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As this conjecture of ‘the relative necessity for the imputation of conjectures in order to begin to appreciate the analytic-synthetic distinction, etc.’,
 is framed as a response to my critical-radical re-reading of Quine’s seminal paper Two Dogmas of Empiricism I feel it advisable to proffer a selective summary of that presentation in order to philosophically situate the following essay An Integrated Set of Arguments for the Operation of  the Conjectural Economy: The Mediation and Intermediation of Conjectures. In the Preamble I will also add that a Third Dogma, namely, The Non-Recognition of a Conjectural Cogency will need to be considered (along with the intimation of a Fourth Dogma, namely, the unnecessary invocation of an External World, etc., that will also be further explored in a later essay). For convenience we could nominate the first two dogmas critiqued by Quine, namely, as Analytical Circularity, and, Reductionism (of conceptual materials treated as transparently ‘given’ through sense data, or similar, etc.). (i)

According to Wikipedia (15.4.24):

"Two Dogmas of Empiricism" is a paper by analytic philosopher Willard Van Orman Quine published in 1951.
 According to University of Sydney professor of philosophy Peter Godfrey-Smith, this "paper [is] sometimes regarded as the most important in all of twentieth-century philosophy".
 The paper is an attack on two central aspects of the logical positivists' philosophy: the first being the analytic–synthetic distinction between analytic truths and synthetic truths, explained by Quine as truths grounded only in meanings and independent of facts, and truths grounded in facts; the other being reductionism, the theory that each meaningful statement gets its meaning from some logical construction of terms that refer exclusively to immediate experience.

"Two Dogmas" has six sections. The first four focus on analyticity, the last two on reductionism. There, Quine turns the focus to the logical positivists' theory of meaning. He also presents his own holistic theory of meaning. (ii)


Basically, in the first four sections, he argues that, through circularity, that different explanations of the concept of the analytical are all circular and that, therefore, this aspect of the analytic-synthetic-distinction cannot be maintained. In other words, a pure analyticity cannot exist as things stands if either treated apart or non- separately from the synthetic aspect of this distinction. (iii)


Here, I would argue, on economic grounds (in the context of the constitutional conjecture of the ‘economic’ as trimodal) a pure, self-standing definition of the ‘analytic’, and, likewise, both the ‘synthetic’ and the ‘conjectural’, cannot be meaningfully enunciated as if stand-alone terms givens their co-associated mutual, correlative processes of economic co-definition. Where such co-associated definitions need to be co-defined through the joint negation of the other two economic correlatives. So, if we want to relatively define the sense and semblance of the ‘analytical’ we must also invoke, either explicitly and/or implicitly, the ‘joint negation of both the synthetical and the conjectural’. I.e:


Analytical = Negation of both the Synthetical and the Conjectural. (iv)


Where all three correlative parties are mutually co-defined through the joint negations of their economic correlatives. Hence the implication that analyticity, etc., cannot be defined non-correlatively. (v)


Quine achieves a similar outcome through demonstrating that a variety of definitions of the ‘analytical’ all fail this test of a ‘seeking for a non-circular definition of the analytical’. (vi)

Abbreviating Quine’s series of argument he notes that there are two types of analytical propositions (basically the implicitly tautological-like and the seemingly non-tautological-like). So, e.g., as a statement of the first type he proffers, ‘No unmarried man is married’. Explicating its tautological basis, I would add, ‘that it is either the case a man is married or not married’, and, ‘that it is the case either an unmarried man is not married or a married man is married’.  As an example of the second variety he proffers, ‘No bachelor is married’. Where he notes the second variety can become members of the first variety of analytical propositions by noting the synonymity of ‘bachelor’ and ‘unmarried man’. In other words, these expressions can be substituted for each other. So, a ‘bachelor is a both a ‘bachelor’ and ‘unmarried’, and, where ‘an unmarried man (bachelor) is a man who is not married (bachelor)”. (vii) 

In bleeding dry the same vein, Quine continues to demonstrate that we cannot appeal to ‘synonymity’ or ‘necessity’ or ‘interchangeability’ in order to account for the concept of the ‘analytic’, and v.v. (viii) 

According to this same Wikipedia article on ‘The Two Dogmas of Empiricism’ (15.4.24):

…that in order for us to distinguish between analytic and synthetic we must appeal to synonymy; at the same time, we should also understand synonymy with interchangeability salva veritate. However, such a condition to understand synonymy is not enough so we not only argue that the terms should be interchangeable, but necessarily so. And to explain this logical necessity we must appeal to analyticity once again. Thus, the argument is circular, and fails.

Ultimately, Quine reaches the conclusion about analyticity the paper is famous for:

"It is obvious that truth in general depends on both language and extralinguistic fact... Hence the temptation to suppose in general that the truth of a statement is somehow analyzable into a linguistic component and a factual component. Given this supposition, it next seems reasonable that in some statements the factual component should be null; and these are the analytic statements. But, for all its a priori reasonableness, a boundary between analytic and synthetic statements simply has not been drawn. That there is such a distinction to be drawn at all is an unempirical dogma of empiricists, a metaphysical article of faith." (ix)


In other words, we have a relatively complex argument that states, in effect, that the analytically treated propositions need to be also comprehended in synthetical-like terms of reference, and, v.v. (where, in converse, the synthetical needs to be understood through the analytical concatenation of items of informative information). (x)


The last two sections of that paper deal with the myth of the so-called ‘given’, where, in distinction to this second dogma of empiricism it is argued ‘that it is not possible to reduce experience to the wrongly imputed sheer, untranslated, non-mediated immediacy of sense-oriented experience’. In order to arrive at this conclusion, Quine argues (as per this same Wikipedia article on The Two Dogmas of Empiricism) that:  

Analyticity would be acceptable if we allowed for the verification theory of meaning: an analytic statement would be one synonymous with a logical truth, which would be an extreme case of meaning where empirical verification is not needed, because it is "confirmed no matter what". "So, if the verification theory can be accepted as an adequate account of statement synonymy, the notion of analyticity is saved after all."

The problem that naturally follows is how statements are to be verified. An empiricist would say that it can only be done using empirical evidence. So some form of reductionism - "the belief that each meaningful statement is equivalent to some logical construct upon terms which refer to immediate experience" - must be assumed in order for an empiricist to 'save' the notion of analyticity. Such reductionism, says Quine, presents just as intractable a problem as did analyticity.

In order to prove that all meaningful statements can be translated into a sense-datum language, a reductionist would surely have to confront "the task of specifying a sense-datum language and showing how to translate the rest of significant discourse, statement by statement, into it." To illustrate the difficulty of doing so, Quine describes Rudolf Carnap's attempt in his book Der logische Aufbau der Welt.

Quine first observes that Carnap's starting point was not the strictest possible, as his "sense-datum language" included not only sense-events but also "the notations of logic, up through higher set theory... Empiricists there are who would boggle at such prodigality." Nonetheless, says Quine, Carnap showed great ingenuity in defining sensory concepts "which, but for his constructions, one would not have dreamed were definable on so slender a basis." However, even such admirable efforts left Carnap, by his own admission, far short of completing the whole project.

Finally, Quine objects in principle to Carnap's proposed translation of statements like "quality q is at point-instant x;y;z;t" into his sense-datum language, because he does not define the connective "is at". Without statements of this kind, it is difficult to see, even in principle, how Carnap's project could have been completed.

The difficulty that Carnap encountered shows that reductionism is, at best, unproven and very difficult to prove. Until a reductionist can produce an acceptable proof, Quine maintains that reductionism is another "metaphysical article of faith". (xi)


In other words, a naïve realistic-like reduction to the unmediated immediacy of sense-date is a nonsense. That there exists an ultimate reduction to the immediacy of the unmediated should be regarded as something that would be impossible to either recognize, encounter, and/or engage. (xii)


Or, as I would like to put it, the individual truth determination, alone, of either the necessity of the analytical, the contingency of the synthetical, or the cogency of the conjecture, or, indeed, any pair of such distinctions in their own right,
 is not economically possible. On the other hand, we can relatively focus on the partial isolation of the relatively analytical, etc., or (the mediation of) the analytical-synthetical distinction, etc., from the (intermediated) integrity of the overall economy when we realize that the processes of truth-determination, and the (repurposed metaphysical-like) appreciation of such truth determination necessitates the requisite alignment
 between all three economic correlatives of the analytic, etc. (xiii)


The upshot of this admirably orchestrated process of deconstruction of the ostensive program of the dogmatic empiricist, e.g., as exemplified by naïve realists, logical positivists, et al, is to head towards recognizing some form of either an overt or covert partnership between an empirical holism
 and a non-dogmatic pragmatism. (xiv)


The missing part in all of this is the require recognition of a conjectural dimension in these proceedings. It is all very well to say, first, in an analytical orientation, e.g., ‘that (on the surface of Planet Earth) it is either raining or not raining’, and ‘when it rains (and you standing in the rain) you get wet (because ‘rain’ consists of ‘water falling from the sky’ and when you are ‘showered’ by such you will get ‘wet’)’, and, second, in a synthetical orientation when we note the contingent fact, as a statement, ‘that it is currently raining’, that, third, if a conjectural dimension is absent that we will not be able to mediate these two types of proposition with the conjecture that ‘if one goes out into the rain they will get wet (in a more full specification of their situatedness under the advent of such circumstances)’.  That the full appreciation of the truth determination of this conjectural propositional-statement of their ‘getting wet by going out into the rain (without shelter, say, from an umbrella, etc.)’ necessitates an appreciation of the intermediation of all three correlative dimensions (in our appreciation of the ‘economy of rain’) of, namely, the analytical, the synthetical, and the conjectural. (xv)


Interestingly, in further promoting these concepts of the economic treatment of events (through, e.g., the lens of both mediation and intermediation, etc.) I would also like to note two more interesting and apposite theoretical-observations, namely, the Duhem-Quine Thesis, and, the Paradox of Analysis. (xvi)


Wikipedia under the entry Duhem-Quine Thesis (15.4.24) notes:

In philosophy of science, the Duhem–Quine thesis, also called the Duhem–Quine problem, posits that it is impossible to experimentally test a scientific hypothesis in isolation, because an empirical test of the hypothesis requires one or more background assumptions (also called auxiliary assumptions or auxiliary hypotheses): the thesis says that unambiguous scientific falsifications are impossible.[1] It is named after French theoretical physicist Pierre Duhem and American logician Willard Van Orman Quine, who wrote about similar concepts.

In recent decades, the set of associated assumptions supporting a thesis sometimes is called a bundle of hypotheses. Although a bundle of hypotheses (i.e. a hypothesis and its background assumptions) as a whole can be tested against the empirical world and be falsified if it fails the test, the Duhem–Quine thesis says it is impossible to isolate a single hypothesis in the bundle, a viewpoint called confirmation holism.

…it therefore is necessary to study the defensibility of the auxiliary assumptions, together with the primary hypothesis, to arrive at the most viable working hypothesis. (xvii)

In other words, the isolation of either an analytical proposition or a synthetical statement (or a conjectural propositional-statement) or any bimodal distinction (between the former) cannot be ascertained non-contextually, i.e., when attempted to be understood and appreciated outside the relevant economy in question. (xviii) 

Or, in economic-speak, (both significance-generation and) truth determination necessitate the exercise of the correlative parties of a gestalt focus, a co-associated background, and the co-association of a sense and semblance of intentional subjectivity able to discern (the mediation of) the former within the (intermediated) appreciation of the totality of the entire gestalt economy in question. (xix)


Now, it could be argued that another philosophical problem highlights this need for economic interconnectivity, namely, the Paradox of Analysis. (xx)


As per Wikipedia, under this heading of the Paradox of analysis (15.4.24), notes:

The paradox of analysis (or Langford–Moore paradox)[1] is a paradox that concerns how an analysis can be both correct and informative. The problem was formulated by philosopher G. E. Moore in his book Principia Ethica, and first named by C. H. Langford in his article "The Notion of Analysis in Moore's Philosophy" (in The Philosophy of G. E. Moore, edited by Paul Arthur Schilpp, Northwestern University, 1942, pp. 319–342).

A conceptual analysis is something like the definition of a word. However, unlike a standard dictionary definition (which may list examples or talk about related terms as well), a completely correct analysis of a concept in terms of others seems like it should have exactly the same meaning as the original concept. Thus, in order to be correct, the analysis should be able to be used in any context where the original concept is used, without changing the meaning of the discussion in context. Conceptual analyses of this sort are a major goal of analytic philosophy.

However, if such an analysis is to be useful, it should be informative. That is, it should tell us something we don't already know (or at least, something one can imagine someone might not already know). But it seems that no conceptual analysis can both meet the requirement of correctness and of informativeness, on these understandings of the requirements.

To see why, consider a potential simple analysis:

(1) For all x (any given member of a class or set), x is a brother if and only if x is a male sibling.

One can say that (1) is correct because the expression "brother" represents the same concept as the expression "male sibling," and (1) seems to be informative because the two expressions are not identical. And if (1) is truly correct, then "brother" and "male sibling" must be interchangeable:

(2) For all x, x is a brother if and only if x is a brother

Yet (2) is not informative, so either (1) is not informative, or the two expressions used in (1) are not interchangeable (because they change an informative analysis into an uninformative one) so (1) is not actually correct. In other words, if the analysis is correct and informative, then (1) and (2) must be essentially equal, but this is not true because (2) is not informative. Therefore, it seems an analysis cannot be both correct and informative at the same time.

Proposed resolutions

One way to resolve this paradox is to redefine what is an analysis (?) In explaining the paradox, a potential analysis is assumed to be a relation between concepts rather than the verbal expressions used to illustrate them. If the verbal expression is part of the analysis, then we shouldn't expect complete intersubstitutivity even in cases of correct analyses. However, this response seems to move the notion of analysis into mere linguistic definition, rather than doing interesting work with concepts.
Another response is to bite the bullet and just say that correct analyses are uninformative — which then raises the question of what positive cognitive notion should be used instead of this one, if any.
One further response would be to take Willard Van Orman Quine's position and reject the notion of conceptual analysis altogether. This is a natural response to the rejection of the analytic–synthetic distinction. (xxi)


The way I would prefer to resolve this dilemma is to argue that, as economic correlatives, our provisional delineation of either analytical propositions, synthetical statements, and/or conjectural propositional-statements cannot and should not be economically isolated from the overall context of their contextually situated economies. So, it follows, that we cannot expect any aspects of an economic system to be purely analytical, purely synthetical, and/or purely conjectural in our interactions with the same, be that through (hermeneutical) recognition, (phenomenological) encountering, and/or (existential) engagement. Moreover, we could surmise, e.g., that the more analytical we would like our approach to be, in an inverse proportion, the less synthetically and conjecturally oriented would an ensuing overall appreciation be realized in lived-experience, and v.v. Moreover, as a result, the overall appreciation of the represented-system in question would, at a certain point, also suffer given the necessary correlativity of the relational richness of all (mediated) economic parties in order to establish the emergent overall richness of the information being expressed (through intermediation) within that simulated-system (in what very much parallels, as an analogy, a trimodal rereading of the Heisenberg Uncertainty Principle
). (xxii)

          Or, in simple language, any focus on one economic correlative is at the expense of the other two economic correlatives. So, e.g., if we over-focus on analysis we do so at the expense of both contingent informativeness and, I would add, our ability to cogently co-opt the specificational possibilities that might be able to be engendered through the adoption and adaptation of an apposite set of conjectural functions. (xxiii)

         At the end of the day, the primary conclusion I would like to advance is that comprehension in all its forms is economically engendered, regardless of whether we are aware or not aware of the epistemological hegemony of the economic, and, where, consequently and subsequently, our improper treatment of the economic constitution of this epistemological domain can only be problematic on all levels of epistemological functioning regardless of whether we are aware or not aware of these naturally imposed forms of economic circumscription. That, in regard to the apparent linguistic domains of analytical ‘propositions’ and synthetical ‘statements’ on the trimodal grounds of an economic constitution it is my contention that we need to find a third economic-correlative and, to that end, I have proposed the use of conjectural ‘propositional-statements’. That to suitably explore the ‘necessity’ of the analytical and the ‘contingency’ of the synthetical we need to add the ‘cogency’ of the conjectural. But economic circumscription also implies that through the impossibility of an economic isolationalism there can be no recognition, no encountering and no engagement with the impossible isolation of the purely analytical, the purely synthetical, and, by extension, likewise, any form of a pure analytic-synthetic distinction. Similarly, the proposal of pure conjectures will also be an epistemological impossibility and, likewise, only result in contradictions, aporias, incoherencies, paradoxes, and other forms of economic nonsense be that in a philosophical or a metaphysical discourse, or, in either a disciplinary or a secular sphere of influence. The inevitable deconstruction and ineffective reconstruction of great ‘philosophical monuments’ is an ongoing testament to our disciplinary non-inattentiveness to both economic possibilities and impossibilities. It is my hope that by working upon a better and more effectively comprehended philosophical landscape that through such an existential-pragmatism, or a pragmatic-existentialism, all forms of disciplinary practice can be progressively advanced one small step by one small step…
 (xxiv)




 N.T., 17.4.24.

A Retrospective Reading:
Paul Grice and P. F. Strawson criticized Two Dogmas in their (1956) article In Defense of a Dogma. Among other things, they argue that Quine's skepticism about synonyms leads to a skepticism about meaning. If statements can have meanings, then it would make sense to ask "What does it mean?". If it makes sense to ask "What does it mean?", then synonymy can be defined as follows: Two sentences are synonymous if and only if the true answer of the question "What does it mean?" asked of one of them is the true answer to the same question asked of the other. They also draw the conclusion that discussion about correct or incorrect translations would be impossible given Quine's argument. Four years after Grice and Strawson published their paper, Quine's book Word and Object was released. In the book Quine presented his theory of indeterminacy of translation.
 (xxv)

In a very meticulous reply these two authors correctly argue that we can understand this distinction given its meaning has been well understood for the last couple of hundred years. That in effect, its significance can and has been reiterated, re-performed, etc. But, they miss the point of Quine’s critique. He is arguing that analyticity (as invoked by traditional metaphysicians) cannot be discerned in an absolutistically reductive manner implying that a purely separate synthetic distinction likewise cannot be drawn. Thereby completely deconstructing the raison d’être of the logical positivists. Furthermore, Quine is also pointing the way forward for a pragmatic holism (although, in hindsight, the associated behaviourist and naturalist approach might be better overlooked or further refined?). (xxvi)
A Prospective Reading:
Obviously we understand what is superficially meant by an analytical-synthetical distinction... but, it cannot be done non-economically
 nor absolutistically. Hence the need for a trimodal relative economic reading as outlined by myself. Hence the introduction of and arguments for a conjectural dimension. (xxvii)
In the next essay I will outline in detail the functions and import of this conjectural dimension covertly present but considerably overlooked in our appreciation of these distinctions of the analytic, and synthetic, along with an appreciation of this analytic-synthetic distinction itself, etc. Presently, in the remainder of this essay, let me further this argument for a conjectural dimension (beyond just constitutional economic lines of delineation)…. (xxviii)










N.T., 20.4.24.

XIG. An Integrated Set of Arguments for the Operation of

The Conjectural Economy:

The Mediation and Intermediation of Conjectures*

That each and every discipline that is credible

Should be self-up-righting...

Philosophy, as a credible discipline,

Should be a self-correcting enterprise...

Because ‘the lived-reality of lived-reality’

Should self-demonstrate, comparatively,

That which is neither ‘living’ nor ‘reality’...

Through re(-)normalization, quite naturally, 

One dispenses with that which is less credible..!

0. Pre-Introduction & Introduction


As a ‘first conjecture’ we might argue that in order to understand any economy of either analytic propositions, synthetic statements, and/or the comprehension, likewise, of the analytic-synthetic distinction, we must invoke a suitable third party given that all economies are trimodal in their constitution and that the former could not be comprehended on those bimodal terms alone, hence this ‘first conjecture’ (even though also predicated on the ‘constitutional conjecture of the economic’ in all its comprehensiveness
). Therefore, in an approving comment addressed to Quines’ paper on The Two Doctrines of Empiricism I would like to add a Third Doctrine, namely, the overlooking of the economic dimension of the Conjectural (in order to make any working sense whatsoever of the ‘analytical’, the ‘synthetical’, and any sense and semblance of a ‘distinction between the former, etc.). Thence this exploration of the ‘conjectural dimension’, etc. (0)


This essay is divided into eight more sections, namely, 1. That the world equally participates with ‘us’ in our ongoing re(-)construction of it through the entertainment of conjectures, etc; 2. Tautologies, etc., cannot be fully appreciated in analytical terms alone; 3. That we have acquired the ability to discern the artefacts of the intentional world even though written upon the non-intentional fabric of this world at large; 4. That through the use of conjectures we can discern the apparent objectivity, etc., of this living world, etc; 5. But, equally, we can do this from an evolving appreciation of the apparent integrity of the living-world; 6. Hence the philosophical ramifications of conjectures; 7.  Then, the meta-philosophical ramifications, i.e., the repurposed metaphysical ramifications, of such a conjectural understanding, etc; 8. With the outline of a set of provisional conclusions, etc. (1)

1. ‘Listening’ to a Hot Cup of Coffee


Sadly, indoctrinated with the ideological nonsense of a so-called ‘external world’, etc., many philosophers give you the impression that they act as if they lived within the very confines of their very own heads, all very lonely and totally alone. But, acting like social butterflied ever-ready to break out and burst forth upon the stage of this living-world of experience they so wisely suspect... is out there somewhere, can be experienced somehow..? (2)


Yes, we could start from the delineation of a living-world to be pre-found in living-experience (in Section 5)... but for the sake of this miscreant majority of philosophical disciplinarians let us start from the ground up so to speak... (3)


Now, it is all very well for either naïve or non-naïve realists to think that they truly ‘see’ objects in an external world, by perverting the use of such metaphors in their literal mistreatment of the same or similar, or, just as unwisely, for the sophisticated idealists to merely think that ‘because they construe all experience as constructed by their very own consciousnesses’ that that is the end of their story. Hence the moral of the following observation. (4)


If I were to make you a very hot cup of coffee from my coffee machine, I would hope that you understand that you will need to wait a few minutes before drinking it. That, hopefully, I would not need to tell you that. Instead, if you were to try drinking it, as hot as it is, straight from the machine, then you will burn your tongue and mouth, and you will find that you just cannot drink it. For a short period, it is a cup of coffee that cannot be drunk... until it has sufficiently cooled. (5)


Now, as an objection to the claims made by those types of ideologues, as just referenced, a cup of coffee is not just passively seen, as might be envisaged by realists nor merely constructed purely in your own consciousness as might be claimed by idealists... that, in our negotiations within all such discussions, the cup also duly deserves to be ‘metaphorically’ listened to...  treated as another party in our relational world of experience... as if in a dialogical encounter with us within this living-world of relational experience. (6)

In other words, objects, in their intentionally experienced objectivity, are not just passively viewed nor are they just actively constructed in the seemingly pure isolation of our own minds. In other words, contingency is not just passively encountered nor actively recognized, but, also engaged, somewhat, almost as an equal party. That we may intentionally inscribe our presence upon the world as an agent but the world also inscribed itself upon us without having to conjecture much more than the mere causal agency of the world itself... (7)

And, of course, why stop with just ‘seeing’ and ‘listening’ when the world ‘speaks to us’ through all our sense modalities, and so on. But, then, the moral, too, is not to read too much more into our metaphors, rhetorical devices, and similar. (8)

2. ‘Heavy Rain’ and ‘Green Unicorns’

Effectively, contingency cannot be engaged other than through conjectures in an economy of the conjectural that must also entail analytical propositions and synthetical statements. We just do not find ‘cups of hot coffee’ well-represented in either analytical or synthetical modalities. Yes, analytically, ‘a cup of hot coffee that is too hot to drink is a cup of coffee that is too hot to drink’. And, yes, ‘this is a cup of hot coffee that is too hot to drink’. But, it is also sensibly obvious, that I need to entertain the conjecture that ‘because this is a cup of hot coffee’, and ‘it is too hot to presently drink’, that ‘I must not presently drink it’, but, then also entertain another conjecture, namely, that as ‘hot liquids in a cooler environment will also cool down’, that ‘when it has suitably cooled that then, and only then, can I comfortably drink a liquid that is suitable for drinking’. That when the coffee is too hot to drink that, no, I do not go ahead and drink it, but, first, wait a few moments, and then drink it! (9)


In effect, the ‘conjectural dimension’, i.e., as a ‘correlative economic aspect’ needs to be ‘felt’, expected and then immediately anticipated as prompting us to consider or not to consider a certain course of action or non-action, or even inaction if a deferral or postponement of a decision is called for. In the process, further specifying the concreteness of our situation, perhaps giving us permission to proceed or not to proceed, maybe, in an existential sense, both prompting and permitting us to proceed on a more optimum course for(-)us in pro-relational and trans-relational terms of reference.to do as if ‘called’; as if deontologically, existentially, and pragmatically ‘commanded’..? (10)


That conjectural dimension, as noted elsewhere, has these parallel features in living-experience of specification, engagement, permission, as acting as an injunctive or imperative, and so on. (11)


Similarly, the analytical cannot be appreciated in either just analytical terms of reference or in just synthetical terms of reference or in merely entertaining a distinction between the former. Let me demonstrate this negative conjecture through noting my use of the following two tautologies. (12)


It is my suggestion that we should not treat all tautologies as if they were the same even if the underlying logic is exactly the same. E.g., in comparison to the tautology ‘It is either raining or it is not raining’ the following tautology, namely, that ‘Green unicorns are either dancing on my lawn or are not dancing on my lawn’, does not quite have the same representative respectability about it. Then, on the conjectural supposition that we cannot comprehend either one economic correlative or the relations between two economic correlatives on their own terms of reference, without invoking, either explicitly and/or implicitly, the operations of an economy, in this instance, say, a conjectural economy, then it follows that, correctly, even tautologies cannot be entertained merely in either analytical terms nor in synthetical terms, nor for that matter as just a simple relationship between the former, That, that granted, our reading of a tautology must also include some reference to both the synthetical and the conjectural even if these latter aspects will be suppressed in our attempting to review the former. Therefore, we should quite rightly reject any mere logical equivalence between tautologies knowing that the economic nature of our suppositions must be conducted in a conjectural economy where all three parties of the analytical, the synthetical, and the conjectural can be neither over-thought nor over-preferenced, nor, under-though or under-preferenced. Thence our suspicions, in this comparative instance, can now be duly recognized. Whereas tautologies about ‘rain’ still seem to tell us something about the world, through their polarizing division of this world-as-lived, on the other hand, tautologies about ‘unicorns’, green or otherwise, quite rightly misinform us, or, indeed, somewhat deceive us into thinking we also have to account for unicorn in the non-unusual furniture of this world as well.
 (13)

 Now, although some people might say unicorns are green, and we could add, are very, very small and that that is the reason why we do not usually see them, along with elves and pixies, and other so-called mythological creatures, similarly camouflaged, still, lest people camp outside my house in order to catch a glimpse of these elusive beasties I must inform you that I do not have a lawn.
 So, in that regard, this tautology is doubly suspect. Indeed, not much better than saying ‘Father Xmas either wears a beard or does not wear a beard’ even though everyone knows, more or less, that he has a ‘beard’ whilst, at the same time, we also know he has no existence as commonly understood, has never existed nor will exist in the everyday understanding of a commonly shared vision of a world-around-them, in this world-around-us.  (14)


Because the analytical cannot be understood and appreciated on just sheer analytical terms alone it follows that a full appreciation of the internal necessity of such propositions needs to be contested both in terms of the contingency of synthetical propositions (both positive and negative in form
) and the imparted cogency of the conjectural. The ramifications of such an understanding are quite profound both philosophically and metaphysically (in and through its repurposed format), both for each and every discipline and in the aligned expressions of a secular world. No longer can we fabricate metaphysics on strung together notions of pure necessity. Then, too, the very idea of pure facts is also realized to be not much more than excessive verbiage although to render it as pure nonsense is to commit the same impossible type of an exclusive form of economic isolationism. Where, as well, cogency must sensibly walk the broad territory of a no-man’s-land (the land absolutistically belonging to no-person) between either the impossibilities of the indubitably true or the indubitably false. (15)


On the other hand, relative discrimination is possible, albeit of relatively valid and invalid formats, forms and formations; permitting us to suitably discriminate between the relatively intentional and the relatively non-intentional in origination. (16) 

3. Discerning the Intentionally Inscribed from the Non-Intentionally Non-Inscribed


How do we learn to relatively discriminate between ‘intentionally deposited textual depositions upon the metaphorical ‘face’ of the world’ and those ‘patterns and designs of the natural world that cannot be convincingly assigned to some form of intentional agency (on par with naturally perceived expressions of human agency)?  (17)


I.e., apparent ‘agency’ in terms of ‘intentionally recognized decision-making’ and ‘the relatively persistent and/or re-occurring, non-random-like nature of the same’. (18)


The apparent intersection of this two-pronged definition is provisionally posed as a starting point for an attempt to try to understand ‘human agency’ (and ‘human-like agency’, where, with respect to the latter, we might like to extend to animals, and, for those of a religious persuasion, that such agency has been extended to us over time through evolution or spontaneously at a certain improbably ‘created’ point in time. But, for this exploratory discussion, let us overlook and ignore the potential possibilities of both the para-intentional nature of animals and the super-intentional possibilities of either emergent structures and/or quazi-divine-like entities). (19)


Let me relate the following descriptions of my garden in the Blue Mountains to illustrate this type of relative distinction. In the upper part of my garden, composed mainly of non-native plant species, I have a small grove of pines and fir trees. Now, it would be quite conceivable to imagine that one or two seeds may have randomly taken root there, but, that probability is most unlikely when you add the obviously well-planted azaleas, camellias, rhododendrons, and so on. On the other hand, each year I welcome the bursting forth of a small, native orchid of no decorative charm whatsoever. These little spires of the potato orchid, also known as a cinnamon bell orchid, shoot up randomly, usually in places of shade and ample leaf litter.
 They pop up under my non-native trees and even on the paths running though my garden and, this random-like placement of their distribution, easily leads me to believe that they were not intentionally planted, that, in all actuality, grew here well before this garden was planted out, indeed, before people, both non-Indigenous and Indigenous even settled in Australia. (20)


Hence the relative merit of this two-pronged distinction, namely, intentional behaviour is usually ‘true to types of behaviour already judged to be intentionally deposited’, and, the ‘relatively non-random nature of such intentional directedness in deposition’. E.g., would it be possible for a person to walk along a beach without ‘the intention to walk along that beach in some form or other’. Even people with dementia have this residual form of intent... and notoriously escape when they suddenly decide to leave the safety of their unlocked residences. Even the counter-example of a robot still demonstrates intent behinds its pre-programming. That, intent is not randomly discharged. (21) 

 4. Discerning Objectivity, Inter-Objectivity, Subjectivity, and Inter-Subjectivity


Now, in our being able to relatively delineate representations of intentional behaviour from depictions of non-intentional non-behaviour (of the natural world) we are in a position to delineate objectivity, inter-objectivity, subjectivity, and inter-subjectivity whilst also recognizing that through our embodiment we have left, metaphorically, both a scarred and an augmented ‘face’ upon the thin surface of our fragile world where these distinctions cannot be absolutistically maintained, i.e., which cannot be non-relatively recognized, encountered and engaged. That, in effect, such distinctions are relative, arbitrary, but, will also serve the purposes of their being proposed, hopefully, in both an existential and pragmatic manner, which, in our being ‘all too human’, can never be guaranteed. Where objectivity is either the embodiment of our own overall sense/s of self or the embodiment of others, along with all other objects in the natural world (although intentional objectivity will also include all forms of the focalized from intentional objectives (expressing intentional motivation) to objects, object-states, etc., in the natural world (which must also include us in and through our forms of embodiment and being also inclusive of the pro-relational and its trans-relational sense/s of subjectivity). Where inter-objectivity is the perceived or apperceived sense and semblance of a relatively non-metaphorical ‘space’ between such intentional objectives, etc. That ‘subjectivity’ appears self-evident, to both us and others, through types of intentional behaviour that typify intentional behaviours and the relatively non-random nature of their execution (even if such responses appear to be seemingly initiated in a random-like manner in terms of their apparent timing or mistiming). That the intersubjectivity, similarly, is that metaphorical ‘space’ entertained between intentional subjects and/or communities, both within and between relationships, organization, institutions, nations, etc. (22)


Thence our ability, in general, to discern between the relatively objective, inter-objective, the subjective, and the inter-objective whilst also being well-aware that such distinctions cannot be over-preferenced, etc.  I.e., either over-prioritized, over-privileged, and/or over-promoted with respect to past, present, and future orientations in time. (23)


By such means, discerning such distinctions, their accommodations, and their transformations, etc., along with their interrelations in terms of consilience, salience, and propinquity (i.e., its proximity or standing in a certain relationship, etc.). (24)


I.e., e.g., the distinction of ‘two persons’ who regard each other as ‘friends’ in a relationship of ‘friendship’ that has developed over time to the mutual enrichment of both parties. In the reconciliation of a world of different relationships productive of an overall mutual enrichment; that has a certain force for different people in different situations, etc; and, where those relationships that are ‘closer’ are generally better cultivated (to use a gardening metaphor). (25)


Thence the delineation of this world-of-significance for-us... Where certain ideological forces will shape our vision of a world in terms of both its relatively natural and relatively trans-natural manifestations and expressions, and where the application of suitable suspensions will distinguish ideologues from non-ideologues, and v.v. (26)

5. Just Discerning the Overall Conjecture of a Living-World...


Now, we could have saved ourselves some time by just proffering ‘the overall conjecture of a living-world’, through whose living-experience, we have already formed the recollections of our ongoing appreciation of lived-experience. Understanding and differentiating types of intentional experience from random expressions of non-intentionally oriented forms of change as experienced in our conjecture of this ‘natural world as modified by human agency’. (27)


Now, without forcing these distinctions, we make our progress, our path through this world at large with others both individually and collectively. As much as we might aspire to attain and obtain the full appropriation of certain intentional objectives, still, without this world of cooperation with others very few, if any of those intentional objectives could be individually realized without such forms of relatively mutual arbitration. Yes, we might get ourselves out of bed in the morning, make our own breakfasts, and head out for the day with whatever intentions for how that day will be spent. Still, few of us actually make our own beds, as items of furniture; then practically no one entirely grows their own food; and, then, both the inside and outside of our residences we live in a world being fashioned by armies of people we will never even meet of which, in some form of other, we will also have ourselves living among their working ranks proffering various forms of contribution in a manner in keeping with our current being in this world with(-)others, before(-)others, and finding our fragile sense and semblance of a relative freedom primarily through(-)others. (28)


That without the relatively cogent force of our conjectures, in a world of the conjectural, we would be unable to operate in this overall world-of-life, this life-world both fashioned by(-)us, and, too, more fashioned for(-)us, in which we find, through such arbitration, whatever sense and semblance of an overall freedom duly afforded to us in and through the situatedness in this world at large in which we find ourselves immersed. A conjecturally envisaged sense and semblance of a world in which we find conjectures proffer forms of further specificational detail, the possibility of various probable pathways for intentional performance along with a comparative appreciation of their either apparently expected and/or anticipated  relational merit; a sense of permission to entertain certain intentional objectives over others; and an existential and pragmatical refinement of such permission should we orientate ourselves towards both a pro-relational and trans-relational experience of relational re-enrichment that form from an appreciation of probable patterns of e/valuational formation both expected and anticipated through the adoption and adaptation of such relational forms of existential expediency in our then acting of the behalf of such relationships within this overall world of the relational, in this world at large. (29)


That without the economics of this conjectural aspect there could be no intentional lives lived in this world at large. That, equally, there could be no pure necessity, no pure facts, and no pure conjectures in a world of mere probability alone, since the enactment of our intentions demands their relatively delineated, definitive discharge in and through the non-economic determinations of the last instance, etc. (30)  

6. The Philosophical Ramifications of a Conjectural Economy

As noted, there can be no pure necessity, no pure facts, and, no pure conjectures that have nothing to say or do in this world at large, this overall world-of-life. Moreover, through processes of resolution, the enactment of our intentions, both aspirationally formed and re-informed through arbitration, could not be conceived of without the non-economic cogency of our conjectures... as they further specify relevant forms of detail, shed light on their probable consequences should their enactment be performed, and permit us to proceed in the light of such expectations and anticipations. Thence some of the philosophical ramifications of a conjectural economy that also witnesses the roles played by both analytical propositions and synthetical statements in the potentially beneficial exercise in the formation and realization of conjectural propositional-statements whose individual performance affords and contributes, hopefully, to a mutual enrichment of our relationships to some discernible degree or other. (31)


Let me further unpack the outlined ramifications of this paragraph... (32)


First, there can be no so-called ‘pure necessity’. Such an impossible fiction could neither be recognized, nor encountered, nor engaged. Any form of metaphysics built upon such an impossible edifice is just as impossible to contemplate and most certainly cannot be willed into existence through mere incantations of such nonsense. On the other hand, a repurposed form of metaphysics is there for us to contemplate through an appreciation of how the philosophical disciplinarian either navigates, negotiates and/or arbitrates all forms of truth determination. (33)


Second, the notion of so-called ‘pure facts’ is another form of veritable nonsense. We do not have nor need full access to indubitable knowledge, but, equally, we have no form of interaction whatsoever with the absolutistically non-indubitable. On occasions, we can be wrong but never absolutistically wrong! On other occasions, we can be right but never absolutistically certain... but since when does a lack of certainty stop us from placing conjectural bets about the apparent lie of the land, the lived-reality of relationally oriented experience... that when reviewed from a pro-relational orientation can takes on an even deeper appreciation of its potentially able to be constituted sense and semblance of an existential complexion..? (34)


Third, any thought of so-called ‘pure conjectures’, without anything to metaphorically ‘say’ to us about where we are in this world at large, is also an utter nonsense. Moreover, as no one conjecture is equal to any other, and, as the world is not metaphorically ‘flat’, except momentarily in the life of the (extensive) suspension, our conjectural appreciation of this world of lived-experience, similarly, cannot be equally weighted. Indeed, properly balanced in the (extensive) suspension, through the imbalance of the de-suspension, a world of resolution then inevitably awaits our permission to enact processes of transformation more in keeping with the seemingly beneficial trajectories of our closer, more important relationships... should we also be able to suspend relatively defective, egotistical forms of mis-directed engagement. Furthermore, when an appreciation of our relational standing in this world is better simulated then the living-representation of our relationships permit us to act in accordance, in an alignment with a more beneficial refinement of those trajectories... A process of re(-)alignment enacted through a product of a refinement of their mere realignment, through the error correction of a process of re-de-mis-alignment, and through chaotically oriented forms of suitably innovative re-alignment with the latter introducing an apposite element of the potentially radical. All initiated and maintained non-economically... (35)


If e/valuational formation were merely circulated, in an endless recycling of valuation, then definitive forms of response, responsiveness, and responsibility could never be initiated let alone maintained nor, for that matter, definitively discharged in a suitable and limited manner. Hence the inescapable non-economic dimension when economic resolution escapes the confines of its initial economy  But, such potentially radical inputs, be the either positive or negative in their impact and potential ability to contribute to the relational richness and enrichment of our relationships, could not be comprehended without their immediate re(-)appropriation with the relatively expansion of the necessary imputation of this hyper-economic aspect within the overall economy of the economic. Given the potentially innovative nature of the non-economic, its sequential re-appropriation within the hyper-economic aspect must be micro-incremental, incrementally sequential, and with the potential to transform our current appreciation of the overall economy of the economic... along with both relatively non-existential patterns of augmentation and relatively existential lines of enhancement in the overall richness and enrichment of the primary relationship in question. Such refinement in our standing in this world a large when and where we are with(-)others, etc., being tempered by the fact that, as finite agents, the full impact of our agency can never be completely predicted given the chaotically oriented nature of this world at large, our inability to fully determine what is relevant and irrelevant to our situatedness, the natural imperfections of our embodiment, and the fact that our understanding of our own situatedness is ever enacted as a work in progress... (36)

Thence some of the philosophical ramifications of an inescapable conjectural economy that also witnesses the roles collectively played by processes of truth determination as jointly exercised by the necessity of analytical propositions, the contingency of synthetical statements, and the conjectural cogency of propositional-statements in the potentially beneficial exercise involved in the utilization of conjectural positions whose individual performances, through permission, affords and contributes, hopefully, to a mutual enrichment of our relationships to some discernible degree or other. That, effectively, through an ongoing, overall suspension of the entire economy of the conjectural, through a process of intermediation, a more systematic sense and semblance of the existential can be better fostered to both the overall non-detriment of our relationships if not, also, to their mutual augmentation and enhancement... Indeed, by such means, through this pro-relational re(-)orientation of subjectivity, a relatively trans-relational sense and semblance of subjectivity can find itself in a position to better appreciate the ramifications of this ‘existential turn’. Hence our introduction to a metaphysical dimension in experience, albeit as presented through this transformed form of a ‘repurposed metaphysics’ that is both ‘pragmatically and existentially open to these self-correcting claims of mutual, potentially innovative modes of re(-)evaluation...’ (37)
7. The Meta-Philosophical/Metaphysical Ramifications of Conjectures


Without conjectures, I would claim there can be no experiential ‘mediation’ throughs forms of suspension and appreciation, of either the imputation of the analytical or the synthetical, or, equally, with the ‘naked’ analytical-synthetical distinction itself. Then, only through intermediation, through an overall suspension of the conjectural economy, can we find ourselves in a position to exercise a full pragmatic-existentialism as an existential-pragmatism, and v.v. (38)


Just how is this ‘metaphysical turn (this ‘meta-philosophical turn’) to be experienced, i.e., both initiated and maintained in experience? (39)


In experience, as an agent, subjectivity reflects the very nature of our apparent intentional objectivity. So, in seeing a visually perceived object we automatically become a ‘visual perceiver’, then, in thinking about the same we become ‘thinkers thinking about what was just seen’, and so on... Nothing mystical to see here... move on... just an observable fact to find forever confirmed in our appreciation of the overall nature of intentional experience (that a co-associated form of subjectivity is ever-presented). (40)


In an intentionally oriented phenomenology, the following conjecture of the co-associated observation of an automatic intentional subjectivity in keeping with the nature of that current form of intentional experience is practically constitutional in tenor. Therefore, it follows that in our being able to pro-relationally orientate our sense and semblance of subjective positioning upon the very experiential nature of the relationship, itself, as being focused upon, it must follow, therefore, as a conjecture, that we must then be able to review the same in a trans-relational sense and semblance of experience in keeping directly, and coincidentally, with that form of a pro-relational re(-)orientation as being currently entertained. What are the ramifications of this pro-relational - trans-relational conjecture? (41)


For a start, given a philosophical appreciation of truth determinations it would follow that we should be able to fully appreciate this philosophical appreciation of truth determinations through the experiential lens of the meta-philosophical, i.e., in the repurposed version of the ‘metaphysical’ as ‘meta-philosophical’, and v.v. (42)


In effect, opening us up to an experiential appreciation of the meta-philosophical, i.e, the metaphysical, as here both critically and radically repurposed. Where, through such a reorientation, this ‘metaphysical turn’, we can also experience a ‘pragmatic turn’ and an ‘existential turn’ as totally synonymous. Albeit as would arise only through subtle differences in such philosophical re(-)positionings. I.e., treating the meta-philosophical as metaphysically repurposed, or treating the existential as existentially re(-)oriented, or treating the pragmatically as pragmatically re(-)oriented, and so on. (43)


Providing, optimistically, the possibility that all disciplines, when suitably treated through mediation and intermediation, i.e., through the apposite application of suitable suspensions, we can directly experience processes of semantic conformation... (44)

8. Provisional Conclusions, Comments, and Observations...

Now, by ‘semantic conformation’ is meant ‘the ability for a reputable discipline, say, a properly constituted philosophy or metaphysics or history or science, and so on, to experience forms of self-correction, processes of up-righting, indeed, self-up-righting
 should the pre-conditions, conditions, and post-conditions find the requisite degree of an alignment in this same regard’! Let me explain. (45)


Of course, you would be right to point out that I am being optimistic, still, on some occasions, we would hope to be correct in this intuitive stance if we could suitably apply a correct appreciation of those required pre-conditions, etc., that are relevant to an apposite reading of that relational situation to hand. In this regard let me provisionally put forward the following conjectures, observations, and comments. (46)


What is constitutionally required is the adoption and adaptation of an overall economic perspective where what is deemed to be constitutionally necessary to our endeavour is duly observed. I.e., some conformity to an analytically oriented degree of necessity in all matters deemed to be constitutional. I.e., a properly well-formed adherence to all relevant economic tenets, all inter-ordered phenomenological inputs, and all systematic conventions (as outlined in all previous and future essays). (47)


Next, in terms of the appropriate use of all relevant contingent synthetical statements we should seek to exercise a relatively well-informed stance on the subject matter of our enquiries. (48)


Then, in preparation for the apposite utilization of an integrated-detailization of all relevant conjectures, we duly need to observe their mediation and intermediation through suitable exercises of a(n extensive) suspension, etc.., in the hope of realizing this degree of well-expressed de-suspended cogency in the ensuing de-suspended process of the re(-)representation of such simulated materials (49)


Or, reviewed through the theoretical lens of a narrative, we could and should argue for well-informed, narratively relevant sets of facts; the use of well-formed arguments in the hope of preparing the metaphorical ‘ground’ for suitably well-expressed forms of conjectural appositeness able to both correct, and, if necessary, re-correct whenever required, the course of our re(-)simulated passage/s thorough this world at large. That, in taking this non-dualistic approach, we could well-argue that our ideologically pre-invested vision of reality, through suitable suspensions, is then rendered more able to reconstitute the reality of our ensuing ‘vision’... in the sense and semblance of a life-world in which reality-is-lived and life-is-realized through the lived-reality of it having been experienced as ‘living-experience’... in ‘a form of self-correction arrived at through being suitably re(-)lived... in an aligned accordance with its own devolving patterns of re(-)self-expression..!!’ (50)









Noël Tointon, Penrith, 8.4.24.
� 	In our attempt to appreciate either the analytic, the synthetic, and/or the analytic-synthetic distinction.


� 	This paper was also emended by Quine when reprinted in 1953, From a Logical Point of View, Harvard University Press) without radically altering the original essay(?). There is also a second, revised edition in 1961 He has also written Two Dogmas in Retrospect; Canadian Journal of Philosophy, Vol. 21, No. 3 (September, 1991), pp. 265-274.


� 	� HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Peter_Godfrey-Smith" \o "Peter Godfrey-Smith" ��Peter Godfrey-Smith�, Theory and Reality, 2003, � HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/University_of_Chicago" \o "University of Chicago" ��University of Chicago�, � HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/ISBN_(identifier)" \o "ISBN (identifier)" ��ISBN� � HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Special:BookSources/0-226-30062-5" \o "Special:BookSources/0-226-30062-5" ��0-226-30062-5�, pages 30-33 (section 2.4 "Problems and Changes").


� 	Namely, the three distinctions of the ‘analytical-synthetical’, ‘the synthetical-conjectural’, and ‘the conjectural-analytical’.


� 	I.e., the requisite preservation of the relative transformational isomorphic invariance required through intermediation in order to establish a delineation of such relative determinations of either the partial isolation of a correlative, the mediation of a set of two correlatives, and/or the intermediation of the entire economy, albeit as it finds itself apparently situated within its relational sense and semblance of place in this overall world of life, this world at large, etc. I will explore this topic of truth determination in a later essay in this set of essays as entailed in this Book XI. Where, furthermore, alignment is realized through the ongoing processes of re(-)alignment as established through the rectification of hermeneutic reiteration, the deconstruction/reconstruction of phenomenological iteration, and the re(-)normalization of chaotically oriented re-iteration (within this overall ‘economy of iteration’).


� 	Instead of reductionism, Quine proposes that it is the whole field of science, and not single statements, that are verified. All scientific statements are interconnected. Logical laws give the relation between different statements, while they also are statements of the system. This makes talk about the empirical content of a single statement misleading. It also becomes impossible to draw a line between synthetic statements, which depend on experience, and analytic statements, that � HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hold_come_what_may" \o "Hold come what may" ��hold come what may�. Any statement can be held as necessarily true according to Quine, if the right changes are made somewhere else in the system. In the same way, no statements are immune to revision. As per Wikipedia’s Two Dogmas of Empiricism, 15.4.24.)





� 	I.e., the more able we find ourselves concentrating on any one or two economic correlative the less able we are to concentrate on the other two correlatives or the remaining correlative. Moreover, excessive attention to any one or two correlatives will also mean a corresponding decrease in the overall richness of that type of economic experience.


� 	In the essay XIH, I will argue that from a ‘transcendental perspective’, to be read as a ‘judgmental, trans-intentional/trans-cognitive orientation, that both an existential re-directedness and a pragmatic-responsiveness effectively coincide in the advancement of an observable existential enrichment of that primary relationship in question, etc..


� 	As per Wikipedia Quine’s Two Dogmas of Empiricism (15.4.24)


� 	‘Non-economic’ in the double sense of this expression as doubly defined by myself, namely, ‘in an impossible or dis-functional sense economically’, and, ‘being unable to proffer modes of resolution along non-economical lines as treated in a Laruellian sense’.


� 	* A link to the latest version: �HYPERLINK "http://www.homestead.com/Noelshomepage/Noelshomepage6.html"��http://www.homestead.com/Noelshomepage/Noelshomepage6.html� 


� 	Ideas pre-echoed in the previous essay: Pursuit, III.XIF.0,13.


� 	I.e., noting the overall constitution of the economic and its inclusion of the hyper-economic, the economic, and the non-economic, and, the parallelism of the latter with conjectures per se (to that extent they can be preferenced in our appreciation without being impossibly isolated economically).


� 	Which we do under various heading, say, as either commonplace, or mythological, or as art objects or items of a certain type of collection, or as useful or useless items, etc. In Volume II of my The Pursuit of Philosophy as a Discipline I suggest we can approach the mythological dimension only through, collectively, weak forms of realism, idealism and pragmatism. That, equally, we cannot do so through strong ideological counterparts as well.


� 	As a child, having had to deal on many occasions with lawns, coal fires, and hedges I am glad to say I am now rid of the first two of these three bugbears of mine.


� 	E.g., it is true Father Xmas is depicted wearing a bead. It is a fact that Father Xmas does not exist.


� 	These orchids have no green leaves and work completely in cooperation with fungi in the soil. Because they are also edible, I believe, possessing a small potato-like tuber, I cannot rule out the possibility they may have been planted by Indigenous hunters and gatherers but this partially inconvenient fact could have been remedied by being pulled out of those areas like paths by a previous gardener who, I must suppose, would also have welcomed or tolerated or overlooked the return of these short-lived, yearly friends?


� 	Or, self-re-righting/re-writing. Refer to Pursuit, III.7V.






