations must also be successfully arbitrated in order to achieve such ensuing processes of insight-formation and a co-associated positive e/valuational formation.


� 	Suggesting another reason for invoking a momentary approach to change since it is argued that through incremental addition or subtraction of relatively discrete inputs momentary points of chaotic transformational-transition are to be inevitably arrived at, be that through either bifurcation, emergence or phase change. I.e., that even such non-chaotic inputs/outputs can be regarded as ‘momentary-like inputs/outputs’. However, on the other hand, as heuristic devices, such momentary designs can be superimposed upon each other hypothetically, from Planck moments to the fractions of a second needed in intentional moments of deliberation, along with everything else in between, etc.


� 	I am taking on board here an ethical observation articulated by Richard Rorty in various essays. A similar position is exercised in a Confucian philosophy where (noting the correct utilization of names) we should preference those in society that deserve our love and respect, and, that only from this personal starting point can we then progressively universalize such love and respect to those with whom we are not so relationally bound, but, through the resonant nature of the human constitution for all we must also feel some degree of empathy, some concern and care, a respectful duty of due consideration, etc. A universal ethics is fine, but, it is more practical to begin from where we are standing first. As they say “charity begins at home”, but, what they don’t also say, “charity should not be confined to the home alone!”


� 	I.e., respectively those that either extrapolate the contents of imputations whilst reasonably suspended, or, extrapolate the contents of imputations without the use of suitable suspensions. Refer to Pursuit, III.VII.III.293, etc. Please note, such forms of deprecation can only apply if the individual or communities in question self-elects to maintain that adverse form of an identity. On the other hand, there is also a viable role for circumscribed forms of both representation and presentation. The articulated presence of continuities obviously contributes to forms of representation, which, on the other hand, should not be transgressively extended beyond their natural levels of either theoretical deployment, practical employment and/or critical or radical re-deployment.


� 	That this equivalence of correlative names can occur in all economies. E.g., the same economy as seen from a re-presentational perspective could be nominated as either a ‘presentational economy’, a ‘representational economy’, or as a ‘re-presentational economy’. One way to get round this potential type of confusion is to post this specific economy as a ‘re(-)presentational economy’ where the nomenclature of the expression ‘(-)’ is indicative of a trimodal economy. 


� 	Looking at facts as not isolated from their contexts of presentation, but, at the same time dealing more with the form or format of that fact itself without then rendering it as a unsupported ‘factoid’. Hence this ‘ontical discipline’ can also be called a ‘factology’ where we explore these relatively independent factual formats without rendering them in a completely unsupported fashion (recognizing that such formats can extend across a certain cluster of referential frames. E.g., just as a certain ‘father’ must also be a ‘son’, and could also be a ‘husband’ or a ‘widower’, etc. Such ‘migratory’ facts (but not factoids) are also the proper material to be utilized by narratives (aa an essential aspect in the functioning of the historical prospect, but, admittedly, an important aspect that is not as closely explored as I would have liked).


� 	It is my general intuition that Rorty does not wish to directly recognize a ‘deontological’ dimension just as much as a ‘representative’ element must also be present in an anti-representationalism? In many ways this is very understandable attitude to take given the excessive screeds of philosophical nonsense incessantly spun about such much traduced expressions. In these essays, I seek to rehabilitate such qualified expressions. I.e., deontological experience is a form of judgment that need have no direct relationship to so-called ‘Ethical Principles’, ‘First Principles’, ‘Middling Principles’, and/or ‘Last Principles’, etc. Similarly, qualified forms of representation are acceptable in dealing with the continuity of identities, but, the elevation or reification of such a habit or guideline is to be instantly dismissed from the reasonable court of philosophical debate, research, and consensus formation… in the pursuit of a social solidarity that proffers insightful forms of a relevant-enrichment to the creation, preservation, and conservation of such communities.


� 	A theme explored at length in 2X. The Pragmatic Prospect: Part II.


� 	On a discontinuous spectrum of ‘possibilities, probabilities, likely probabilities, and potencies (that more than likely to be realized)’. E.g., a finding a fireplace in a house (with the possibility of an open fire); thinking that fuel for this fireplace at some time must have been obtainable, finding such fuel can be put in this fireplace; and, then finding a means for lighting the same. That in the latter regard, if the fuel say wood and coal is already in the fireplace, that we have placed some paper and kindling to get it started is also in place and this matchbox is dry and filled with matches we must assume that the lighting of this fire is an event with actual potency. But, in ordered terms ‘a fire that could be lit’ and ‘a fire that is lit and is already burning’ are two different things in terms of there being ‘a lit fire’ as a true statement. In the first the proposition that the fire is burning is false. In the second the proposition can be treated as a true statement until the fire goes out, i.e., as a true fact within the relevant, requisite spatio-temporal configuration of that factual statement. I.e., that a fact has a relatively definitiveness in its spatio-temporal configurations.


� 	I discuss this in detail in the following essay. Refer to Pursuit, III.12A.130-148.


� 	A not too unreasonable a form of rationalization. My father, e.g., would hardly ever talk about his experiences as a prisoner of war in the Second World War and more details about the consequences of the Great Depression were evoked although, even then, rather sparingly.


� 	Evoking an observation in gestalt psychology, formulated by myself, that backgrounds should be exponentially richer than their foreground interpretations through an accumulation of registered experience versus a mere focusing on the ascertainment of current detail, and, that over time the former is always richer in significance generation than the latter, and that this is exponentially amplified over time through a registering of similar types of experience along with the relational integration of such experience (along eidetic lines in the phenomena-phenomenological formulation of definitive-like semantic categories, etc., in parallel with their correlative hermeneutically and existentially co-associated forms of intracultural-intercultural mapping).


� 	I.e., that the phenomenological is more oriented towards past forms of recall and that the hermeneutical is more interested in generating of an expectation as to which genres of behaviour are more appropriate given current circumstances. An overall difference between past recall and future expectations. The existential orientation, in a specificity of immediate experience, generates current ‘anticipations’ in this same respect. So, e.g., I have eaten apples in the past and recall such experiences. I am given an apple to eat and expect I will eat it in a manner as eaten before through the adoption and adaptation of that same or similar genre of behaviour as used in the past. As I am about to eat this apple, I anticipate how it will taste. It looks quite ripe, smells nice, and duly hope it will measure up to past experiences in terms of its taste, etc.


� 	Therefore, this ‘relative anti-representationalism’ must also be an ‘anti-absolutistical representationalism’, an ‘anti-absolutistical presentationalism’, and an ‘anti-absolutistical re-presentationalism’.


� 	Obliquely, I am also addressing a similar problem in Yogacara Buddhist Philosophy between ‘earlier’ and ‘later’ formulations of what, ostensively, is the same trimodal economy between ideational proliferation (parikalpita), relativity (paratantra), and perfected experience (parinispanna). In the earlier ‘horizontal’ economy we are dealing more with the articulation, say, of a ‘philosophical phenomenology’, whereas, in the ‘vertical’ economy, the apparent primary intent is more ‘soteriological’. However, with the application of a suspension, as more or less supplied through the application of the concepts of the empty (sunya) and its abstract ‘emptiness’ (sunyata), such a difference in formatting is quite effectively resolved. Same terminology, different formatting, but, at the end of the day, problem resolved, nothing to see here, move on... That there is no higher ordered difference after all. More a matter of how we intend to use such conceptual terminology, etc. Interestingly, in the vertical format a fourth economic term is supplied, namely, suchness or its equivalent type of expression (to tathata, etc). That, by the use of a similar dialectic, the conundrum of a pragmatic anti-representationalism can also be resolved? In brief, all economic moments can only be treated as non-attainable and non-obtainable, and, therefore, all modalities of presentation, representation, and re-presentation are all equally anti-representational in scope otherwise there would be no such economy, there could be no such economy! In my exposition, the anti-representational moment could equally be the so-called third moment, or, an anti-representational state that applies equally to all moments. Where such equivocation is not (necessarily) contradictory, or inconsistent, as deserving deconstruction, etc. That, it is against the background of this vertical format that I can make a distinction between the so-called third moment of the ‘non-systematic existential’ and (the emergence of this ‘fourth moment’ of) ‘the systematic existential’ (in its acting as a ‘fourth economic’ consideration in the form of a systematic sense and semblance of an overall existentially oriented state of affairs, albeit as ever subject to the evolution of its ensuing re(-)self-organized ‘existential expression’, its metaphorical ‘turning around’, its ‘existential devolvement’, through ‘existential intervention’, as the innovative creation of so-called ‘final vocabularies’, as an ongoing process of a re(-)normalization of our relationships in their relational situatedness, etc., through processes of potentially radical relational re(-)alignment, etc.). 


� 	Presented here as a contragram (in which reality is to be experienced at the metaphorical center of such a device, and, where ‘center’ is metaphorically defined as ‘being progressively realized through an increasing gestalt organization as is to be found paralleling more complex forms of epistemological organization’). 


� 	This observation is not necessarily meant as a compliment. All too often disciplines are bound by forms of institutionalized proliferation. Witness, e.g., the prolixity and complexity of standard textbooks (as a fact that never seems to change generation by generation).


� 	A distinction that could be erected along the lines ‘that less reputable complexities relatively deliver less pragmatic utility’ (and that this difference can explain the relative disappearance of those disciplines that lack the requisitely expected fulfillment of their imputed objectives. So, e.g., the Freudian enterprise of psycho-analysis has been progressively deconstructed over recent decades with very little left to its original core-proposals, etc.). Unfortunately, all systems deliver more of an output than those inputs that are needed to be invested in the same. The importance difference being a pragmatic one, namely, let us relatively prefer those systems that relatively more productive in overall positive e/valuational formations, etc.


� 	E.g., Pursuit, I.12. The Twelfth Essay.


� 	E.g., ‘the sixth ordered fact of sixth ordered facts’ gives us ‘the trans-ordered discipline of history (as facts x facts)’ versus the hyper-ordered discipline, say, of the history of science (as history x science). 


� 	Arguing that the aesthetic integration of aesthetically integrated products is a form of psychology. That the reduplication of psychology, then, in turn, would give us a sociology, and, that the sociology of sociology would head us in a direction more markedly political in tenor., etc.


� 	Or, here we could say that ‘the existential nature of the existential nature’, as the deontological spirit of the deontological ethos, etc., is such that the religious person might wish to cast it in a theological light, and then recast the same in the form of a radical theology that could well be none too dissimilar, say, to a radical existential secularism, etc.


� 	Where the pragmatical consideration of the pragmatical imaginatively realizes for us the pragmatic appreciation of the dissemination of political ’power’, hence the political-economy (in the form as hyphenated).


� 	Where science can be envisaged as an exploration of the possibility of possibilities, etc., and, where the sub-disciplines of science can be referred to by reference to the distinctive nature of those topical possibilities. 


� 	To invoke, in effect, the political mantra – “Don’t get mad, get organized!”


� 	As discussed in Pursuit, III.2I.


� 	I use ‘memetically’ in the sense that ‘social change needs to be rapidly taken up to such extent that there is the necessary critical mass behind both the instigation and preservation of such existentially oriented ‘reforms’ able to expand an ensuing ‘relevant-enrichment’ of the lives of that population in question’.


� 	In arguing for an economy between the private and public spheres, seemingly rendered as philosophical incommensurate by Rorty, contra common sense, I have added a third sphere of attention, namely, the equally relative sphere of arbitration. Rorty, indeed, correctly points out that there is an obvious incommensurability between the private and public spheres, but, that that incommensurability, in line with common sense, should be described as only ‘relatively incommensurable’ and not ‘absolutely (or absolutistically) incommensurable’.


� 	The same applies to the discipline of the historical economy as viewed through a sixth trans-ordered form of symmetrical reduplication (as per paragraphs 126-131).


� 	As, e.g., per footnote 2, etc.


� 	E.g., in the form of our existential reflections upon a certain history ‘calling out’ patterns of injustice, etc., versus such insights being further taken up by the ‘up-right’ who then are capable and charged, through suitable forms of political-economic organization, to ‘re-right/re-write’ such injustices when and where this form of rectification, etc., can be properly and profitably enacted. In effect, demonstrating a form of ‘engaged history’. ‘Engaged; being terminological code for relatively ‘existential’ in complexion.


� 	I.e., through co-opting the positive harnessing of chaotic forms of relational enhancement.


� 	In this vein, the reader can compare the diagrams in 37 and 179 to quickly answer that question. The first version of the imputational economy is seriously open to a critique in which we question the nature of imputation and overturn the idea that the third level of relegation is without processes of suspension. Correctly, this third level hermeneutically starts with the ‘pre-critical’ but error mitigation is engineered through a refinement of genre uptake which, itself, is overseen through a series of global or functional suspension. I.e., e.g., before entering the kitchen, on the far bench, I see a bowl of fruit; if this piece of fruit is an apple then how this piece of fruit will be eaten could basically be divided jnto either ‘being bitten into’ or ‘cut up’, say, with a fruit knife. That, effectively, the third level begins with no suspensions but then commences a critical pathway through error mitigation enacted through the use of global suspensions, i.e., a questioning of meta-textual functions as to how appropriate or not appropriate those chosen are to the aspirational objectives being enacted (and arbitrated), etc. Hence this first version of an economy of imputation needs to be seriously reformed, and, in the process, this refines the idea of extrapolative representation (and presentation) as that which needs to be subsumed under the rubric of an ‘anti-representationalism’. The latter ideally being characteristic of the so-called ‘third moment’ which through economic correlativity must be extended to both the so-called first and second moments (in whatever manner all three economic moments are to be counted and defined).


� 	Turning Laruelle’s vision of the ‘ordinary man’ (I would prefer to say ‘ordinary person’) on its head given the systematic existential nature where the specific, emergent, non-reductive ‘uniqueness’ of the individual can be neither completely and economically subsumed under semantic, phenomenologically oriented particulars nor genre-oriented, hermeneutic-like universals... even though such discernment economically comes from and returns to the world through the automatic de-suspension of this extensive suspension. Hence the relatively radical transcendence and immanence of such dialectical engagement. That, in essence, a non-philosophy has theoretical, practical, and critical aspects involved in a mix of relatively critical philosophical preparation and the irruptions of relatively radical non-philosophical forms of spontaneous re(-)engagement. Arguing, in effect that the ‘ordinary person’ is also an ‘extraordinary person’ in their existentially oriented re(-)engagement in this overall-world-of-life. I.e., as a ‘first-class person’ by default and certainly not so much by intentional design (although, of course, such preparational positioning is needed before such systematic existential discernment is recognized, encountered, and engaged as such).


� 	In effect, reiterating these six axioms of historical interpretation.


� 	Refer to paragraphs 15-17, etc. Moreover, as history is also an intersubjective affair, as noted in paragraph 14, etc., that, by implication, this must include all historians both the dead and the living, and, by extension, all those that will also be emerging. That this discipline of history, like all disciplines, cuts across such temporal boundaries of past, present, and future. That these relatively novel expression of ‘histories of the present’ and ‘histories of the future’ are merely giving a name to what is already is happening, what has forever been happening, and no doubt, must also happen in future instantiations of this discipline or in any other discipline... for otherwise what benefit is there for us in the secular world if such expertise cannot be applied both to our lives as lived in the present and where we urgently need a positive and resilient re-shaping of the future if we are to survive as a so-called ‘intelligent species’?


� 	Invoking both the fifth and sixth axions of historical interpretation, especially the latter. The recognition of this existential dimension proclaiming that the ‘ordinary person’ can become an ‘extraordinary person’ when observant of this existential dimension. Where ‘observant’ means ‘observing passively, actively, and, especially, when engaging ‘existentially’.


� 	This ‘residual uniqueness of individuality’, accepting Laruelle’s basic non-philosophical ‘premise’, cannot be dissolved or exiled, deconstructed or usurped except through a re(-)discovery of its own relatively radical immanence and relatively radical transcendence as it also takes on a relatively extraordinary tenor through the trans-economic freedom afforded through the irruptions of the systematic existential courtesy of the extensive suspensions and its inherent de-suspensions. Hence this subtle modification of my previous stance ‘that freedom only arises through arbitration’ to ‘the freedom to be found through arbitration is guaranteed through the freedom arising from the systematic existential’. Hence this guarantee for ‘freedom’ delivered through a ‘non-philosophical freedom’ as a ‘philosophical non-freedom’. However, such a freedom is not a freedom from being economically re(-)appropriated back into the life-world, but, does mean we are forever free to enter into an ongoing process of re(-)arbitration more on our own terms rather than on the terms of reference imposed by so-called ‘authorities’. Hence ‘freedom through ongoing re(-)arbitration!’






