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Eighth Essay: The Philosophy of History and the History of Philosophy*

At the center of a contragram we find a glimpse of reality…

0.    Pre-Introduction

Even to think ‘we are thinking philosophically’ we cannot escape the history of philosophy wherein such a thought, as a genre of behaviour, was fashioned and forged. As a ‘fashion; genres do change given that they must be continually re-adopted and re-adapted to the task to hand in which that type of intention has already rewritten its significance, ie., the mapping of its phenomenal-phenomenological sense, hermeneutical meaning and non-systematic existential meaningfulness (be this wittingly and/or unwittingly registered by the practitioner, etc.). As a process of ‘forging’ we have a process subjected to the stresses and strains of practical labour exercised in the utilization of such genres as well as simulating this type of simulation in which we are reconfigured as but one more person in an eternal conversation associated with that type of intellection. As a device for fostering insight we might note that an appreciation of philosophy cannot escape its historical roots just as much as a philosophy of history must also be appreciated in order to understand our place in that ongoing dialogue as it shifts before the headwinds of changing fashions. Therefore, to better understand this discipline of philosophy let me take an historical tack and in order to traverse such territory let me also articulate an informative contrasting difference in the form of a relatively systematic vision of the philosophy of history in order to assist in this process of mutual appreciation (between the philosophical and the historical). (0) 

*    
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1.    Introduction:


A philosophy of history is a very specialized topic and, no doubt. a very controversial one given that the social sciences appear to invite a near theoretical contradiction, and a practical conflict of interest, in the very use of these terms ‘social’ and ‘sciences’ or similar. In effect, a technical chasm opens up between their use of certain theoretical constructs centered respectively, on considerations concerning ‘understanding’ and a more scientifically influenced perspective of ‘explanation’.  E.g., we can explain the causal dynamics behind the use of the military technology of bows and arrows, be they long bows or cross-bows, we can even demonstrate their lethality using such weapons and shooting them at the carcass, say, of a pig, but, in contrast, what scientific or causal laws will suitably explain, in a similar fashion, the Norman Conquest of Britain or the Battle of Agincourt even though this type of military weapon was used in both periods of warfare? (1)
On the other hand, it may also be wise not to draw too absolute line between these different types of disciplinary fields. E.g., using statistics, economic and otherwise, we might find certain correlations appear to hold, say, between certain levels of social inequality and co-associated degrees of political instability in democratic forms of governance as has been claimed by some historical economists such as Thomas Picketty et al. E.g., from the others side of this ledge, we have the perplexing element of the so-called observer as a participant in the imputed collapse of wave-functions in quantum dynamics in accordance with the Copenhagen Interpretation as advanced by Niel Bohr et al.
 (2)

However, whilst mindful of such concerns, constructs and controversies, etc., let me take a different tack. First, under ‘the Philosophy of History’ I would like to revisit previous work done by myself on this topic of a philosophy of doing history, exploring this discipline for conducting historical research. There, I divided my understanding of this topic into three sections, namely, facts, narratives and critiques, and, argued, either explicitly and/or implicitly, that different genres of hermeneutical behaviour attended upon and between the formation and interrelationship of these three levels of exposition. To this I would also like to add a separate parallel layer or, rather, more a transparent/translucent wall where these three levels of exposition are re-examined from a meta-philosophical/meta-historical perspective. Giving us, now, six categories, namely, ‘facts, narratives and critiques’ mirrored by a ‘critique of facts, a critique of narratives and a critique of critiques’ (given that a narration of facts, e.g., need never be either a critique of those selected facts nor a critique of the ensuing narrative/s constructed to read those so-called ‘true’ factual elements. Or, by accepting the philosophical point that a critique cannot and should not critique itself given that its critique is and must be a ‘meta-critique’ and, as such, such distinctions and observances should not be confused even if closely interrelated (so, e.g., an ongoing critique of a critique could well be utilized to carve out an ensuing trajectory for that critique itself; just as, e.g., an accountant may well find they have to check the apparent accuracy of their accounting at the same time as they proceed or construct a quick projection in order to estimate arrange of values where a final result should fall and, thereby, confirm the relative accuracy of that more formal process of scrutiny. Still they would not confuse, e.g., those projections with the more formal process of accounting itself. I.e., check that the apparent range of values being found falls within an expected range of values, etc., without confusing these two forms of computation. Second, under ‘the History of Philosophy’ I would like to take a more meta-historical/meta-philosophical perspective by arguing, in generalities, that doing history and doing philosophy, like all disciplines, have similar, traditionally and diametrically opposed styles of proceeding that deserve to be deconstructed and replaced by those constructions refracted through a more critical lens. Third, an appreciation of this critical process will segue into recognizing the need for a meta-historical and/or meta-philosophical way of doing history and/or philosophy. I will argue not only that more insightful ways of doing both history and philosophy will ensure, but, more correctly, no discipline can proceed without this necessary utilization of this co-present meta-disciplinary aspect. In an acceptance of this fact, I will explore a number of styles that exist and co-exit under this rubric, namely, e.g., a meta-discipline per se, an anti-discipline, a non-discipline, a contra-discipline of qualification, etc. As a result, from such parallel co-existence, we can perform critically exercised disciplinary scrutiny; perform processes of real-time confirmation and retrospective verification; conduct contrasts; promote relevant intra-discip1inary and inter-disciplinary comparisons; run well-exercised, ongoing transcendental suspensions, etc., indeed, actually find ourselves being able to perform historical and/or philosophical forms of research, etc! Moreover, we can put to the side so-called First Philosophy/First Philosophies as well as refusing to do historical research along predominantly reductive lines of pursuit, given a need for creative, emergent forms of synthesis, and, in their place, propose a responsible and responsive pro-relational, existential, transcendental way to conduct all types of disciplines in general.
 Ending this essay with provisional conclusions, comments and observations. (3)
2.    The Philosophy of History…


In a philosophical approach to the topic of ‘doing history’ we should recognize that no list of rules, and their collective interactions, could ever encompass the full economy entailed in the historical life-world as indicated by libraries, museums, historians, faculties of history, its dissemination in schools, days of historical commemoration, antiues and antiquities, history books and so. (4)

This division between facts, narratives and critiques could be viewed as one way to economically appreciate this topic of doing historical research, etc. Moreover, we also need to recognize that no historical research could be conducted without this parallel of a meta-historical(meta-philosophical) perspective(s). No historical research, no comparative historical research within an historical topic or between historical topics, and, certainly, no form of critical historical exploration could be either articulated and/or scrutinized. (5)

Economically, ‘facts’ can be seen as paralleling ‘texts’ (about an Object pole of focus), ‘narratives’ can be seen as paralleling the meta-textual nature of ‘genres and sitational con-texts’, and, critiques can be seen paralleling the non-textual aspect of the (non-systematic) existential contribution where the relationship in question intersects with that specific instance or particular type of historical enquiry. Moreover, in keeping with archetypal economics we can also view an harmonic parallel, respectively, between dissonance, consonance and resolution. Hence the stylistic nature of critiques. (6)


However, let me here just outline some key features of this point of view without arguing for its finer detail.
 That facts are correctly molecular, and, cannot be deemed either to be absolutely true or false. Hence factual atomicity is more an illusion and their imputed truth values can only be treated as provisional even if given a sixth ordered status, effectively, as true facts. However, it is also true to say that factual assemblages come with varying degrees of apparent integrity, and, that their apparent historical authenticity/inauthenticity needs to be established on both the part of their disseminators and/or re-disseminators. Clues to such integrity can be found through a relatively independent critique of their narration, asking why such narrations are being articulated, etc? That, to this end, etc., a deeper dialectical appreciation needs to note why certain facts are selected or not selected, to what extent is the narration trying to make a point or series of points that are in alignment or not in an alignment with the apparent ends of those narrations, and, to what extent such historical production is suitably addressed in terms of its factual-phenomenal-phenomenological propriety, hermeneutical-narrational appropriateness and critical-critiquing appositeness (in the light of its imputed validity for accessible forms of relatively immediate confirmation and retrospective verification. To dialectically assist in such meta-critical/critical historical research we need to note genres of factual selection, genres for genre and con-textual adoption and adaptation, and, genres for critical exposition/s, as well as genres for relating facts, narratives and critiques with respect to each other. Meta-historically we can then delineate, to that extent possible, the covert narrative/s apparently invoked in order to deal with the selection of the facts chosen (along with their representation and/or misrepresentation) and why the overall overt narrative or set of narratives or hybrid narrative, collectively ‘performed’, was itself selected, and, what covert narrative might be overtly articulated in terms of the critical exposition of that historical complex in question. E.g., when President Trump declares that a non-disseminated Muller Report ‘completely exonerates him’ how should we read such a claim given that this report has not been disseminated publicly? For a start, we could claim that if Trump has not read this report then we must ask how could he make such a claim? Or, if he were only basing his claim on the so-called Barr Report, William Barr, Attorney General’s four page ‘summarized non-summary’, then it is true to say that in terms of obstruction Barr himself says that the report does not exonerate the president, but, that Barr ‘finds’ no grounds, in his reading of this report, to indict the President on those grounds as well. Understanding these nuances, we see how narratives can misuse factual element by, in this instance, by ignoring them and re-reading them through the lens of the spin of the chosen narrative itself. Trump is claiming ‘no indictments’ articulated by the Attorney General is equivalent to saying ‘I am exonerated’, when, in truth, a lack of indictments really means either ‘a lack of evidence for indictment’ or ‘not enough evidence to date for the making of an indictment’. Enough is already known to suggest a report that documents both questionable activity and questionable inactivity… and whose litany of details will further tarnish the diminished reputation of this very flawed leader of the Republican Party. Obviously, misinterpreted ‘facts’, giving an assent to a distorted/distorting narrative, and, an obvious lack of critically exercised nuances make President Trump a very poor historian… along with those who cling to such patent forms of mis-alignment! The obvious inauthenticity disseminated in this inauthentic claim is truly troubling to those who would argue that if you get the ‘history’ so obviously wrong how can you suitably govern the country on such an inauthentic basis? On the other hand, the powerful get to write history, and, they can only do so if they win and maintain the major discourse disseminated in that regard. In this regard, with President’s Trump’s popularity or current base with the national electorate not exceeding 40% it could be claimed, for the immediate present, that, morally (and in terms of a general morale), he has lost his mandate in that regard. Or, put in the form of the following metaphor, given this President’s penchant for continual series of chaotic diversions, a juggler can only keep their balls in the air for a limited period of time. Then, they either drop or the juggler ceases to perform as a ‘juggler’. (7)

I have suggested ‘the historical is the distance between acter and actors’. Given our need to simulate/resimulate and/or re-simulate the historical, the historical is this difference between those historical acter and their intentionally directed enactions, and, our virtual acting out their actions, as apparently enacted, through historical forms of simulation. In this we need to find an apparent alignment with such acters, etc., in an ongoing process of realignment discerned through both re-alignment (through confirmation and/or verification) and/or re-de-mis-alignment (in a correction and rectification of errors). Without doubt, an economic process in need of suitably engineered existentially oriented oversight, i.e., a critical approach exercised through a well-informed, well-exercised, ongoing, overall transcendental suspension… at the basis of all judgment and, hopefully, its critical organized (historical) refinement. (8)

Given ‘the past has passed’ what hope have we of ever being able to conduct these virtual simulations of the historical? Fortunately, all intentional behaviour leaves a parallel set/s and/series of textual entracements, as ‘traces’. The presentations of such traces are either represented as relatively contemporary texts, classical and non-classical in orientation, or, are re-presented as representations that are not in the form of relatively contemporary texts, be they either classical or non-classical in orientation. Then, again, given facts, etc., turn up as assemblages, and, facts can never be treated as absolutely true or false it follows, through conceptually directed practices of insurance and assurance that processes of rectification can be conducted given better access to inventories of factual material, more powerful forms of narration and more skillfully enacted critical ‘interrogation’ that the historical alignment can be both approached and refined (when relatively assured grounds for the latter become available). Hence our pursuit of either processes of confirmation and/or verification has a wide variety of grounds for such historical scrutiny. (9)

Today, our individual digital footprint leaves a trail of texts regardless of whether we are aware or not aware of their formation and dissemination. But, regardless of this aspect to our current existences, the re-iteration of reenactments, non-digital or digital in origination, can also lead to greater degrees of historical insightfulness as representations take on new directs of interpretative detail through chaotically induced re-presentation. Value arises through reiteration. Existentially oriented e/valuation arises through such processes of informative re-e/valuation rather than the mere reiteration of evaluations although all re-presentation must be arrived at through incremental reiteration. Moreover, the invocation of different genres and/or con-texts can also be instrumental in this process of promoting historical insight formation, the apparent ‘revelations’ of such informative re-iteration finding an enhanced sense of apparent historical competence when forms of alignment are progressively subjected to states of re-alignment subject to either positive processes of affirmation and/or negative processes of dis-affirmation. Such apparent competence being reinforced through the production of more powerful forms of historical re-enactment collectively aided by the apparent re-confirmation/re-verification of its core factual elements, the extended utility of its narratives and/or the promoted integrity and authenticity of its accompanying critique. Such competence being amplified through a well-run meta-appreciation of process, etc. (10)

That, in essence, a well-conducted historical research project or program revolves around and devolves from such meta-critically enacted reflections that promote this perception of historical competence that appears to further reinforce the explanatory power of such presentations… as reasonably fit and proper representations of the historical… and, where such ‘reflections’ operate in both passive and active terms of cultural involvement. I.e., where reviews of the historical participate will be observed as participating in the re-writing of current history… given, e.g., that the reiteration of genres runs through cultures as a memetic force in this same regard, and, therein and thereafter, continually constitutes cultural identity through such reiteration and/or re-iteration! (11)
3.    …The History of Philosophy


Upon the historical highways and byways of philosophical debate we could ask if such an intellectual expenditure has bourn a fruitfulness that has actually been of an assistance to people as they have gone about their lives in this world as lived? Is philosophy progressive, or, a mere tidal to and fro of fashionable ideas all too often polarized by religious and political ideologies articulated in order to either maintain or overthrow the status quo of the current differentials in institutional power relations?? Or, worse, is philosophy merely an intellectual game played by professionals and non-professionals alike who only seek the satisfaction to be found in the apparent winning of a complex argument? In effect, a pursuit on par with a sport like fencing or chess? (12)

No doubt, philosophy can be all of the above. However, it is my conviction that philosophy has an important role to play in how we better facilitate our passage through this world together, with-others! Hence this series of essays exploring this complex concept of ‘prosecution’ where I have set out to explore how philosophy should be conducted in the hope that that would also proffer its best defense, and v.v! (13)

As already intimated, an essential exploration of the history of philosophy, on a relatively superficial level, does seem to indicate through words and deeds a fashionable to and fro of philosophical ideologies, like an endless intellectual tennis match, as the major discourse swings backwards and forwards between styles of argument that could be best characterized as variants of either an empirically oriented realism or a rationally oriented idealism. Albeit greatly simplified, witness an idealistic Plato versus the more empirically oriented realism of Aristotle, or, an empiricist like Hume versus an idealist like Bishop Berkeley, or, the realist orientation of a contemporary Analytical Philosophy versus the more rationalistic tenor of much of Continental Philosophy. Admittedly, a vast generalization, with lots of exceptions, but, which, on the whole, I do believe conform to these preferential trends where most ‘philosophers’ seem to quite naturally take distinctive positions on either side of this discontinuity that divides these opposing camps of those ever-warring realists and idealists. It might be safe to say that in the discipline of history historians do eventually reach degrees of consensus that allow them to then move on to new areas of controversial debate and treatment. In contrast, in the discipline of philosophy, consensus seems only to form among parties already sympathetic to those arguments that fall on either one side or the other of this Grand Divide. However, we can also say, that there do exist a small number of valiant philosophers who find themselves horrified by this scandal at the very heart of their esteemed discipline and who set out to resolve this conundrum that asks ‘should they preference either empirical reality of the senses or the rationalistic priority of consciousness and it co-associated semblance of self-identity?’. In this regard we could name, e.g., Kant and Husserl as two proponents of this ‘third way’. In effect, an approach that seeks to transcend the hitherto well-argued need in which one is impelled to make a permanent preferential prioritization of one such domain over the other. Unfortunately, members of this ‘third way’ will be vigorously debated by these first two camps and may feel the professional need to side, from time to time, with one of those camp over the other. Then, even if they were to steer a relatively steady middle course in their wake both followers and critics will almost inevitably fall back on old customs and habits and end up reinterpreting, and, then misinterpreting, such brave souls through a lens that more belongs to one of those two warring factions. (14)

This potted history granted, if only for the sake of the ensuing argument, should we not ask why this discontinuity exists where philosophical minds seem inevitably drawn to one side over the other? To answer this quite fundamental question I would like to tentatively suggest that people have a near innate tendency to be either realists or idealists; i.e., those more individualistic and realistically oriented people who just prefer to think locally and focus on what is more before them versus those people who seem to naturally gravitate to global thinking with a more idealistic and social orientation. We could also argue, I believe, that the former exemplars are more retrospectively oriented versus the more futuristically oriented fraternity of idealists? So, this provisional observation granted, our question now becomes what drives this tendency to firmly identify with 
the territory on one side or the other of this Grand Divide, and, on what psychological basis can such preferences be prioritized and set in such psychic concrete so to speak? To succinctly answer this last point, I would like to propose that people have a disposition that leads them to promote one aspect of the intentional economy over some other aspect. Let me explain. (15)

In the intentional economy, a tripolar explication could be conducted by invoking, in a first sense of the intentional, ‘intentional directedness towards an intentional object’ versus ‘the motivation of that directedness’ when taken in its second sense of ‘an apparent intent to promote such directedness’. A third sense could be invoked that notes ‘the semblance of a co-associated transcendental subjectivity being invoked in that type of intentional economy’. So, e.g., in a perceptual economy we have an intentional directedness towards some perceptual(-like) intentional object(-state), an intent that promotes such perceptual directedness, and, the co-associated invocation of a perceptual subject that can experience the relationship between these first two senses, etc. Now, if it were to be the case that people have an innate disposition to favour one of these first two senses then those that focus on a first sense of intentional locality would naturally be more inclined to realistic ways of philosophically ‘seeing the world from their own point of view’. On the other hand, in a polar and polarized contrast, a preference placed on the pro-psychological nature of intent may well dispose that person to a more idealistic way of philosophically ‘seeing this world as lived with others’… (16)

But, as naturally inclined as people might be to follow one inclination over the other, still, the intentional act, as an overall economic process, cannot arise through the mere promotion of one of these three senses at the expense and necessity of the co-occurrence of all three dialectical aspects. The intentional object cannot be thematized (in its first sense) without intent (co-occurring in its second sense) (just as the intentional object and intent must also invoke a co-occurring sense of intentional subjectivity [whose appreciation, in turn, must be ‘transcendental’, i.e., conducted in trans-cognitive terms of reference]). (17)


In other words, there can be no true priority and no true preference of the intentional object(-state, or, intentional objective) over intentional intent, and v.v., etc! (18)

Despite a natural inclination to prefer either the focal locality of the intentional objective or the global nature of a psychologically driven intentional intent, etc., still, no such priority or preference should be philosophically afforded either economic party in the intentional act given the necessity of their co-dependence on and non-absolute non-independence from these other mutually co-defining aspects. Indeed, by their very economic interdependence we should argue that all three economic aspects must be mutual correlatives to the extent that any one party is equivalent to the joint negation of the other two parties (as I have argued on many occasions elsewhere). (19)


In hindsight we can also argue that an economy devolves from the psychic functioning of an ongoing, overall transcendental suspension in which all three parties must correlatively define each other. Consequently, although one polar aspect can be partially focused on, still, no one aspect can be absolutely focused upon. In other words, no preferential priority can be absolutely promoted! In truth, the semblance of a realism or an idealism must go hand in hand, and, where the same limitations must also apply to all apparent senses of a co-occurring subjectivity… (20)

An awareness of this third dialectical dimension of subjectivity can also act as an anchor for those philosophical souls that wish to argue for a third way. By seeing the semblance of a co-arising sense of self  through a joint negation of a corresponding sense of the intentional in its first two senses in effect we are offered a doorway to the existential dimension (in its systematic sense) from a (non-systematic) sense of the existential treated as the joint negation of the first two intentional senses being the relation entertained between the intentional objective in its corresponding intentional field when explored from a gestalt perspective (as explored elsewhere). (21)

This gestalt modeling proffers an explanation for the existence of this Grand Divide in the form of a habitual tendency to prefer one of these dialectical aspects being entertained between the intentional objective and the intentional intent motivating such a relationship. That this ‘relationship’, simultaneously, is entertained by a corresponding sense of intentional subjectivity, and, proffers grounds for a provisional transcendence of these first two senses of the intentional in what I have termed a third way for doing our philosophical explorations. Moreover, this third way also proffers the intimation of the existential in its systematic sense through the doorway of the existential in its non-systematic sense. Then, through a proper ongoing overall suspension of all three senses of the intentional the philosopher is then in a position to philosophically expedite an existential articulation of the situation to hand now subject to such critical scrutiny. In other words, find themselves in a position to make real philosophical progress in the light of such transcendental insight, and, through its natural observance, therein and thereafter, provoke transcendental forms of oversight through existentially oriented forms of intervention in that relationship in question. Let me clarify the crucial details, structure and ramifications of this argument. (22)

Running this argument in reverse, let me say that the arising of critical philosophical insight and oversight arises through the psychic center of the relationship in question subject to a suitably informed, well-exercised, ongoing, overall transcendental suspension be that engineered wittingly and/or unwittingly; i.e., advertently and/or inadvertently, implying that philosophical scrutiny can be refined through an intuitive appreciation of this pro-relational dimension invoked through the promotion of this ongoing overall suspension. This ‘promotion’ has ‘permission’ to be preferentially treated on the ground that ‘the relational whole is psychically greater than the sum of its parts’ and that this existential difference, as an existential excess or surplus of valuational formation, as a psychic force has the power to better foster such critical insight and oversight whose enactment has the potential of both maintaining the richness and enrichment of that relationship through progressive forms of re-enrichment. Hence the direct implication of this existential dimension (in its systematic sense). Put in a simplified form, in and through a dynamic balance of the intentional focusing upon the intentional objective with its co-associated field of intentional intent induces a sense of the apparent subjectivity of this third party of the existential in its non-systematic sense, and, then, from a dynamic balance of all three parties the semblance of the systematic existential sense is then provoked through this process of ongoing relational harmonization… (23)

Now, this process that promotes the formation of transcendental insight and oversight must not be viewed as ‘mystical’ or ‘mysterious’ even if it should seem to manifest in that type of manner through the spontaneity of the existential eruption of such enriching valuational formation. What is in play is none other than a refinement of the very process of judgment itself. To reinforce this fact we need to recognize that there is a grand equation between these expressions from the transcendental, i.e., trans-cognitive perspective, namely between such expressions like existential (in its systematic sense), pro-relational, transcendental, trans-cognitive, trans-conceptual, trans-perceptual, etc. Moreover, such judgments are purified of egotistical import given the levelling nature of the overall suspension acting at the very center of all forms of judgment. The only difference being, that in fostering a well-exercised overall suspension the simulation of the relationship in question is better enabled to seemingly ‘speak’ for itself albeit as it is found embodied in this world as lived, embedded with and before others, and, embanked in this one world at large. (24)

Where once I held the simple opinion that ‘philosophy helps us to better understand this world, and, therein and thereafter, to better facilitate our passage through this same world in the light of such knowledge’ I now hold a more subtle view, namely, that ‘our relational passage through this world with-others is better facilitated through the promotion of both existential insight and oversight’. (25)

To the extent philosophy, as a discipline, focuses on other things, like itself or the resolution of certain controversies or the promotion of ideological forms of contestment, then, in equal measure, such ‘philosophers’ fails to act as representatives suitably representing the true nature of its calling… Thence indicating the very center of these explorations into the ‘prosecution’ of philosophy as a discipline by arguing that the world is better served when we progressively take a pro-relational attitude to the way we need to harmonically resolve our natural differences as we stand before-others, with-others! (26)

4.    A Synthesis of Philosophical-History and Historical-Philosophy


The philosophical appreciation of history better prepares us for conducting a well-(pre-)informed ongoing, overall transcendental suspension. In contrast, an historical appreciation of philosophy may well arm us with the knowledge that the philosophical discipline is better served through a suspension of all semblances of an ideological positioning. On the other hand, as with all overall suspensions, we arrive there by first having and then noting our preferences, prioritizations, polarizations, positionings, etc. Without such pre-judged, prejudicial material we cannot start these ongoing processes of enacting well-exercised, overall suspensions. Thence these dialectics at the center of this discipline, and, let the truth be told, at the center of all disciplines and all forms of relational interaction with(-)others, through(-)others. But of course, there is a world of difference to the extent these overall suspensions are more suitably or less suitable enacted from an existential perspective, i.e., from their pro-relational point of view. However, is it right to both privilege and personify the relationship by invoking the existence of ‘their point/s of view (non-metaphorically?)?’ (27)

As with all things, there are limitations that need to be observed (by noting the experiential and epistemological/ontological limits of their theoretical deployment, practical employment and/or critical re(-)deployment). In this regard, we cannot nor should not make absolute claims (outside an already prescribed/pre-described analytical context). So, e.g., the sense of self, from a transcendental perspective, can be relatively privileged as long as its significance (through an articulation of its correlations, accommodations and transformations, etc., nominations/denominations; sense/meaning/meaning-fulness, etc.) suitably operates within its proper, appropriate and apposite boundaries of deployment, etc. Given an empowerment, through the insightful-oversightful re-direction of its existential excess or surplus of valuation, we can act on the behalf of our relationships in an extension of their being in this world in order to create, preserve, conserve the richness and enrichment of our relationships, etc., through existentially oriented processes of re-enrichment. (28)

This process of an existentially oriented re-enrichment of our relationships is better facilitated through a closer adherence to the actual alignment that our relationships possess in this world as lived. In this task the philosophical discipline is pre-eminent through its coordination of the essential, aesthetical, de-ontological, pragmatical, hermeneutica and ontical forms of ordered e/valuation. In other words, a closer relationship to the apparent truth of our relationships promotes this more productive harmonization of those same relationships. In this regard we have the assistance of various types of genres dealing with the historical, scientific, psychological, sociological, political, etc., to better facilitate this existential promotion of the (passively oriented) insightful and the (actively oriented) oversightful aspects of our being in this world as lived with others, with-others. This process of existentialization being an existentialization of the relatively non-existential, say, e.g., taking our mere being with others and the realization that our being is and should be ‘with-others’ to that extent this degree of existentialization is ‘being called for’ by the apparent relationship itself as that relationship finds itself in this world at large. (29)

Now, the nature of the overall suspension is not denial or annihilation, but, rather, more a bracketing of our commitments attached to that suspended process-content being neutralized in this manner. Those commitments are recognized, since they give the sense or psychic placement of that being questioned, but, our epistemological and ontological commitments are temporarily disconnected in such a manner that the phenomenal-phenomenological form of that in question can be better exposed and essentially clarified. In the midst of a broad process of such clarification unsuitable commitments can be then separated from suitable forms of co-association and/or more suitable forms of commitment could be coupled to the same, which, in the suspension of the suspension, can then be re-revealed. Such ‘re-revelation’ either provisionally confirming a previous stance and its commitments or re-directing, in some relatively superficial manner, a new form of response that may or may not be radically different from the perspective of a consequential analysis. On some occasions, major shifts in direction may have little difference in ramifications, and, on other occasions, small difference may induce far greater forms of chaotic re-direction. This reappraisal of commitments, be they epistemological and ontological, be they personal or inter-personal, etc., can then be re-expressed through the suspension of the suspension, and, again, re-assessed in and through the ongoing suspension/suspension of the suspension, etc. How else could people change their minds if all they were to experience were the same old prejudices/pre-judgments as have already formed. Moreover, as the majority of these commitments have already been culturally formed for us by others it also stands to reason that if we are to make our own assessments then we do need to stand back an appreciate where we have been placed in this world of others both by others (through inauthentic modes of dissemination) and by-others (through relatively more authentic modes of dissemination). Furthermore, this very ability to appreciate where we stand, or, where we think we both currently stand and where we should stand, can only be engineered from the perspective of a meta-dimensional level of appreciation. Without such a perspective the dialectical interactions and harmonizations of, e.g., continuity versus change, or, duration versus transformation, etc., could not be contemplated. (30)

In this light, the doubly suspended ‘rejection’ of both idealism and realism, in whatever forms they are found to manifest themselves, is not a rejection of the world as lived. Instead, it is a way of revealing a third path, that, in turn, should be treated as provisional and subjected to a more comprehensive ongoing, overall suspension. A ‘rejection’ of idealism, in effect, is a suspension of the intentional field of intent which acts as a proxy for the first dialectical moment in the archetypal constitution of any economy (epistemological and/or ontological; (such as, e.g., as in either the overall hermeneutic circle of comprehension, or, the ongoing, overall transcendental suspension, or, in the harmonic economy treated as a preparatory moment that is relatively consonant. Then, a ‘rejection’ of realism, in effect, is a suspension of the intentional objective which acts as a proxy for the second dialectical moment in the archetypal constitution of any economy. In this instance as that being focused upon, or, in harmonic terms of reference, as the second moment realized through the introduction of the relatively dissonant. Given that all three moments, in the constitution of any economy, are correlatives, and, that any one moment is arrived at through the double suspension (read ‘rejection’) of the other two moments, it implies in this specific context that a rejection of both ‘idealism’ and ‘realism’ would be productive of this third moment. This third moment is conveniently, and provisionally, aligned with my introduction of a third way, a more productive path to travel philosophically between the extremes of both idealism and realism. This third moment is an harmonic moment, a moment of relational resolution, and, therefore, is pro-relational and (non-systematically) existential in it orientation. Moreover, through a suspension of all three moments, in a state of dynamic balance, given that rejection cannot be destructive, and, all three moments are mutually correlative, we are automatically shifted from a limited sense of the existential (in its non-systematic sense) to a relatively unlimited sense of the existential (in its systematic sense).
 We could say that this third moment is a metaphorical door giving us entry to this transcendental dimension as realized in and through the ongoing, overall transcendental suspension, etc. Through such a lens we can appreciate the relational per se, experientially connect with the ‘facticity’ of that relationship, i.e., experience to that extent the relationship is greater than the sum of its parts as realized through processes of ongoing harmonization. That, indeed, the very semblance of a relationship itself, as a lived-reality, is none other than this experience of that ‘relationship in its relational context’ qua ‘this relationship in its relational context as lived’. (31)

This third way, as a ‘door’, in turn suspended, can then be metaphorically pointed to as a ‘clearing’, a ‘field of fertile fruitfulness’, as a ‘chest of unknown treasures’, indeed, even as a ‘resourceful friend’! In the critical transcendental ‘light’ of the ongoing, overall transcendental suspension, both insight and oversight are mutually cultivated. Through an existential excess of e/valuation the relationship can also empower us to act on its behalf (through transcendental identification and transcendental reservation). So, rather than being the mere rejection of idealism and realism this attitude of suspension will also invoke, appositely, this third moment of the relatively non-systematic existential, whose suspension, in turn, can then invoke the existential economy in its suitably replete fullness of insightful-oversight and oversightful-insight! (32)

But, again, this third way, philosophically conducive to the creation of both insight and oversight, now gives to the philosopher the fundamental raison d’être of their disciplined existence. However, such an existential transformation of the philosophical landscape cannot be comprehended theoretically, practically and critically, without also being cognizant of a meta-philosophical dimension through which we can encounter, recognize and engage with this fundamental aspect of our being, namely, ourselves as a sea of limited relationships immersed in a limitless ocean of relationships. Let me explore what is meant by being cognizant of a meta-philosophical dimension..? (33)

In a transformational economy, seen through an envisaged tripolar lens, we would need to have, first, the semblance of continuity; second, the introduction of an apparent discontinuity; and third, the relationship between these two aspects of duration and variation. But to appreciate the dialectical relationship between the persistence of identity and its transformation we would need to be able to access higher terms of reference in order to appreciate this connection between such disparate aspects in the evolution of that identity in its co-associated context of presentation. The essential characteristics of that situation would be determined to be its con-text type. The genres brought to bear in either the articulation of this situation and/or our exploration of that same situation, dealing with that type of con-text, would need to be exercised in accordance with that characteristic set of (sub-)types associated with that specific situational type of con-text. So, e.g., if a dead body is found on the street then its con-text is that specific street. Then, if that death is treated as suspicious then the context of its finding may well be treated as a crime scene, whereas, in contrast, a death treated as non-suspicious may well find only the more cursory treatment for a coroner’s report. In both situations we have ‘a dead body lying on the street’, but, it is only through the invocation of a meta-textually different frame of reference can we then go on to treat these ‘identical scenes’ differently. Now, of we were to be the first person to happen on this scene it would be wrong of us to immediately assume that this ‘discovered body’ was ‘only a dead body’ on this street. Normally, we would look more closely to determine if the body was not actually dead but alive and, so, in need of urgent medical help. Even if our intuition told us that the body was actually dead we might still call for an ambulance first. Our very ability to make such distinctions implies we have this ability to see the same thing in two or more different ways of being seen. The dead person might not be ‘dead’ as they might only be ‘sleeping’ but, then, again they might ‘be suffering from an overdose’ or ‘just in need of medical attention for some other reason’. The point I am making is this, that we need higher terms of reference in order for the reference, itself, to be seen, hopefully, more correctly, as occurring in different con-texts which then automatically provoke us to invoke different sets of relevant genres. The body is obviously dead – call the Police. The body may be alive – call the ambulance, then call the Police, etc. Hence the need for the philosopher to invoke an inescapable meta-dimension in their philosophical observations, reflections and the suitable performance of typical or specific responsible-responses preferably viewed and executed through an existential lens… and in such a manner so as to find a closer degree of alignment with the lived reality of that topic to hand… with a progressively endeepened understanding of the relevant ramifications of that as apparently found to hand… The ensuing exploration of a discourse on this topic or type of topic operating, overtly, between general, particular and specific levels of formulation as appropriate to such treatment whilst, covertly, more often than not, in a suitable array of meta-dimensions as well in order to appreciate the nature of that topic, its continuity, transformations, comparisons, being re-visited through different scenarios, finding forms of e/valuation be that in existential terms of reference or through other forms of e/valuation, etc.   (34)


Invoked meta-dimensions, be they utilized advertently and/or in inadvertently, could take a number of styles or flavor, preferably, in a critical alignment with the realized nature of that topic. E.g., we might merely invoke, unwittingly, a generic, abstract-like meta-dimensional frame of reference in order to note comparisons, periods of duration, transitions or transformations, new points of focus, the introduction of other aspects like habit or memory, processes of reinterpretation, etc., etc. Or, we might introduce a more formal approach by taking a stance that is non-philosophical, anti-philosophical, pro-philosophical, historical, aesthetic, scientific, etc., etc. Such a dimension must be noted and treated accordingly. In this regard we can utilize the distinctions, etc., noted in a transformational retreatment philosophy (or retreatment philosophy for short). Briefly, ensuring that we pay critical attention to reference frames, referenced products, treatment pathways, treated products, retreatment pathways, retreated products, etc., as outlined elsewhere. Under ‘reference frames’ the philosopher would also need to note what philosophical style or styles are being invoked in those investigations should they be present whether such approaches are relatively fruitful, and, importantly, to what extent such scrutiny is critically conducted under the auspices of a well-informed, well-exercised, ongoing, overall transcendental suspension and it directly produced co-associated degree of existential insightfulness and oversightfulness. As noted elsewhere, a distinctive phenomenal-phenomenological complexion will be in evidence when textual reports of those procedures are closely scrutinized, etc. (35)

Now, if the meta-textual dimension has such an important, inescapable role to play in the philosophical discipline, indeed, in all disciplines, how might we better approach this topic? (36)

Put in such necessary terms it has become obvious to myself that a retreatment philosophy must play a central role in all forms of philosophical exploration, etc. By what rules, etc., is this meta-discipline conducted and critically enacted; what are the ramifications of its closely observed scrutiny; and, how is such an approach better instantiated, philosophically corrected, existentially renormalized, critically re-directed, etc? (37)

In a covert form(at) we effectively have the unawareness of the use of this meta-disciplinary dimension in the same manner, in many ways, that the existential pro-relational dimension is also overlooked by both many philosophers and non-philosophers alike. This covert format can be viewed in either a neutral light, or, as a domain where the same ideological pre-determinations and constraints are merely transferred to the relatively entered meta-dimension from the relatively pre-constructed object-dimension. However, usually, in more ideologically constructed discourse the overlooked neutrality of this covert format is undermined to that same extent. (38)


In a more overt form(at) we effectively have some awareness of the use of this meta-disciplinary dimension to the extent it is actively re-configured. Then, reconfiguration is stylized, e.g., through a non-philosophical lens, or, in a more extreme form by invoking an anti-philosophical lens, or, through the deliberate importation of either ideologically oriented constructs or non-ideologically oriented constructs.
 The extent an ongoing, overall transcendental suspension is being utilized determining to what extent a more critical attitude is being exercised in this regard. (39)

There is an inescapable need for the utilization of a meta-disciplinary dimension(s) in the exercise of any discipline. E.g., how could we compare this identity observed at a certain time with another ‘comparable’ identity observed at some other time in order to ascertain a continuity of identity, or, a difference of identity, or, a transformational connection with the first identity, or, whether such identities are suitable candidates for correlations, accommodations and/or transformations, etc., or, in terms of an (ordered) e/valuation that seemingly allows us to determine the relative degree of commensurability or non-commensurability between these identities etc., or, determining the impossible/possible/probable/inevitable ramifications of such identifications and/or their interactions, etc? (40)

In effect, the exercise of a discipline would be rendered inoperable without its meta-dimensional ‘shadow’. An aspect all too easily overlooked through a non-awareness of processes of retreatment (and their restoration of identities in an iitial object frame of reference, etc.). (41)


Furthermore, without this meta-disciplinary dimension no discipline could operate in a critical fashion through self-correction and/or other-correction (from outside that discipline through the invocation of some form of an inter-disciplinary approach). (42)


Moreover, given that the ongoing, overall transcendental suspension could not be exercised without this meta-disciplinary aspect various critiques could not be brought to bear on any relatively short-sighted form of philosophical, or ‘pseudo-philosophical’, endeavour. How could, e.g., economic extremism, say, in an over-commitment to the dissemination of a realism or idealism or some other ideologically constrained construction, etc., be pointed out let alone explained? (43)

On the other hand, critically qualified forms of circumscribed ‘economic extremism’ can play a role in the construction of our arguments. How else could philosophical techniques that invoke some form of realism or idealism or some other ideological construction not be seen to possess some degree of merit in the first place and, therein and thereafter, unwisely be used as a basis for forms of ideological over-commitment and their consequent and subsequent distortions imposed/superimposed in their interpretations of lived-reality? (44)

In the light of the above, we could say, that given an acceptance of both a meta-disciplinary dimension, and an existential pro-relational dimension, the philosopher is now in a better position to exercise their discipline in a critically productive fashion! (45)

5.    Provisional Conclusions, Comments and Observations


Near the beginning of this essay I spoke of the relatively incommensurable difference between those disciplines which focused on explanation and those disciplines that more focused on understanding. E.g., a scientific discipline like chemistry versus the articulation of a therapeutic psychology, etc. From an exploration of this contragram, between a philosophy of history and a history of philosophy, along with a number of other concepts like the necessity of recognizing meta-disciplinary dimensions, witnessing a pro-relational existential dimension with-others, accepting the avoidance of economic extremism, asserting the need for ongoing, overall transcendental suspensions, etc., I believe we are now in a better position to understand the underlying nature of all disciplines qua disciplines in such a manner, to some degree, where methods of explanation and methods of understanding can move closer together if not exactly merge. To conclude let me explain this intuition. (46)

As explored elsewhere, I perceive all disciplines to possess the same archetypal structural-processes whose functioning is centered in ongoing, overall transcendental suspensions. That disciplinary work is done once a suitable meta-disciplinary dimension is invoked or recognized and whose profitability in a practical-social sense is realized and thematized, and, then extended through existential suitable iterations of insight-and-oversight. As previously noted, primary disciplinary identity is realized through the suitable thematization of the disciplinary difference as a disciplinary differential (between that discipline and all other disciplines). In the overall discipline of philosophy, we could refer to this element as ‘truth’ but, less confusingly, refer to it more as ‘valid ways of observing closer forms of alignment in our relationships that either create relational richness through the overt creation of new relationships and/or maintain current relational richness through the promotion of valuational preservation and/or promote relational enrichment through either conservation and/or meta-conservation (as an accelerated form of conservational enrichment). Similarly, the historical discipline could be viewed as the ‘constructive appreciation of those critical-narratives that are adequate in their factual basis and whose overall disciplinary integrity is promoted through transcendental, pro-relational, existential patterns of insight-and-oversight’. Then, we can extend these archetypal divisions by noting meta-disciplinary differences (as meta-disciplinary differentials) and non-disciplinary differences (as meta-disciplinary differentials). Moreover, in relating non-differences with meta-differences I have proposed the relatively hermeneutical dimension of non-differences (as non-differentials) completing this differential economy whose integration is supplied through the utilization of ongoing, overall transcendental suspensions, etc. Then, in recognizing the type of philosophical economy to hand we can qualify what is entailed in that specific or particular economy, and, moreover, envisage the nature of the correlative relationships engendered between such dialectical polarities. Indeed, we can treat textual input as ‘detail’ (or ‘content’), meta-textual input of genres and con-texts as ‘structural’, and, the prime nature of the non-systematic existential dimension as simulated and by nature, phenomenologically, as ‘simulational’ or ‘simulatory’ (arising as it does as the emergent, non-textual synthesis of the textual and the meta-textual in the form of simulations in keeping with the nature of such interactions; be their existential, pro-relational inputs/outputs received in a form of e/valuational formation that either insightfully recognizes this dimension and/or or non-insightfully overlooks the same). (47)

As a series of points to de-confuse any confusion over terminology in my use of the prefix ‘meta’ we need to note the following. First, the textual economy consists of textual deposition/s (coinciding with intentional focus on an intentional objective or a series and/or set/s of intentional objectives from a phenomenal-phenomenological perspective), a meta-textual dimension (coinciding with field phenomena dealing with genres and con-textual types of frames of reference from a hermeneutical perspective), and, a non-textual dimension (coinciding with the free-flowing relationship between the former and its emergence of the simulation of simulations
 in a non-systematic existential perspective). Second, and coinciding respectively with the above, grounded on an intentional-gestalt economy comprising the archetypal moments or dialectical poles/polarities of Object, World and Ego
) I have argued that the tripolar nature of a disciplined economy as being generated between a disciplinary differential, the non-disciplinary differential, and, the meta-disciplinary differential [and hence paralleling ‘meta-textual’ with a ‘non-disciplinary differential’, and, ‘non-textual’ with a ‘meta-disciplinary differential’]. Third, to add to this potential confusion, I have also invoked a meta-dimension in order to conduct disciplinary work that involves comparisons, transformations, for the explication of possible/probable/potent consequences (and where by ‘potent’ is meant ‘highly inevitable consequences’ [assuming implications are already determined albeit provisionally]). This meta-dimension is necessitated in order for intentional states to be appreciated and has structural-functional similarities to an existential dimension but is not to be seen as equivalent. I would note that in arriving at a working understanding of these three different uses of the prefix ‘meta’ and two different uses of the prefix ‘non’ we would find ourselves in a better position to understand these parallelisms, etc.
 (48)

In this same vein we should note that I also invoke a relatively existential dimension in contrast to a relatively non-existential dimension given that they are dialectically co-engendered, and, a relative object-dimension and a relative meta-dimension, in their contrast one with the other, and v.v., in order to scrutinize processes of comparison, transformations, etc., indeed, the work of any discipline or economy. (49)

To reinforce these distinctions let me tabulate them diagrammatically:
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Now let me introduce a speculative distinction in a sense predicted by my ordered modeling of valuational formation, namely, a parallel to ‘explanation’ (say of a scientific topic) versus ‘understanding’ (or ‘comprehension’) (say, of a social science topic that might be found in history, psychology or philosophy, etc.), and what I shall place under the rubric of ‘determinations’ dealing with (second order) aesthetical considerations, (third order) de-ontological considerations, and, (fourth order) pragmatical considerations. ‘Determination’ in the sense that we make evaluations/valuations that do appear to have some degree of intuitive objectivity that eventually realize forms of well-grounded consensus that seems to be based on more that the political impositions of the dictates ramifications of major discourses. I introduce this distinction of ‘determinations’ to note ways of making interconnecting correspondences between traditional fields where ‘explanations’ are more appropriate and where ‘understandings’ (or ‘comprehensions’
) are more appropriate. Let me diagrammatically represent the six orders of my trans-cognitive ordered economy, as introduced elsewhere, as situated upon the archetypal nature of the intentional economy in order to demonstrate how the third point of that latter economy suggests a third field of intentional appropriation I have labelled as ‘determinations’:
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How to read this previous diagram? I am suggesting ‘scientific’ explanations are centered on the Object pole (in our archetypal modelling of the gestalt economy underlying our intentional economy), and, at this pole we have the phenomenal-phenomenological focus on atomic pre-essentials, that then are integrated as second order molecular essentials with aesthetical implications, and, a sixth order of factual considerations. In contrast, centered on the World pole we have social scientifically oriented understandings or comprehensions with a decidedly hermeneutical flavor accompanied by fourth order pragmatical concerns and sixth order factual ontical/considerations. But, if we interpret the relationship between explanation and comprehension through the lens of this modeling then a number of new considerations can be raised. For a start, we can note that between ‘scientific’ explanation and ‘social scientific’ comprehension we have an overlap with the sixth order centered on the ontical judgment and determination of so-called actual ‘facts’. Hence this interesting connection between these two different styles of consideration. Then, the validity of this modeling granted, we would be led to ask what style of consideration would be configured by the Ego moment and its being centered in de-ontological considerations and accompanied by second order aesthetical considerations and fourth order pragmatical considerations? Moreover, this focus on the Ego moment also is also centered on non-systematic existential considerations, and, so, an existentially oriented dimension might be more closely scrutinized through these three kinds of determinations, namely, second order aesthetical judgments, third order de-ontological judgments, and, fourth order pragmatical judgments. That, in effect, it would be profitable to view the existential dimension under these three ordered headings and the nature of the relationships entailed between such distinctions.
 (52)

Extending this speculative reading, we would then also note that ‘scientific’ explanations are also directly related with determinations through second ordered essential integration along with their aesthetical implications, and, ‘socially scientific’ comprehensions are related to determinations through fourth ordered pragmatical considerations. As a consequence, we should not read ‘explanations’ and ‘comprehensions’ as being completely incommensurable with each other, and, that a link between the same can also be proposed through the invocation of determinations and their three ordered sub-styles of determination. To further this rapprochement we can also note that a notable degree of correlativity must be in place between explanations and comprehensions given their centering in these dialectical moments of Object and World respectively, and, that their correlativity with determinations must also exist as well given its centering in the Ego moment. Furthermore, all disciplines must invoke hermeneutical genres and con-texts, and, that an exploration of this aspect should also lead to greater degrees of interconnected commensurability to some extent or other. (53)

Although not to be too overly stressed, given such correlative commensurability and the inescapable disciplinary utilization of genres and con-texts, textual details, simulated non-textual experiences, ordered forms of discernment, etc., then it should not be too far a stretch to chart significant interrelationships between these three forms of intentional appropriation whilst still granting a considerable degree of autonomy to these three styles of explanation, comprehension and determination. (54)

To further integrate this theoretical modelling we could propose that the object dimension primarily coincides with the Object moment (along with its phenomenal-phenomenological forms of scrutiny), that this invocation of a meta-dimension coincides with the World moment (along with its hermeneutically oriented manipulation), and, the existential dimension (without too finely making a distinction between non-systematic and systematic forms) coincides with the Ego moment (whilst the relatively non-existential dimension can be seen as that which opposes, contrasts or differs non-absolutely from the non-systematic aspect of an existential orientation). (55)

A degree of integration that must further interconnect forms of correlative interaction between these three styles of explanation, comprehension and determination. (56)


What other conclusions, observations and comments might be opportune to add at this point? (57)


In this essay I looked at the contragrammatical intersection between the philosophy of history and the history of philosophy as a starting point to make and explore a series of philosophical observations. For a start, I noted that a deeper understanding of historical scrutiny might better assist us in conducting more suitably pre-informed, ongoing, overall transcendental suspensions. (58)

We can also note that the disciplines of both history and philosophy generally fall within the social ‘scientific’ realm of understanding or comprehension, and by such placement should find closer forms of commensurability. On the other hand, given this critical apparatus of differentials, meta-differentials and non-differentials, etc., we have better grounds, perhaps, for invoking forms of consideration along more scientific-lines at least to the extent that from close processes of consequential analysis, etc., certain observations might seem to take on a more reasonable level of explanation as explanations qua explanations? An aspect of research that might also be assisted through an understanding to what degree and to what manner determinations might also play in the intentional directedness of human motivations, etc. In this regard we might like to look at social concepts of ‘fairness’ (as intuitively experienced by both children and adults) and see how they are presented, represented, re-presented, mis-represented, de-misrepresented, etc., especially in the course of the currently topical debate that observes and argues that increased levels of social inequality as being counter-productive for the political stability of democracies… and all that that entails for the major discourse of a hitherto rampant neoliberalism, etc. (59)

Then, in a potted exploration of the history of philosophy I criticized the interminable, eternal, controversial debates between realists and idealists, along with their miscellaneous allies. I argued that such attitudes, essentially, were forms of economic extremism. That, given the tripolar constitution of the intentional economy, e.g., intentional consciousness could not be entertained without all three economic co-moments taking their productive place within its ‘thoughtful’ deliberation. Reflections on this philosophical ‘fact’ meant such a position could not be argued for in any absolutely oriented sense even though partial forms of preference could still be profitably entertained (especially in interconnecting correlative forms of argumentation, indeed, almost as if along the scientific lines of conformal theories; an aspect assisted by my speculative introduction of the supplementary topic of determinations). (60)


Interestingly, I argued that in ‘rejecting’, more in the form of a suspension, both realistic and idealistic forms of preferential over-treatment we could and would invoke a third philosophical way that notes the all too often overlooked transcendental implications of an existential dimension (in both its non-systematic and systematic senses). That in doing so, wittingly and/or unwittingly, we would effectively be explicating the following implication that we would also need to ‘reject’, i.e., ‘suspend’, this non-systematic existential third way as well in order to more fully arrive at a philosophy that genuinely takes this pro-relational dimension into account. In this process invoking the induction of an overall suspension that more overtly develops the practical ramifications and parallel interplay of both an existential insight and an existential oversight. Hence the utilization and utility of suitably conducting well-informed, well-exercised, ongoing, overall transcendental suspensions… as both our entrance to and exit from the transcendental dimension of the systematic existential orientation. That the philosophical discipline, like any discipline, needs to operate along such pro-relational, existential lines of development in order to behave as a serious discipline capable of empowering both ourselves and others, as we stand before-others. (61)


Now, although we might think we can change the world by merely changing ourselves, by making more overt the covert ramifications of an existential stance, still, in truth, all types of reform can only be instituted through a reform of those institutions that exercise that type of power in question! (62)

As with all forms of behaviour and behavioural change there is an artfulness to engineering the induction of a parallel explication of both existential insightfulness and existential oversightfulness. Indeed, through suitable processes of harmonic resolution disciplinary progress can be made, be that in our historical researches, in our philosophical explorations, in the pursuit of political reforms, and, in refining the vast array of disciplines that enrich the re-configuration and re-characterization of our many overlapping worlds of culture… (63)

Indeed, it may not be realized that relational ‘facticity’, the extent a relationship emerges above and beyond the mere sum of its participating elements, arises as an experiential or psychic fact to that extent such an existentially oriented process of ongoing resolution is allowed to persist and, therein, allows us to flourish in this world of life…
 and, although we may appear to stand merely before others, still, in truth, inescapably, whether fully recognized or not, we must live our lives only in and through the sheer necessity of our being ‘with-others’..!!
 (64)






       Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 9.4.19.

� 	According to the Copenhagen Interpretation, physical systems generally do not have definite properties prior to being measured, and quantum mechanics can only predict the probability distribution of a measurement’s possible results. The act of measuring affects the system, causing the set of probabilities to reduce to one of the possible values immediately after the measurement. This feature is known as wave function collapse. (Wikipedia, ‘Copenhagen interpretation’). A number of other interpretations have also been constructed. To my mind, this interpretation is very much one that could be constructed for a relatively external perspective on the chaotic constitution of this quantum mechanical relationship, whereas, in contrast, a relatively internal pro-relational approach might find the external observer as relatively superfluous to the chaotic change of state given its chaotic status at that point of bifurcation (since the act of measurement could be done by anyone or anything without adding or subtracting from the nature of that specifically ensuing chaotic transformation). I guess, invoking an economy of types of interpretations we could also invoke a hybrid of the former two aspectival types by arguing for one situated on the imputation of an event horizon of that transformational relationship in question (i.e., as being situated between these relatively external and internal styles of perspectives). But the question would need to be resolved, could all viable interpretations be viewed through this tripolar scheme and neatly fitted into either a simple atomic category or a more molecular version of the same, or, better, an integrated version of this entire economy itself (paralleling the economic nature of the ongoing, overall transcendental suspension et al)???


� 	The word ‘transcendental’ is used by myself in two senses. Predominantly, the sense usually intended is ‘trans-intentional’, ‘trans-cognitive’, etc., i.e., on a ‘judgmental level of epistemological appreciation’. A second sense involves the concept of transcendental necessity to that extent phenomenological identification must operate within certain boundaries that can be semantically mapped and differentiated. So, e.g., the concept of ‘water’ and ‘love’ cannot directly be related to each other, whereas, in a distinctive contrast to the former situation, ‘water’ and ‘salt’ (as ‘water and salt’) can be interrelated, and, ‘love’ and ‘hate’ could also possibly be connected (as ‘love and hate’). In effect, noting the viability of such interactions through the invocation of a first order/second order form of transformation. In effect, observing the transcendental limits of possibility in regard to the intentional constitution of the topic in question.


� 	I would refer the reader to a series of small papers dealing with some of these details, questions, arguments, key findings, etc., namely, Philosophy of History (History of Philosophy) Part I -XII (18.5.07-16.8.07); and, a short paper titled: A Transcendental Philosophy of History (14.11.07) which all can be found on my Philosophy Homepage Site, on Recent Papers, Page 3.


� 	Read through this existential inducing lens, actively engineered through a rejection of both idealism and realism, such ideas granted, would put the reading of the Yogacara philosopher Vasubandhu, e.g., in a very different light. An interesting perspective that one could profitably adopt in order to revisit this type of ‘transcendental’ philosopher?


� 	A non-philosophical approach is understandable given the scandal of philosophy as demonstrated through its endless debates, unresolved controversies, the distortions flowing from ideological forms of over-commitment, its over-preoccupation with the disciplinary intricacies of some narrow version of the philosophical discipline itself along with little practical consequences for how life is to be better lived, etc. An anti-philosophical style taking a more overt form of the former. At the end of the day, the philosophical discipline, like all disciplines, needs to fruitfully assist us in the making of our passage through this world with other, with-others. 


� 	Given that I treat the ‘simulation of a simulation’ as a ‘non-simulation’, effectively, we are invited to see such ‘simulations’ as if in a direct relationship with that being apparently viewed, albeit from the perspective of the viewer although that focused upon is also presenting in its apparent semblance of self from its own perspective at the same time to that extent in that relationship such identity/identities can be co-thematized).


� 	Correctly, as corelative moments these dialectical aspects could be introduced in any order. E.g., in the harmonic economy the following order makes better sense, namely, World – relative consonance, Object – relative dissonance, and, Ego – relative harmonization. Remember, absolutely treated harmonization, or, absolutely treated dissonance or absolutely treated consonance, all result in the metaphorical ‘death’ of that harmonic economy and its entailed relatively internal relationship/relatively external relationships.


� 	I have also alluded to a third use of ‘non’ when in the formula ‘the x of x is treated as not x, non-x’, etc. So, e.g., ‘the book-ness of a book-like object’ is ‘not a book’, but, rather, a set of genre rules for determining when a book is a book, etc. Or, e.g., ‘the red(ness) of red’ is ‘not red’ but description of the range of frequencies that are conventionally assigned to our experience of red phenomena when read through a lens of theoretical physics, etc. This aspect will be explored in my twelfth, and final, essay.


� 	In order to make the following mnemonic formula of ‘explanations, comprehensions and distinctions’.


� 	As to be found in my oft repeated analogy of the commissioned architect of a bridge who must ‘balance’ de-ontological inputs with pragmatical inputs (and, hopefully, as well, with aesthetical inputs).


� 	As a point of clarification: That our ‘world as lived’ consists of many life-worlds, overlapping or not quite overlapping to various degrees, but, all having their transcendental possibility established through the transcendental unity of the transcendental World-of-Life/Life-World. Hence this distinction between ‘life-worlds’ and the ‘Life-World’ (in its more Husserlian sense)


� 	Restating this distinction between a relatively non-existential being ‘with others’ versus a relatively existential being ‘with-others’. 





