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As can be seen in the Index above, the path of my ‘reconsiderations’ oscillates between past transgressions perpetrated by myself and types of transgressions perceived as being perpetrated elsewhere. 


I am also most grateful for the members of The Continental Philosophy Group who allowed me to test run these ideas and who have considerably modified much of my subsequent thinking. 
      Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 1.12.24.
Foreword


Although titled a ‘Foreword’ the following ‘introduction’ will, I confess, address a number of issues both relatively settled and relatively unsettled. The title, ‘Reconsiderations’, as noted in the second essay, is an allusion to a late work by Augustine titled ‘Retractationes’ in which he renounces former positions that, in hindsight, were then no longer coincident and concordant with his more mature Christian thoughts and beliefs. However, in my ‘reconsiderations’ I am more concerned, thankfully, with minor shifts in my previous work rather than feeling a need to renounce vast swarths of earlier work. I often quip that, ‘I am never wrong, and that my ideas are only modified’. To put that in a more philosophically oriented form of language I could translate this to mean, ‘my qualifications are never wrong, only re-qualified’. Of course, this innocuous formula hides the fact that small changes in input can belie vast differences in output as would be understood from an appreciation of a chaotic understanding of lived-reality. That, in the light of this observation, I must also confess to a considerable shift in my subsequent thinking as a result of these minor ‘re-qualified modifications’. (i)

A reader of The Seventh Book… would be under no illusion as to where I stood in regard to ideologically over-committed philosophies like ‘realism’, ‘idealism’, etc., along with all other unimodal and bimodal formulations… arguing that a trimodal formulation was the bare minimum and that all else be deconstructed, if you had the time and desire to do that, and, thereafter, relegated to the scrapheap of defective philosophies littering the roadside traveled by those non-ideologues who would wisely prefer to take a middle path guaranteed through the auspices of ‘working suspension’ (i.e., ‘extensive suspension’). However, some of philosophical friends have sapped my excessive enthusiasm for the automatic deconstruction, say, of all forms of ‘realism’ or an ‘idealism;, etc., and in this ‘space’ I proposed a trimodal logic of ‘weak positions’, ‘strong positions’, and ‘non-weak/non-strong positions’ and set out in this Book XII to non-relegate the latter. Where weak positions through their relative disorganization would not inspire any degree of commitment and only promoted, directly or indirectly, this lack of commitment, and, therefore, deserved to be relegated. On the other hand, strong positions were seen as either impossible to contemplate and/or were being contemplated through defective arguments that did not observe their stated intent to explicate a strong sense and semblance of their positioning (which I argued would be impossible to explicate in the first place stemming from forms of either rhetorical abuse, metaphorical abuse, and/or apparitional abuse of factual attitudes, etc.). Where, unfortunately, strong positions were also accompanied by forms of an ideological extremism that in being adopted would also be instrumental in the formation of pseudo-psychoses and occasional psychoses as a result of such co-associated forms of over-commitment, and obviously, deserving relegation likewise. In a marked contrast, the adoption and adaptation of a middle approach to a well-conjectured well-fortified non-weak/non-strong form of ‘positioning’ would oversee a more reasonable Goldilocks’ style of commitment that was neither under-committed nor over-committed in a world where some form of commitment is a lived-necessity, if anything, as a requirement for the fulfillment of a small set of our more important aspirations, be they philosophical or otherwise. (ii)

However, under the impact of my own critique I had to completely discount the very concept of both a philosophical or disciplinarian position and the positioning needed to arrive at that sense of an ideological location. In its place, I am arguing for a triangulation of ‘approaches’ whose effective intersection then gives the sense and semblance of a ‘position’, as an ‘overall approach’, or as an ‘effective approach’ or ‘the simulation of an overall approach’, without the ideological baggage and its propensity for over-commitment. Hence this substitution of an integrated conjecturally well-fortified approach whose triangulation would remain a work in progress, and so on. Where this description better describes what actually happens as we contest our ideas with others be they be either like-minded or unlike-minded on such issues. Where this metaphor of ‘triangulation’ is more ‘the triangulation of a triangulation of approaches’ where the relevancy of the approach adopted and adapted for such a task be evaluated in ‘pragmatic terms of reference’ as to whether such a process of input-output apparently has something to say, appears to work, etc. (iii)

The complex phenomenon of a ‘universal pragmatics’ as a ‘working pragmatics’ is closely explored and scrutinized in this set of essays. Contrary to certain pragmatists, I perceive this overall approach as non-exclusively centered in a deontological style of judgment completely shorn of its traditional connections to so-called First Principles, et al. But, a long list of qualifications is also attached to the exercise of this overall approach and can be found explicated, e.g., in the twelfth essay. A key argument I run in this respect is that the world of contracts could not operate without the deontological and existentially directed domain of the compactual (and, where I will also add, that an interesting relationship exists between the same that deserves to be philosophical explored in even greater depth). The point being made, if not already understood, is that a pragmatical functioning in this instance is dependent upon this deontological and existential domain of the compactual and that without the same this world of contractual functions would completely fall apart. I.e., a pragmatic approach needs to be cognizant of the centrality of a deontological basis in order to exercise relatively superficial functions, practices, cultural-intercultural forms of behaviour, and so on.  (iv)

This ‘working pragmatics’ must also be scoped by the limits imposed by an anti-representationalism, albeit where such limitations limit the conventional representative nature of language, and where both sides of this coin not be overlooked. Invoking a conformal theory of truth determination that focuses on alignments and non-alignments between textual inputs and outputs and not the projected extrapolations of speculative entities that just do not deserve to impossibly focused upon. I am sure we are doing impossible things already without needlessly adding to this list more useless impossibilia. (v)

A number of areas for philosophical research in this set of essays have been recognized but not sufficiently approached. E.g., the importance of social systems as to how various disciplines are practiced and can problematically interact. E.g., the need for a reinvested and reconstituted understanding of the metaphysical as dealing with inter-ordered phenomenon. E.g., an exploration of the idea of ‘progress’ and ‘being progressive’ in that regard, that I would also have liked to have overseen reinvested… along the lines that the hypothetical underdetermination of lived-reality can be somewhat obviated through ideas of salience, consilience, and propinquity, or standing, to the extent that a working pragmatics can productively oversee the emergence of positively amplified reiterations of e/valuational formation through the overlapping of approaches instrumental in the formation of an invested project or program that bears a dividend both augmented and enhanced through such chaotically captured forms of such relatively excessive patterns of an emergent re(-)e/valuation. Indeed, invoke an ‘ongoing economy of re-e/valuation’, etc., where, through reiterative resimulation, ‘what is seen to work and works well’, is pragmatically integrated within our repertoire of working projects and working programs. Where such ‘progress’ is arrived at, incrementally and non-incrementally, through the negative removal of those approaches that do not work well and through positive acceptance and integration of those approaches that do appear to proffer emergent forms of positive re(-)e/valuation. But, where ‘progress’ is not to be viewed as the hegemonic replacement of one major discourse by some other relatively incommensurable major discourse, and so on. (vi)

Or, as we might like to say, ‘not all philosophies are equal’, and, where we may well observe that most philosophies are disappointing failures and only shadows of what they could ‘progressively’ achieve if they were to apply a rich nexus of argumentation that demonstrates these attributes of a positive salience, consilience and propinquity… Where as noted in the twelfth essay, as an additional observation:

Hence the necessary acceptance of economic, non-economic, and super-economic approaches in all disciplinary forms of enquiry. [66] (vii)


Or, more pointedly in IIN. An Overview of Additional Shifts in Reconsideration under a sixth heading:

6. That we need to take on board economic, non-economic, and super-economic approaches, but, most philosopher, disciplinarians, etc., haven't even contemplated the first on this list.
 (viii)

Thence my critique as explicated in The Seventh Book… is basically preserved despite such radical modifications in this Book XII. Shifting this playing field from ‘positions’ to an ‘ongoing, ‘progressive’ triangulation of conjecturally well-fortified approaches’ where a working pragmatics is keen to preserve and modify those working-perspectives that proffer a relevant, demonstrable, emergent positivity in e/valuational formations… (ix)

Hoping, as ever, that the scattering of these primed seeds of ideas promoted in this set of essays may find fruitful grounds for their being successfully replanted, and, in turn, be found capable of producing genetically modified philosophies in a pragmatic progression of insightful observations better able to facilitate our passages through this overall world-of-life, both individually and collectively….

      Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 1.12.24.
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XIIA. (1.) Converting Ad Hoc Conjectures to Relatively Non-Ad Hoc Conjectures
Reconsiderations:

On Those Occasions Where We Change Our Minds

Or Should Change Our Minds
 

1. Preamble


The idea behind this Book 12, titled Reconsiderations, is do just that, namely, note those occasions where, e.g., I have had to change my mind, and, in those types of position that I believe fellow philosophers and disciplinarians should also do likewise. To begin this important process of reconsideration, for how else are we to pursue any form of progress, be that concerning the theory, practice and critique of our research, if such transformations in positioning were to be neither contemplated nor enacted, so, in the context of this understanding let us consider how might this task be better conducted, say, from a conjectural point of view given the exposition of this approach in the previous book? (0)
2. Pre-Introduction and Introduction


In this first essay I lament the fact that if I had attended to the injunctive nature of this title forty years ago, or so, I might have been able to have accelerated the evolution of my thinking, e.g., on the necessary existence and nature of conjectures among a number of other observations some of which will be explored in the following reflections. (1)

All conjectures begin life as ad hoc speculations, but, to do meaningful work in this world they have to ‘earn their keep’ so to speak. In other words, we need to convert ad hoc conjectures to relatively non-ad hoc conjectures. What might this entail? (2)


For a start they need to be internally consistent. Or, should they be apparently anomalous in their dissemination they then need to be adequately harmonized. On the other hand, this demand should not be read as a strident call for absolute harmonization because as humans, as persons with our finite limitations, this is well beyond our pay grade. Indeed, arguably, this too would be beyond the powers of any form of a divine entity able to entertain intentional-like forms of cogitation or similar. In other words, absolute consistency is not attainable, but, only a reasonable degree of consistency is being called for. Basically, a working degree of consistency that allows us to run our conjectures from A to B. When we drive a car, e.g., we do not expect it to run perfectly for the next one million years, but, should it get us from A to B over the next decade would be more than acceptable. Although, it should also be noted, that electric vehicles can now operate for distances of one million miles under guarantee. The type of guarantee that could never apply to a conventional car running on petrol or so-called ‘gas’. (4)

Another observation to make here, on this topic of perfect harmonization, is that should such ‘perfect resolution’ be realized it then immediately portends the ‘death’ of that relationship subjected to such completion.
 Just as too much or too little dissonance, or, too much or too little consonance signals the same ending of the relationship in question which can only be maintained through ongoing resolution never the perfected process of resolution since the latter is like the ending of a piece of music or a novel, namely, our meeting either the ‘coda’ or ‘The end’. (5)

What else can we say about conjectures? That, preferably, we should be dealing with our ongoing re(-)presentations, or conjectural simulations, of non-virtual situations rather than virtual situations. Yes, I would much rather have a coffee in my favourite café in Melbourne, still, being in the Blue Mountains at this moment in time the only venue to hand would be in a local café. However, at the same time it would be wrong to suppose that an absolute incommensurability exists between the relatively virtual and the relatively non-virtual. E.g., a person with heart disease in experiencing a horrific nightmare could very well have a fatal heart attack. Or less dramatically, a prisoner of war being slowly starved might imagine their bowl of gruel and a piece of stale bread to be a ‘wonderfully delicious meal’ and, by such means, raise their spirits in the hope of surviving such an inhumane ordeal. (6)

Then, somewhat in a similar vein, our conjectures need to find a certain degree of external coherence or alignment with the lived-reality of ‘our’ lived-experience and, by such means, better appreciate their apparent truth value/s. A certain worker, on a wonderfully warm morning, might want to contemplate whether ‘to go to work that day’ or ‘go to the beach’? Of course, if they were to work from home, they might be able to do both by taking their computer to the beach. However, not everyone has that type of an option and so they would need to carefully weigh up both possibilities in order to wisely chose what they actually decide to do. That, if going to the beach meant losing your current employment, and that possibility would not be chosen, then their rational response would be more in alignment with their reconciling themselves with the fact that ‘they had to go to work’. Hence this observation that in the formation of our conjectures and acting upon them we usually follow those courses of action that are more in alignment with our situations, our obligations, and responsibilities, and so on. (7)

We could say, ‘that our interpretations of lived-experience are conjectures, and conjectures are usually interpreted in line with our lived-experiences, etc.’ (6)


I would also like to note that our conjectures, in being thought about, are ‘virtually ‘texts’ that should we either speak about and/or write down the same then become ‘non-virtual texts’. Furthermore, our sentences, in reflecting the trimodal nature of conjectural economies or their intentional equivalents (say, in a process of either description or prescription or proscription, or, in asking a question, making a comparison, or conjecturing along the lines of a counter-factual, etc.) all involve, overtly, a transformational process of some form or other where a certain bimodal function consists of an operator and a logical subject subjected to the same, and, covertly, some form of trimodal situatedness that allows us to appreciate the ensuing transformational process be it envisaged in either virtual and/or non-virtual terms of reference. Applied to the grammatical construction of sentences we recognize the rule that a sentence must have both a verb and a noun. That even in voicing the verbal expression “stop?” both an action (as a function) and a noun (as a logical subject) is implicated if we are to fully understand what is being said. Thence this observation that functions are bimodal, but, that their situational appreciation must be trimodal in orientation. So, e.g., in voicing the expression of the name “John” its saturated comprehension would demand these three conditions, namely, ‘who’, ‘what is happening’, and ‘where or how’. Say, in voicing this simple nominative, I could be saying, either “that person over there is called ‘John’” or “John come here please” and to know which of these two possibilities was or was not meant then we would need to know the situation and the intentional context of that expressed ‘sentential’ utterance. (7)

Now, these reflections are the pre-introduction to a first essay where I am going to lament the fact that in uttering conjectures, which understandably have an ad hoc origination, as a philosopher or disciplinarian that they should not be left in that state as merely ad hoc regardless of whether they have a certain necessity or not as they enter into our pursuit of their overseeing the successfulness of our arguments. (8)

Therefore, in the form of an introduction let me note the following sections. (9)


First, the problematic background to a theory of existence and a philosophy of transformational retreatment. (10)

Second, the necessity for insisting on the ad hoc rule supplied through retreatment. (11)


Third, my rather lax, non-insistence on a mechanism for the insistence on this ad hoc rule of retreatment. (12)


Fourth, my ruling in an ordered philosophy on the ad hoc concept of a relative privileging versus a relative de-privileging of the archetypal economic correlatives in the archetypal economy at the basis of all economies. (13)

Fifth, my belated finding of a similar mechanism at the basis of such relative privileging, etc. (14)

Sixth, my even more belated recognition of the role the de-suspension has in the formation of a process of a definitive economic resolution (under the rubric of the positivity of the ‘non-economic’). (15)

Concluding this essay with some final reflections on this slow process of philosophical appreciation that could have been considerably accelerated if I had been more insistent on supplying relatively less ad hoc forms of argumentation. (16)
3. A Problematic Background

Nearly forty years ago I began a project titled The Reanalysis on the Nature of Things
 (which was an updating of an earlier book titled The Analysis on the Nature of Things echoing the ancient Roman author Lucretius and his work titled On the Nature of Things
). In the first two volumes
 of this Reanalysis I wrestled with a number of problems which for convenience, and in hindsight, might be labelled ‘the ontological problem of existence and its epistemological categories of experience?’ (Categorical Existence), ‘the epistemological problem of how do we experience mixed categories?’ (Categorical Reception), and, ‘the epistemological problem of how do we comprehend a process of transformation?’ (Transformational Retreatment). (17)

Again, in hindsight, we had (trans-intentional/trans-cognitive) judgmental processes and their (intentional/cognitive) content between which we could articulate, on an ad hoc basis derived from an inspection of distinctive forms of categorical language pertinent to our reflections on epistemological types of experience, namely, six types of (trans-cognitive) judgment, and, six types of (cognitive) content, namely, and respectively, pre-essential judgments; aesthetical judgments; deontological judgments; pragmatical judgments; hermeneutical judgments of possibility; and ontical judgments of affirmatively entertained factual belief; and, pre-essential, non-integrated atomic thoughts; integrated molecular thoughts; ideation in a conceptual format; ideation in a perceptual-like format; possible facts, and actual facts. Initially, there was a conflation of ideational processes and content but these six orders were divided between a trans-cognitive level and a cognitive level in epistemological organization (with the act of judgment being considered to be more complex, i.e., more epistemologically organized, given judgment necessitated the judgmental appreciation of that conceptual content being put forward for judgmental appreciation (where appreciation always necessitated higher levels in epistemological organization). (18)

Now, on a cognitive level of epistemological appreciation I wondered how we might entertain ‘the fact of a fact; or ‘the idea of an idea of an idea’, and so on.
 Or, to complicate things even further, through a mixing of categories, how might we deal with, say, ‘the idea of a fact of an idea’, or ‘the thought of an idea’, or ‘the idea of a thought’, or ‘the idea of a perceptual image as a fact’, etc. Optimistically, I sat down and worked my way through formulating three sets of rules as to how these six cognitive orders might be conjugated either within the same order or between orders… (19)
Then, rather fortuitously, I stumbled upon a much simpler idea of a transformational philosophy in which all of these processes could be conducted, sequentially, as bimodal operations under the rules of a process I designated as a process of ‘transformational retreatment’. (20)
Basically, when we think about something we subject it to a process of treatment in some form or other that automatically elevates the ensuing productivity by one degree in meta-status. Or, put another way, the object language of the pretreatment phase is translated, through the applied lens of treatment, into a meta-language elevated by one meta-degree. (21)
We witness this very idea in our use of titles, the specific title, say, as given to a novel or poem, etc. Because the title is ‘about’ the text it titles, therefore, it cannot be, in that role, the text per se, being about that text and not that text itself (that it entitles). (22)
To illustrate this process, I invoked the idea of an architect building a house from a pile of bricks. In effect, the architect-builder envisages the synthesized integration of those individual brick units within the integrated totality of that envisaged house. That ‘envisaged house’ is only an idea, a relational house built from the precise assembling of those material bricks. But, people do not live in the idea of a house but in material houses on the level of the object language so we had to de-elevate the meta-status of that transformational process in order to oversee the eventual building of that house as would be eventually referred to in the object language. (23)
In thinking ‘about’ the envisaged house as yet to be built, the following ad hoc rule is invoked, namely, ‘in thinking about x, the sentential report about the treatment of x is automatically elevated by one meta-degree in meta-status’. (24)
But, because we live in houses on the meta-level of the object language, therefore, we then need to invoke a second ad hoc rule, namely, ‘the automatic de-elevation of the treated report by one meta-degree in status’ in order to return the transformational process of treatment back to the same meta-status of the pretreated product via this second transformational process of ‘retreatment’. (25)
Now, it should be obvious that this second ad hoc rule is necessary because if every time we were to think about something it automatically jumped by one degree in meta-status every time that report was being entertained, and re-entertained, etc., then our very ability to communicate our various reports to other people, along with their entailed processes of treatments, would at best be a muddled confusion or at worse, something that just could not be reported (or even as something that could be thought about by ourselves)… (26)
So, in thinking about my recent holiday for the one thousandth and first time it now has a meta-status of one thousand and two… and still climbing. (27)
Now, I would argue, that I had a reasonable basis for invoking the first ad hoc rule from my research dealing with titles, etc., given the meta-textual nature of genres of behaviour as to how they assist us in both writing and reading textual reports. On the other hand, I had no such theoretical modeling, etc., to back up my second ad hoc rule other than the sheer necessity for its invocation. Now I lament that fact because if I had been more demanding of myself and had insisted on some further reasons as to why this de-elevation in meta-status was required, other than its mere necessity, I am sure it would have forced, and accelerated, the evolution of my philosophical thinking. In hindsight, I see that I had all the required bits and pieces to make such an argument but failed to put them together until many, many years later. (28)
I had recognized the ad hoc nature of this second rule, but, on the grounds of its sheer necessity, it needed to be invoked, and, on those grounds alone, left it at that. (29)
Then, many years later, realized that I had a mechanism already in place to model this second rule, namely, that of the de-suspension.
 (30)

In the evolution of my understanding of the complexities of the transcendental suspension I had asked the question, ‘how does one get out of the suspension?’ since I had reasoned that if one were metaphorically ‘trapped’ in the suspension, one would be ‘psychotic’ and had used that metaphor as one way to understand this phenomenon of psychosis.
 My simple solution was to ‘suspend the suspension’, and hey presto you are now removed from within its confines. I later designated this process as a ‘de-suspension’ and this aspect of the working suspension now plays a crucial part in its comprehension with ramifications that have travelled well beyond its invocation in those original terms alone. (31)
Now, if the first ad hoc rule is seen as a process of treatment that by necessity is initiated through the process of the suspension, then, the second ad hoc rule can be accounted for, quite simply and elegantly, through the automatic invocation of the de-suspension (say, through the inherent instability of the suspension itself). (32)

If only I had, away back then, metaphorically put, ‘1 plus 1 together to make 2, and, next, added 2 plus 2 to make 4’, my philosophical evolution could have been accelerated by decades. But, as things have turned out, these things do seem to take time to sink in and, as obtuse as I am, I eventually rendered this second ad hoc rule a lot less ad hoc in its complexion. Hence this observation that even a necessary ad hoc ruling needs to be modelled in such a way so as to render it relatively less ad hoc despite the apparent necessity for its invocation. (33)

The concept of the ‘de-suspension’ also has played a role in rendering other ad hoc rulings a lot less ad hoc. But, first, let me restate the impact this reformulated second rule has for transformational retreatment. (34)

At this point let me diagrammatically illustrate transformational retreatment:
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Key: superscripts = meta-level, i.e., object level ‘0’, and meta-level ‘1’. (35)

As a convention, in diagrammatically depicting transformations, we travel from 1. pretreatment to 2. treatment to 3. retreatment. Posttreatment 1 emends pretreatment, and posttreatment 2 (in a counter-clockwise direction) emends treatment.
 (36)

Next, let me diagrammatically depict the six cognitive orders in a linear format, and the six trans-cognitive (judgmental) orders in a circular format. (37)
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4. The Necessity for Insisting on the ad hoc Rule Supplied through Retreatment.


So, through a working process of suspension, the first ad hoc rule is established through the (reiterated) invocation of a (series of) suspension(s) in order to progress this process of transformational treatment. Then, through the automatic invocation of the de-suspension this second ad hoc rule is invoked in order to return to the meta-status initially possessed by original pretreatment product or candidate. Now, the careful scrutiny of these pretreatment product, the treatment product and the retreated product along with the identification of the probable treatment pathways and retreatment pathways we have, to hand, a critical device for analyzing the overall process of transformation being probably envisaged. I would conjecture some languages formally recognize such transitions and transformations, whereas, English, as a natural language, only sometimes indicates such transformational-transitions. So, e.g., in talking about humans we have the abstract concept of ‘humanity’. Or, as philosophers if we were talking about a certain something we might add suffixes of ‘like’, or ‘ness’, or ‘likeness’, to the term or set of terms being treated accordingly. Hence such expressions, e.g., ‘white’ and ‘whiteness’, and so on. At the same time recognizing that the ensuing whiteness will also be found in the world on the same meta-level of its logical subjectivity being invoked. So, e.g., this (white-)board is white, i.e., has a whiteness about it, thence this white-board is white in color, etc. (39)

Therefore, a process of treatment is elevated in meta-status by one degree through the treatment process of suspension being invoked, and, will automatically through a process of retreatment be de-elevated in meta-status through the force of the ensuing de-suspension. That by carefully observing the imputed contours of this process we can critically analyze the trajectories of that process of transformation. (40)

Needless to say, the simplicity of these two rulings does away with a plethora of ad hoc transformational rules that might well be needed otherwise, or, if needed to be invoked are at least now being framed by the combined single trajectory of these two necessary ad hoc rules. (41)


As an observation, the economy of treatment, being trimodal like all economies (as an ad hoc rule of observation), consists only of three simple styles of treatment, namely, analysis, synthesis, and nomination. That there are no other overall modes of treatment other than these three as noted. At least this ad hoc rule can be argued for on the grounds of observations (although, I would also argue, that there does exist good theoretical grounds for proposing such an observation in the first place
). (42)
5. An Insistence on Additional Arguments for Reducing ad hoc Rulings…

Hence this injunction to observe additional arguments, when and where possible, in order to render necessary and less necessary ad hoc rules relatively non-ad hoc in both complexion and tenor (i.e., in both their phenomenological nature and trajectory). (43)
6. Rulings on Ordered Forms of Privileging and Deprivileging

Now, another occasion presented itself when the concept of the ‘de-suspension’ could reinforce another ad hoc ruling as to how the six orders, be they either cognitive or trans-cognitive (judgmental) in orientation, precisely demand six and only six forms of judgmental content as being supplied through six distinctive forms of judgmental process. Let me provide a potted history of this decade’s long process of evolution. (44)

 By my expression ‘order’ is meant a distinctive type of phenomenological experience be that as a trans-cognitive judgment or as the cognitive content of that type of judgment (or, possibly, even distinctive types of emotional experience as well?). I designate it as ‘order’ because there also seems to be a relationship between these orders that seems to be ‘ordered’. E.g., some putative sentences defy the rules of thinking as these atomic elements cannot co-inhere within the same thought, and, therefore, could not be thought as an idea, and not being able to be entertained as an idea could not possibly be imagined in an integrated form with the further implication that such an impossible image could not be thought of as a possible fact let alone be entertained as an actual fact, i.e., a fact that deserves to be accepted as true, as validly ascertained, etc. So, the top of a table could be either ‘round’ or ‘square’ but not simultaneously as a ‘round & square’. Hence its status as possessing only a first cognitively ordered status, i.e., nothing more than a list of non-integrated properties, relations and logical subjects. On the other hand, a ‘table’ with a ‘round top’ could be thought of as an overall thought that could be integrated hence its second ordered status as a ‘round-topped-table’ (or if this table had a square top as a ‘square-topped-table’). Now, obviously, an integrated thought can be entertained as an integrated ‘idea’. On the other hand, some ideas cannot be imaged. So, e.g., the abstract idea of ‘love’, itself, cannot be imagined only exemplified through instances that appear to instantiate this abstract idea. Subsequently, a non-imagined abstract sense of love cannot be thought of as a possible fact let alone as an actual fact. Still, instances that appear to instantiate this abstract concept can be imagined and treated as facts both possible and actual. But, again, in contrast, we could imagine, e.g., what Father Xmas would look like, but, at the same time, we also know that this personage is only a mythical character and, so, therefore, lacks actual existence, cannot be treated as a sixth ordered fact, but, only as a fifth ordered possible fact. Now, in making these judgments it would appear that the first two and the last two types of judgment are respectively semantic (and phenomenological); aesthetical (given this ability to be integrated); and, hermeneutically related to possibility, and ontically related to factual affirmations. Less obvious, the process of conceptual judgment I perceive as taking a deontological-like nature, and, where perceptual-like states in imagination appear to take only a pragmatical or functional-like character. (45)

Very early on I settled on six cognitive orders and six trans-cognitive judgmental orders. But, then, why did I settle on this number six, i.e., these two sets of six categories (seemingly linked together and where the sixth order seemed to be dependent on the fifth, and where the fifth seemed to be dependent on the fourth, etc? Because, as an observation, this cataloguing of distinctive experiences seemed to fit this schematic pattern and at the same time, I was not able to think of counter-instances that could not be schematized accordingly. Admittedly, all this is quite ad hoc. But, if it worked, then, as such, it works. As a heuristic device why not run with it? As a device it seemed to suggests that in the transformations of our thinking, thoughts were built up one on top of the other, and so on. Or, in effect, rules existed that allowed us to migrate from one type of experience to some other, or, back again when our thinking ‘travelled’ in the opposite direction. (46)

Now, whilst these two heuristic devices of retreatment and orders were being reflected upon, I was also coming to accept the apparent epistemological fact that our experience was economically structured in trimodal terms of reference and that our appreciation of such phenomena also needed to be similarly constructed in the same trimodal terms of reference. That the common denominator of these trimodal economic economies could all be translated in gestalt terms of reference, and that an easier way to depict these gestalt aspects was to imagine the following simplified understanding of the perceptual field, namely, through the invocation of a process that ‘focused; on perceptual content in the visual field, where the same was juxtaposed against a perceptual background ‘field’, and, where the relationship between these two gestalt functions also came with an distinctive sense and semblance of subjectivity in keeping with the nature of the gestalt field in question, i.e., acting as the ‘frame’ or ‘framing’ of the type of experience in question. So, e.g., a perceiving portends a perceiver; a process of thinking portends a thinker; a process of dreaming portends a person dreaming, etc. Now, symbolically treating these three distinctive gestalt functions respectively, as Object (O), World (W), and Ego (E) would allow us to depict this simple archetypal economy of the gestalt in the following manner:
Depicting the Archetypal Economy in Gestalt Terms
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Viewed through an ordered approach, I next noted that phenomenal-phenomenological oriented experience, e.g., appeared to be primarily a first ordered phenomenon, be it viewed in either cognitive or trans-cognitive terms of reference. It would appear therefore, to focus on a certain order that necessitates our relatively non-focusing on the other orders. Hence the conjecture, e.g., ‘that if semantic-phenomenologically oriented experience is observed through focusing on the Object moment (symbolically representing the moment of the intentional object), at the relative expense of the rest of the economy, then why not ‘read’ first ordered experience as, say, a focusing, or, a relative privileging of the Object moment at the relative expense of the other two moments and all the other orders from the Second to the Sixth.  Or, by similar arguments, privileging the World moment in the formation of (fifth ordered) hermeneutically oriented experience, and, privileging the Ego moment in the (third ordered) formation of the (non-systematic) existential. So, these patterns of relative privileging/deprivileging granted, why not extend this same type of process to the other three orders and see what seems to fit or not fit this scheme accordingly. However, in this instance rather than focusing or privileging one economic moment, this time, instead, let us see what might happen if we were to privilege two economic moments or correlatives at exactly the same time. So, in focusing on both Object and Ego, I conjectured we were dealing with aesthetical judgments; focusing on Ego and World could be conjectured as pragmatical judgments, and, focusing on World and Object moments seem to portend ontical or factual judgments (which made sense, as we were concerned with the assessment of phenomenological objects (O) in the world (W) taking on, thereby, the characteristics of this type of an archetypal interaction). Thereby, through focusing or privileging either one corelative or two correlatives simultaneously we could generate these six types of trans-cognitive judgment or these six types of cognitive content as concordant with these archetypal forms of interaction. Let me summarize what has been marshalled to date on this topic of orders. (48)
Depicting the Ordered Economy in the Privileging/De-Privileging of Gestalt Terms
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That, by relatively privileging/deprivileging one or two archetypal moments six distinctive types of ordered phenomena could be generated…
Depicting the Trans-Cognitively Ordered Economy through Relative Privileging...
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In other words, all orders could be generated through these six distinctive patterns of relative privileging and de-privileging. (47)


That, effectively, a certain degree of ad hoc constructivism could be minimized through the introduction of another level of ad hoc interventionism. (48)

So, e.g., by focusing or stressing or privileging intentional objectivity (Object) and simultaneously de-privileging the intentional background (World) and co-associated subjectivity (Ego) it would appear we have generated the distinctive recognition of phenomenological-semantic units that constitute, as expected, the intentional content of our first cognitive order along with the type of phenomenological judgment that would characterize this first trans-cognitive order. Where, by similar reasoning, we can account for the remaining five orders. (49)

However, this concept of the ‘relative privileging of one or two moments and the simultaneous relative de-privileging of the other two moments or the other one moment’, obviously, introduces another level of ad hoc interventionism in the schematization of this heuristic device. Just what is involved in this process of relative privileging and its automatic relative de-privileging (other than some form of stressing or focusing or singling out) is not stated or analogically offered. On the other hand, this simple method does appear to proffer a certain simplicity, and somewhat of an explanation to account for the (superficially) distinctive nature of such ordered phenomena. Indeed, supplying a method for generating the distinctive nature of such categories whilst at the same time unifying the entire process as a just process of selective privileging/de-privileging. (50)

But, the introduction of this more integrated set of rules still does not proffer a mechanism for why such a more detailed scheme appears to work (or, at least, work more simplistically in comparison to its previous incarnation)? (51)


Again, after a long time in coming, it struck me that if we were to suspend, as a form of de-privileging, perhaps in the form of a dynamic balance one or two moments, then the automatic release of the de-suspension (from the state of suspension) could be read as that which privileges the other two moments or the other one moment (if the suspension is of the other two moments). Indeed, by such means proffering an elegant mechanism that would seem to be somewhat less ad hoc than the rulings previously exercised? In other words, for ‘de-privileging’ read ‘suspension’, and, for ‘privileging’ read ‘de-suspension’. By such means, further simplifying and integrating the ensuing construction of this heuristic device. Of course, at the end of the day, the observed utility of such modeling should decide whether we continue with this heuristic device, and further refine it, or, discount it for something else that, hopefully, should prove to be more functionally effective (and, hopefully, less ad hoc in its construction). (52)
7. A Belated Re-framing of the Rules of Privileging and Deprivileging


Again, in the eventual re-framing of an ordered philosophy, this concept of the ‘de-suspension’ has been able to apparently ‘illuminate’ and integrate and render a more simple, useful set of rulings by seemingly working with what seems to be the underlying archetypal architecture at the very basis of an economy, indeed, all economies. (53)

In my previous book, Book 11, a bimodal suspension, as a suspension of two economic moments or correlatives, is defined as a process of mediation; where a uni-modal suspension is defined as ‘intra-mediation’; and, where the overall suspension of all three moments or correlatives (correlativities) is defined as ‘intermediation’ (and as the basis for either the creation, preservation and/or conservational expansion of the systematic sense and semblance of the existential along with its e/valuation formation with the relatively non-existential). (54)

Of course, we now need to further define what might be meant by a ‘uni-modal form of suspension’ (intra-mediation) vis-à-vis a bimodal suspension (mediation) vis-à-vis a trimodal suspension (inter-mediation)? Here I would like to suggest that we could re-use the metaphor of ‘bracketing’ if we were to redefine it to mean ‘rendering that being suspended as relatively inoperative until released by the de-suspension’. Where, by ‘de-suspension’, we could merely mean our ‘simply returning to the status quo to that extent it was preserved as a relative transformational isomorphic invariance and also to that extent such preservation is no longer maintained through a transformation of process that is perceived to be able to be reiterated in both characteristic and conformal terms of reference’. Let me illustrate this understanding of an implicit process of transformational retreatment in which certain aspects are either conserved or transformed, and, as such, subjected to reiterable forms of conformal appreciation. (55)

In an accordance with this understanding, we have these three aspects of invariance, transformation, and conformal appreciation coming together in or overall assessment of a certain situation, E.g., I am holding a glass of water and then take a sip of water from that glass. My holding that glass, the glass, and the remaining water in that glass, all act as relatively invariant over the course of this situation. In a relative contrast, the movement of my hand holding that glass and my taking a sip of water both present the representation of the transformations that have occurred. Last, if ‘I actually moved that glass to my lips and took a sip of water from that glass’ then it is true that that is exactly that which occurred if I actually moved that glass to my lips and took a sip of water from that glass’. About this occurrence, this is my reporting. Evidence supports this reporting. The water level in that glass is now lower, there is no evidence of any spillage, I reported this occurrence, perhaps a witness observed the same, and, why would I wish to untruthfully report this set of relatively non-consequential reportings, etc. If anything, much of this is ‘common sense’. In a process of change we observe both relative transformation and that which is not relatively transformed in that process of transformation. Proffering truth claims about both of those aspects of both invariance and alteration. (56) 

Now, let me sum up the points being made by these reflections on the ad hoc origins of our conjectures, but, how we should also strive to render such conjectures in a less ad hoc manner, indeed, as relatively non-ad hoc in their re(-)presentations. (57)

In a process of treatment, i.e., either in an overt process of analysis or synthesis or nomination, or through some overt combination of the same, that being treated, in being subjected to such an ensuing set of distinctions, accommodations, and/or transformations there is the implication that in talking about such textual reporti(ng)s that such proceedings must be advanced in meta-status by one meta-degree. Now, this ruling could initially be seen to be ad hoc in its complexion, but, if we observe that in our dealings with the relationship, something has to either be itself or something other than itself, and must be relational in orientation then it must follow, too, that such proceedings are talking ‘about’ the relations that something has to that being reported and not a direct dealing with the contents of that initial reporting in question. In other words, in subjecting something to a process of treatment, it must take on an elevated meta-status given that what is being focused upon is the process of treatment and not so much that initial pretreated content being subjected to such treatment. Hence ad hoc Rule Number One. But, on the other hand, given Rule Number One, and, that in lived-experience we continue to deal with phenomena in the object language or with the initial meta-status pre-reporting then it follows that we also reverse this elevation in meta-status by reversing this Rule Number One by ad hoc Rule Number Two that oversees a meta-reversal of this first rule. (58)

Now, given this inevitable and, practically, an immediate reversal of this first ruling we might suppose we could just overlook such an appreciation of the process of transformational treatment. However, from a critical perspective, such closer attention to such details allows us to carefully delineate the course of the specific transformations that occur since, theoretically, we might have arrived at similar conclusions by different pathways or different conclusions by similar, but non-equivalent, pathways. (59)

E.g., you might see that the water level in my glass of water is now almost empty and assume that I had drunk all the water in this glass. You could be correct, or, as it happened, without you observing me, I had used half the water in the glass to water the pot plant on the table beside me as that plant looked like it need a drink a bit more than myself. Or, e.g., you arrive somewhat late and see an empty glass on the table in front of me and assume I had drunk from it when in fact it had not been filled in the first place, or, then again, in your being so slow to arrive I could have drunk twice from that same glass. Hence, in ascertaining the facts of a situation we need to attend more carefully to the transformational pathways that actually need to be reported on since reports that merely note a before and an after are not sufficient in themselves for detailing the course of those transformations that are imputed to have occurred especially if those transformations themselves were not directly observed, etc. (60)

To reinforce this point about our needing to take meta-levels seriously into consideration can be found in our recognizing the existence of a meta-textual dimension in the formation of our textual reports along with their closer appreciation in both conformal and non-conformal terms of reference, i.e., e.g., in terms, say, of their descriptive, prescriptive and proscriptive ramifications, etc. (61)

“A handwritten letter that looks ‘like a letter’ is probably a letter that is handwritten” may seem to be stating the obvious. But, usually, a letter has a certain form, namely, some person or persons being addressed, the contents of that address, and it being signed by the person or persons having both written and intending to send that ‘letter’ as a letter to its recipients. The preservation of this meta-textual form allows that same letter to be electronically transcribed, either as an electronic facsimile or in a digital format, and, thereafter, sent as an email or similar. As long as most of those conventions of a ‘letter’ are duly observed in the both the writing and the reading of that text then its is both written and read as a ‘letter’, i.e., as conforming to the meta-textual rules that constitute the form and formation, i.e., format or genre, of a ‘letter’ as conventionally understood. (62)

Once we understand the form and formation, or format, of a certain genre we realize an appreciation of the necessary existence of this meta-textual dimension informing the construction of that textual situation in question. Indeed, ‘once understood’, that no text can be just the writing on the surface of a page or a computer screen, then we come to see that all texts are full of meta-textual devices, inserts, comments, etc. Hence our noticing titles, introductions, conclusions, asides, definitions, footnotes, endnotes, along with the existence of a whole host of other features like allusions, quotations, humour, irony, foreshadowing or pre-echoing of ideas that will be presented later in that text or some further instalment, etc., etc. That, without an appreciation of this meta-textual dimension, texts could neither be written nor read! (63)

The title given to a text is a case that is illustrative of this point that a meta-textual dimension cannot be completely ignored. Admittedly, titles once were often merely a recitation of the first line or first phrase of that text. A good reason, then, why your first sentence or phrase should make a good start in the world of literature, clearly announce what the text is about in terms of its apparent intentions. But, today, a good title, will also ‘misrepresent’ that text and should be constructed so as to brilliantly misrepresent that text which on the face of such a comment would appear to be at loggerheads in announcing that text, and its intentions to hopefully find its anticipated audience. Since a title is supposedly ‘about’ that text then it cannot be that text per se. In other words, misrepresentation is inevitable, certainly to begin with. So, e.g., the book Lord of the Flies is not just about ‘someone ruling over a realm of flies’.
 Similarly, Nineteen Eighty-Four was never about how the actual year 1984 would turn out to be.
 Or, e.g., to say that ‘person X’ is both a ‘philosopher and a scoundrel’ is to overlook what else that person could well be that could qualify and either confirm or discount these labels of ‘philosopher’ and ‘scoundrel’. Then, in simply ascribing ‘person X’ as both a ‘philosopher and a scoundrel’ how do we know whether the author was being merely humorous, or ironic, or critical, or just being controversial in order to better disseminate and profit from making such a provocative assertion. Indeed, how could an insightful philosopher possibly be a scoundrel at the same time? (64)

I also intimated that even though titles will misrepresent their texts, being ‘about’ their texts and not their texts per se, still, in coming to understand how the title misrepresents a text through that process of de-misrepresentation we come to a better understanding of that text itself. So, e.g., how might we initially read the title of Edward Gibbon’s The History of the Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire written in six volumes and published 1776-1789? Ostensively, we are dealing with a very detailed history of the latter half of the Roman Empire in its various incarnations down to just after the fall of Constantinople in 1453 and up to the year 1590. These volumes announce themselves as a ‘history’, but, what motivates the historian to write that history is even more important. Let us be honest, there is no historian who just describes the course of historical events without also inserting their suppositions, arguments, and conclusions, and so on. Just as, for the record, any philosopher who thinks they are just writing purely philosophy must be scoundrel! But, all that granted, let us take heart from the fact that in our ‘progressive’ de-misrepresentation of titles, and all other meta-textual devices, we do get somewhat closer to a better understanding as to what a text purports to present through this chipping away at just what the title does not actually ‘represent’, and so on. (65)
8. The Non-Economic Ramifications of the De-Suspension

Interestingly, and most importantly, we should also understand that any process of treatment, be it analytical or an act of synthesis or nomination, that such processes, as representative of economic correlatives, cannot be exercised purely on their own (impossible) terms of reference. Indeed, if we are focusing on a process, say, of analysis, then, covertly, processes of synthesis and nomination are also operating by necessity since all three aspects must be co-present in the operation of that economy of treatment. (66)

In a previous exposition of Quine’s critical Two Dogmas of Empiricism, and my extended critique of the same makes exactly the same point.
 In effect, ‘no analysis without synthesis, no synthesis without analysis, and, no process of treatment without nomination’. In otherwise, all three aspects of treatment must be co-present. Or, translated through the lens of a conjectural economy, analytical propositions, synthetical statements, and conjectural propositional-statements must be all co-present in the operation of that economy, and, by extension, all economies. (67)

Implicit in such an understanding, is the contention that all economic representations function through the specific incarnations of suspensions and their automatic de-suspensions as the symbolic machinery of such epistemological processes. That in the mapping out of such an ad hoc series of representations we might note that for every ad hoc signaling out of a suspension, in some form or other, it is mirrored by the equal necessity to also supply the ad hoc addition of its counter-de-suspension. The belated recognition of this observation also crept upon me in my ongoing attempts to appreciate the work of the French philosopher François Laruelle along with his non-philosophical, or non-standard, critique of the philosophical enterprise (when viewed as a ‘philosophical economy’). Namely, the very idea of the economic, the import of the mere circulation of economic e/valuational formation, is not enough in and of itself to actually be able to explain the impact of the economic itself. It stands to reason, if thought through carefully, that if the economic were to merely be potentially no more than endless processes of circulation, then what would be accomplished? As a trite example, if we left our washing to be endlessly circulated in a washing machine or drier at some distant point in time, we would be left with nothing but a pile of threads or lint. At some apposite point in time, we need to take our washing out of such a device otherwise what would be the point of putting our washing into such a machine in the first place? (68)

In retrospect, this ad hoc concept of the ‘de-suspension’ has had so much philosophical work placed upon it that it deserves to be duly recognized as a very important concept in philosophy (and in all other disciplines) as well in the sub-philosophical discipline of metaphysics in our concerns over the role being played by conformal truth assessments, etc., and how both suspensions and de-suspensions can be utilized to map our those trajectories concerned with the overall process of truth determination itself… for without the addition of a such a dimension of the conformal our conjectures would not be metaphorically ‘worth the paper they were printed upon’ or ‘the fractional inexpensiveness of electronic hardware’ we are currently using in lieu of the former. (69)


Just how does the de-suspension figure also in this conjecture of the non-economic as articulated in its positive sense (as framed in the fork of the non-economical fork
) as a process of irruption in the decisive enaction of intentional behaviour? (70)


In a harmonic reading of an economy, as conducted through the lens of a harmonic economy, the so-called ‘third moment’ is that of ‘resolution’. ‘So-called’ because which of any of the three moments of an economy is to be numbered as ‘first’ is quite arbitrary. Although, in this type of situation, as it is also our desire to end with the resolution of this relationship between the relatively consonance of a gestalt background (as a so-called ‘first moment’) and its introduction of the relatively dissonant material (as its so-called ‘second moment’) it is seemingly natural to accept this linear form of a representative convention. Of course, at the same time, we must also surmise that only with the effective co-occurrence of all three ‘moments’ could an experience of the ‘harmonious’ be issued as that which is ‘to be experienced’. Hence the dialectical nature of the economic. A fact further reinforced by the observation that a process of perfect or perfected resolution then ceases to be a process of resolution, indeed, ceases to be a relationship of that type should such perfect or near-perfect resolution be issued and disseminated. Just, as metaphorically, ‘when we pay in full the plumber they will then leave and neither party will have a need to continue to encounter the other…’ (71)

So, how does this concept of the ‘de-suspension’ allow us to exit an economy given that the successful resolution of the dissonant or problematic in a relationship will lead to the immediate cessation exactly of that same relationship in the currency of the present rather than in historical terms of reference? (72)

Strike a match, and the lit match is no longer a match to be lit. Similarly, the burning match, when completely burnt, will cease to be a burning match. Indeed, it will be something that cannot burn (at least as understood in the burning of a match) and subsequently, cannot then be a match (at least as previously understood). But, if we were to use this as an analogy of the resolution of a relationship in its straddling of a process of transformation, and maintain the preservation of the relationship in question, then we also need to import another ad hoc ruling, or, more precisely, the import of a counter-ad hoc ruling in order to preserve the relationship and the ongoing relevance of that same relationship. Let me explain. (73)

As a provocative observation, we could say a judgment, in the specific expression of its definite characterization, is not calculative, no longer involves a sequential process of miscellaneous steps that need to be observed in order to arrive at some form of resolution. Now, that resolution is realized and we seemingly act accordingly. But, our ongoing relationship with our own senses of self, and others, is not being equally disrupted, so, we must surmise that the need for a counter-ad hoc set of conjectures will also be necessarily called for. Hence the invocation of a super-economy in which the economic, the resolution of the non-economic and its re-appropriation within the hyper-economic needs to be collectively envisaged, but, all that is another set of ad hoc conjectures to expedite. (74)
9. Provisional Conclusions, etc.

Given this set of reflections on the ad hoc nature involved in proposing conjectures what might we surmise could be the relevant conclusions to take away from these recollections in the light of my reiterated lament berating my all too often belated attempts to accelerate the progress of such explorations along with the changing of my mind on such issues when and where necessary? (75)

Ad hoc conjectures often invite counter-ad hoc conjectures in this necessary process for the disciplinarian to convert the relatively ad hoc nature of conjectures into relatively non-ad hoc conjectural expositions. Into this mix, we need to appreciate what relevant mechanisms exist for us to successfully oversee this process of conversion which, at the same time, should also be understood as a process that can never be fully implemented. If the power fails, and we strike a match to light a candle we do not need to do this one-hundred times. Once the candle is lit, and is properly functioning as a lit candle, we can move on and do something else. Similarly, if we were to make a truth assessment that a certain sentence or report x is either true or false then if we are satisfied that, to the best of our abilities, this is the correct judgment to be made under such circumstances then let it stand as such until such a time might arise that we would then need to revise that opinion. What is found working for us, works for us, and, so, in that pragmatic vein, let us move on to now exploring new and perhaps more fruitful and fulfilling pastures. (76)

At this point, I must confess that the title of this essay is somewhat misleading. As stated: Converting Ad Hoc Conjectures to Relatively Non-Ad Hoc Conjectures I am more laying out the grounds for this supposition rather than actually supplying the rules for such a process of conversion. In this latter regard, we might surmise, quite rightly, that truth determination has a central role to play along with well-formed propositional-structures, the suitable use of well-informed facts, the running of well-expressed conjectures, and so on, would all act as necessary factors in the successful running of this type of an economy. But, such considerations will need to be explored elsewhere. (77)

If I am to point out just one observation that needs to be taken on board it is this understanding that although the initial proposing of a set of conjecture is an ad hoc affair, it behooves us, as either philosophers, or as metaphysicians (in a critically and radically reconstituted metaphysics), or as disciplinarians, or as secularists to seriously consider the conversion of our ad hoc conjectures into relatively non-ad hoc conjectural enterprises by whatever means are suitable in realizing the successful expedition of this objective. That if we were to be a lot tougher on ourselves in this respect we may well make a more assured form of progress in whatever field of research we were involved in, and, by exercising such concerns oversee the swifter expedition of such matters..!!
 (78)






        Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 3.8.24.
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� 	The moral of this observation is that to continue a relationship we need to avoid its perfected resolution and leave it in a state where it persists as a ‘working relationship’ through forms of an imbalance in, say, power relations, intentional objectives, narrational trajectories, acts of reciprocity, i.e., in being either relatively generous or accepting of obligations that are not too onerous or misrepresented, etc., etc.


� 	Divided between twelve books of which about seven volumes found some form of completion (although in a condensed and evolving version called Summation, I sketched out the entirety of this project).


� 	Titus Lucretius Carus, c. 99 BCE – c. 55 BCE. The only work attributed to this poet and philosopher is his philosophical poem De rerum natura about the tenets and philosophy of epicureanism. 


� 	Titled, respectively, Epistemology and Ontology. 


� 	The Reanalysis on the Nature of Things, Ontology, Volume II, Day Nine, B2.


� 	In ideas on the nature of the Extended Suspension (as contained within the broader concept of the Extensive Suspension [working suspensions].as were developed in The Pursuit of Philosophy as a Discipline, Volume II.


� 	E.g., refer to my essay Interpreting Psychotic Statements (1999/2017); the book titled Insight (1993); and the essays included in the book titled Beyond Therapy (2001-2003).


� 	For a closer look at transformational processes in a counter-clockwise direction, e.g., refer to Pursuit, III.XIQ.55, etc.


� 	In terms of an archetypal economy where the basic gestalt functions of a foreground, background, and a co-associated subjectivity mirror these processes, respectively, of analysis, synthesis, and nomination.


� 	William Golding, Lord of the Flies, 1954.


� 	George Orwell, Nineteen Eighty-Four, 1949. Just as his novel Animal Farm, 1945, is not just about ‘a farm with animals’. But such titles do capture this perhaps intentional element of misrepresentation?


� 	Pursuit, III.XIG.


� 	As introduced and explored in Book 11. E.g., refer to Pursuit, III.XIJ.61, etc.


� 	E.g., in articulating the contention that all inter-ordered phenomena are metaphysical in its reconstituted sense, we might well ask, ‘just how can processes of reduplication and duplication be undertaken given this urgent need to question what might motivate us as to why I would make such a proposal and how such a proposal might be converted into a less problematic, relatively non-ad hoc conjecture, etc.






