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Appendix E: 

That the Philosophy of Philosophy is Non-Philosophy:

Exploring Non-Philosophical Dimensions: 

Moving Beyond Philosophy as a Discipline*

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

0.    Pre-Introduction and Introduction

In writing The Prosecution of Philosophy as a Discipline, in the Twelfth Essay, I explored six types of non-philosophy.
 In the following abbreviation of that essay, to be given as a presentation to The Continental Philosophy Group, I will again re-explore six varieties of non-philosophy as a way of both giving an added ‘depth’ to and demarcating the ‘limits’ of this discipline of philosophy. (0)


It may well seem a strange thing to say but “the philosophy of philosophy is not philosophy!” [0]

On a number of occasions, I have argued that the ‘x of x’ is ‘not x, or non-x, or no x’. E.g., a photocopy of an original document is not the original document. Or, similarly, a representation of an image (say as a picture or painting or photo or lengthy, detailed description, etc.) is just that, namely, a representation of that image and not the phenomenological reality of that image per se. So, in the same regard, we could refer to this logical reading that the ‘philosophy of philosophy is no philosophy’ by treating it as a non-philosophy or just not philosophy per se’. Another way of seeing this ‘non-philosophy’ is to treat it as ‘meta-philosophical’; as a philosophy about philosophy. Or, taking this a bit further, with suitable reasons, we might wish to read ‘non-philosophy’ as ‘anti-philosophy’, or ‘hyper-philosophy’, or ‘trans[cendental]-philosophy’, or ‘dialectical philosophy’. [1]

Looked at under this succession of headings, paradoxically, I will broaden the range of the philosophical approach to include and explore forms of non-philosophy, meta-philosophy, anti-philosophy, hyper-philosophy, trans-philosophy and dialectical philosophy. To end this essay, under the usual ‘provisional conclusions, comments and observation’, I will explore what ramifications these approaches have for experiencing existential freedom in the passage of our lives as lived-and-shared. In effect, letting this prosecution run its course and, therein and thereafter, await what judgment might be handed down on the potential merits or non-merits of philosophy as a discipline… [2]
*    
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Interestingly, if we were to photocopy a photocopy we would, technically, still have a photocopy, although it might be better referred to, more correctly, as the photocopied photocopy or a photocopy of a photocopy. We could also imagine doing this form of replication many times. No doubt, at some point, the information on the original page or first document could be lost. Then, again, today, we could also invoke electronic means for some form of error correction so that this information in this process of physically recopying a text could well be preserved with a much better degree of accuracy.
 [3]
On reflection it would seem we have a dialectical question or problem to pose, namely, if replication of information is faithfully preserved what right have we to claim that the ‘x of x is non-x’, etc. It the type of text we have to hand reflects its information, then, to what extent does a text, or textual performance, change if that presented information, after replication, essentially, is still the same identical information as initially presented… however many times it was replicated and re-presented and represented? To what extent is either the unique historical specification of a text or its represented content the true source of its real identity? Or, should we keep the historical and the essential apart as distinctive correlations that should only be accommodated in dialectical terms with all the necessary qualifications being specified when and where necessary. So, e.g., a translation of a novel or poem in a condensed paraphrase in the same language or in a non-condensed format in another language can be treated, on one hand, as the same text, and, on the other hand, as also a different text despite the preservation of a certain degree of isomorphic transformational invariance as found between texts and their translations, etc? Obviously, how we privilege or preference these aspects in this dialectic should determine the ensuing attitudes we adopt thereafter. Or, as always, letting context determine which outcomes are more acceptable, as being more fit for purpose in finding a closer alignment with our intent in that same regard! [4]

Now, some philosophers might say that this contextual dialectic is inescapable. That once having decided to divide our attention, our intentional world between some form of an x and it counter-x process and/or contra-x content, then we have divided our world accordingly, and, that, hopefully, we are in a position to understand why that decision, that type of decision was being made? [5]

Or, presented on a larger stage, treating philosophy as a discipline in what manner do we divide it from all other disciplines and non-disciplines (given that even disciplines have also divided up this intentional world as being lived out through the performative enaction of such language?)? [6]

No doubt an interesting question that will need to be explored in depth. Especially in the light of the fact that some people believe that such ultimate divisions of the world cannot be properly accounted for? Projecting us into a world of the non-philosophical given that such explanations cannot be suitably thematized and explained? (7)


In regard to meta-philosophy, we attempt to stand back from philosophical practice by trying to be even more philosophical, a sort of super-critical ascension by pulling up one’s bootstraps… and merely rising through one’s own perspicacious efforts. Still, by paralleling and contrasting such practice, looking for presuppositions, predicting consequences, noting metaphors and the iteration of rhetorical devices we can at least note their consistency, coherence, degree of integration and integrity… and give us our own self-e/valuation of the apparent merits of such strenuous efforts (should they be present and well-presented?). [8]

Or, by insisting that philosophy should directly assist us existentially in our passage through this world with-others we invite an anti-philosophical stance – a rejection of the primacy of the formal philosophical discipline and/or an immediate rejection of philosophical input once such a clarification is put in place (albeit only to be re-invoked once more when and where called for). Certainly, insisting on a rejection of pointless philosophical digression or the dissemination of philosophical nonsense! [9]

In philosophy, world-wide, there have been long traditions of commentarial critique where tradition is revered, but, nonetheless, subtle shifts are either instigated through an ongoing incremental redefining of concepts and terms or that a more radical, chaotic sense of re-definition can also be arrived at on this same incremental continuum when crossing points of bifurcation. Such criticism coming from either inside a tradition and/or outside the same. In reaction to the ongoing criticism of serious debates commentaries are continually re(-)written in the heat and light flowing from such events. In a hyper-philosophy, as a specialized form of commentary, a sort of 3D exploration of a text is done through hyper-links where words and phrases are cross-referenced, entertained in parallel, cancelled, opposed, given secondary and tertiary references, metaphorically examined, rhetorically followed, consequentially treated, deconstructed, treated ironically, or, just conceptually clarified, etc. Obviously, such meta-textual referencing must also be misrepresentational; at least until such misrepresentations, in turn, are undone, creating new representational problems, etc. This aspect of misrepresentation arises from the fact that meta-textual elements are talking ‘about’ a text and cannot be that text per se whilst basically remaining meta-textual in orientation. [10]

In a trans-philosophy I explore the role of transcendental forms of treatment. Being trans-conceptual, such positioning can never be reduced to being merely conceptual or intentional, etc. At the same time there can be no absolute separation between distinctions and their accommodations since accommodations need to be present in order to distinguish distinctive elements within the same, and v.v. Important in such research is that we also recognize the need for ongoing transcendental suspensions, suspensions of suspensions, etc. (and that philosophical practice should follow likewise; i.e., recognize that philosophical judgments must also utilize overall suspensions, etc; temporally rendering philosophical processes as impermanently ‘annulled’ through the parallel treatment of processes and content in apposition with their counter-processes and contra-content). [11]

In a dialectical-philosophy because absolute identity can be neither encountered neither recognized nor engaged it follows that no form of identification can completely encompass the potential or actual meaningfulness of any intentional objective, be that objective relatively virtual or non-virtual, embodied or disembodied, embedded or non-embedded, embanked or disassociated from this world at large. Hence room for its counter-processes and counter-contents in the non-virtual identity of an identity. In effect, a form of qualification that qualifies all relevant forms of qualification given that no identity can be fully described in non-counter and non-contrary terms of reference. So, e.g., this book is a book, and in lived reality, an infinite number of other things as well. If it is a heavy book it could be used as a weapon or as an instrument of defense. If it is a rather large-sized thin book we could sit on as a cushion on our seat because either the table we are working at is too high or the chairs are too low. Some people have even been known to put their savings in certain books knowing it will there when needed, but, at the same time more or less out of sight. As I found out when a friend lent me a book to find two fifty-dollar bills inserted between different pages. This sense of the dialectical can also be compared to looking into a mirror where everything seems the same until we look more closely and realized that certain aspects form mirror images, etc. [12] 

 
Effectively qualifying the limits of the philosophical let me reexplore this rich, open, overall dimension of the relatively non-philosophical… [13]

In this general set of ‘non-philosophical approaches’ we explore to what extent a philosopher is blind, non-philosophically overlooks the grounds of their philosophical motivation, is unable to see or foresee the ramifications and unintended consequences of their positioning/s, or, furthermore, is just unable to realize and obtain the philosophical objectives that they set out to ever work so hard to achieve. On the other hand, addressing this imbalance between means and ends, such failures can also be points of freedom. In realizing certain limits in current patterns of thought and then being able to circumvent the same to some degree through the adoption and adaptation of other ways of approaching that topic whilst even recognizing that all philosophical or non-philosophical approaches are in directions whose goals can never be absolutely obtained. [14]

In addition, it can also be said that the philosopher is also a non-philosopher given that they are usually blind to the way they divide the world and how they then problematize this division. Then, the meta-philosopher is not happy doing philosophy per se and so they put on a new philosophical suit over the one they are still wearing. A bit clunky but definitely warmer for colder climes. A hyper-philosopher no longer sees a text for scrutiny as flat but as three dimensional when viewed through a number of overlapping and intersecting lenses. Not realizing, at the same time, that the world is just as multidimensional as any text and where meaningful forms of linkage can be noted and yet would remain quite devoid of meaning and meaningfulness should the hyper-textualist be removed from this particular process of worldly engagement. Having rejected the deficient arguments of philosophers et al as essentially unproductive labour, the anti-philosopher then rejects the sterile formalities of their discipline/s and returns to work in the world with-others; using more what is already found to hand; that may or may not need refining for those more pressing tasks realized in the course of such direct engagement. In contrast, a trans-philosopher or transcendental philosopher, realizes that all discernment is only realized through processes of judgment, and, therefore, must then set out to suspend all such subject matter for research in order to make any progress whatsoever. That, in a ‘non-philosophical’ suspension of ‘this suspension of all forms of ideological preferences and all prior convictions’ the world is then suitably re-constructed for such a person prepared to sacrifice everything including all their philosophical prejudices; at least to the extent they can be accounted for. Lastly, a dialectical philosopher knows that reality cannot be encompassed in the restrictions of finite language and by recognizing such limits can then re-qualify the existential richness that that reality ever has to hand should such potential enrichment be recognized and ‘seen’ in front of our very own noses so to speak. That these supplementary forms of insight can be treated as ‘insightful, etc.’ should the same experiences be found to be reiterated in and through similar patterns of iteration that continue to possess such relatively isomorphic conformity. [15]
When philosophy has done its work, then, obviously, we should put it aside! Or, when philosophy has not yet done its work, appears to have reached an impasse, then, perhaps that too is the time for the philosopher to put their work aside, and, in re-engaging with their being in this world, they may well later find the inspiration to see how such projects and programs might then be resumed and later successfully completed. Knowing, of course, that the real work of the critical-existentialist is never completed… given that the entire course of all our lives should be ‘ever as a work in progress….’
 [16] (1)
1.    Non-Philosophy

The topic of non-philosophy does exist. The most prominent proponent is the French ‘Continental’ philosopher François Laruelle. He argues that all forms of philosophy are structured around a prior decision, and remain constitutively blind to this decision.
 In effect, a dialectical splitting is put in place by a philosopher, at some point in time, in order to understand the world philosophically. [19]

I would argue that most philosophers would be aware of how they split their world philosophically, but, would agree that most may not be aware of why they accept that point of division. In this context, I would argue that for a philosopher to actively make such a division, to that extent, they would be acting originally, although it would also be true to say that originality could also be realized in discerning the implications made by some previous philosopher hitherto overlooked; be either philosopher ‘original’ or otherwise. I would also hazard a guess that some sort of intuitive inkling of philosophical problematicity is driving such an acceptance of that ‘style’ of division. ‘Style’ by virtue of the manner of that philosophical resolution being invoked. However, it might also be difficult to dialectically discern which came first, either ‘philosophical problematicity being resolved through such a division’ or ‘such a division driving such problematicity’? Then, questions of genre derivation must also enter the fray. Given absolute originality is impossible it could be argued that no philosophical style comes out of nowhere and that prior divisions and their problematicity may well have been driving new points of demarcation, or, i.e., demarcation through re-demarcation. [20]

Such points of relatively fundamental division also echo Derrida’s comments re philosophical blind points around which each philosopher forever tries ‘to square the circle’. The more prolix a philosopher on some point or topic the more they are being driven by some more fundamentally contexted point or aporia. I would also argue that philosophers are very aware of such conundrums because I would argue they created those very points of contentious philosophical ‘belief’ in the first place! Or they inherited the same along with the anxieties created through their ensuing appositions, logical consequences, ramifications, etc.
 [21]

With respect to myself, I see my most important ‘center of gravity’ to be between cognitive intentionality and trans-cognitive trans-intentional judgment. Why? Because I believe it is important to demarcate the intentional from the trans-intentional in order to privilege the pro-relational attitude of the latter, and, therein and thereby, make room for the existential dimension in the latter. [22] (2)

In many ways, taking a non-philosophical stance may well illuminate the limits on the type of philosophy being prosecuted, what new directions might be to hand? (3)
2.    Meta-Philosophy


Laruelle perceived non-philosophy to be a ‘science’ like philosophy but, obviously, not one run along the same lines as a philosophy (based on this sense of a relatively fundamental decision). Furthermore, non-philosophy needs to be differentiated from meta-philosophy (the next style of philosophical practice about to be noted) given its ‘reflexivity’ is apparently constituted outside the usual parameters of the philosophical/meta-philosophical. [25] (4)

I perceive meta-philosophy as a form of representational mapping where the philosophical dimension is represented in close detail in order to expose presuppositional premises, arguments, conclusions, qualifications, the conclusiveness or otherwise of such conclusions, a variety of critiques that appear to note, both individually and collectively, the propriety, appropriateness and appositeness of that apparent critique and in what manner such positioning or re-positioning is limited, has limits, has gone beyond those limits, and so on. In effect, through such close attention, insightfully expose the consequences of such positioning/re-positioning and, by either implication or explication, outline what oversightful forms of intervention may well be called for. By extension, suggesting that a productive coupling of both insight and oversight can existentially re-sight what objectives should underlie all our more pressing projects and programs, how they might be prioritized or less prioritized in our negotiations with other as we arbitrate both personal ambitions and social aspirations. (5)

Such mapping is representative, as discerned in and through a representational economy, but not merely ‘representative’; i.e., as something that could be reduced or dismissed as ‘mere representation’. Hoping, as well that such close attention is accompanied by an existential awareness of relevant details along with the requisite expedition of an existential re-direction of our more pressing projects and programs! (6)

In a representational economy we have phenomenal-phenomenological presentations, hermeneutical representations and (non-systematic) existential re-presentations… obviously, not just representations (or ‘mere representations’). Furthermore, in the complete rejection of so-called external world/s (with their impossible imputation of absolute objectivity) and inner worlds (with their impossible imputation of absolute subjectivity) we are met in a directness of interaction in which more forceful parties are better able to dictate the nature of that interaction within its representative interpretation. Moreover, in an alignment with both the lived reality of the world at large and the inescapable world of the other a dialectical process ensures an ongoing refinement of such mapping along with an amplification in its re-e/valuation (of its ensuing valuational formation). (7)

No map should be mistaken for the world, still, without such mappings there could be no sense of a ‘world’ in the first place. Indeed, the meta-philosophical should help us to clearly re-trace out the contours of our philosophical explorations. Hence the potential value of taking a critical, and existential, meta-philosophical mapping of our philosophical positions in the hope that the latter can be more profitably re-directed through a more suitable existential re-sighting of this world as lived-and-shared. (8)

3.   Anti-Philosophy


I have been amazed, given all the wonderful advances in modern medicine, to find medical and nursing tomes published before the Second World War to be just as heavy and voluminous as those much more recently published. Nursing texts would wax lyrically about a whole variety of baths deemed necessary for the treatment of patients. Before the advent of antibiotics patients with high temperatures might well have their survival ensured through the timely use a cold, icy bath. Conversely, in the midst of a chilling rigour a hot bath might well give a temporary sense of relief. Although, for very sick patients, even the thought of them being trundled off to a bathroom and dunked in and out a variety of baths might itself have been too traumatic for any of the relevant parties to have seriously contemplated. In this regard, I have found reading medical texts from the past to be salutary. Some really good ideas have persisted over the centuries. On the other hand, much of what passed for best practice was not much more that medical fashion, the application of metaphors that had little or no basis in evidence, medical rituals designed to make all parties feel better, more magical with a potential placebo effect, and, at worse, positively dangerous if not deadly. In other words, such medical treatises were quite often more recipes for the execution of near nonsensical performances… (9)

And I wonder if we have made much progress in this same regard. Too often we are beholden to the fickle authority of fashion; where so-called best practice is not thoroughly tested on the empirical basis of evidence; where drug companies ply medications little better than those already on the market, and where the description of every old and new condition must have some form of medication automatically brought to hand; where text books are far too loquacious; over-indulge in irrelevant overt conjectures and covert speculations; contradictory; are too optimistic; and, unable to appreciate their own limitations, and so on. (10)

Sadly, the medical discipline is not alone in this endless sea of wordiness, this industrial scale churning and proliferation of these streams of textual diarrhea whose pronouncements all too often should be deemed more nonsense and mumbo jumbo that sensible observations and useful responses. Alas, what is valuable in such discourses has to be separated out by the more discerning… and in this era of fake news, enticing posts on social media without a clear declaration of their hidden agenda, the endless discrediting of the worthy and worthwhile is it any wonder that there is a suspicion of each and every text found to hand, or, a general consternation on the part of a few by the fact that most people are not alarmed and seriously concerned about such issues? (11)

Alas, sadly, philosophers are not immune from this condition of purveying a prolix mixture of nonsense masquerading as sensible, useful or profound discourse! (12)

Enter, e.g., Ludwig Wittgenstein, or, rather, ‘Wittgenstein Two’; the later philosopher of the Philosophical Investigations, etc., rather than the earlier philosopher of the Tractatus, as an anti-philosopher; ever out to expose all forms of philosophical nonsense.
 Therapeutically dissolving traditional philosophical controversies and non-traditional conundrums… and, in a strange sense, making philosophical progress by successfully demonstrating this anti-philosophical approach. (13) 

In the midst of writing this Twelfth Essay, for over three days, I agonized over how we are to make this distinction between philosophical sense, should it exist, as I hope it does, and, philosophical nonsense, which I am sure exists in vast quantities (given, e.g., my equal dismissal of both realists and idealists, and so on). Thankfully, I fell back on a philosophical strategy I had devised for critically discerning six different types of distinctive philosophical value. In the course of this technique for critically discerning this type of evaluation, and subsequent valuation, I had proposed a hierarchical set of sequential questions that progressively moved us to towards an assessment of true propositions, as statements of facts. Failure to complete this sense of progress at any other stage, whilst still progressing the claims for that type of proposition, would automatically be deemed to be nonsensical. Let me illustrate this in a humorous vein… (14)

“One day, after tomorrow, I had a cup of tea, whilst seated at a table shaped in the form of a square-circle, with the current king of France who, I might add, is quite, quite bald and has absolutely no sense of humour…” (15)


In effect, I asked a series of different questions and, by such means, sequentially proceed through these six orders, in a phenomenological classification of value, to arrive at that order in which that type of proposition in question can travel no further… without slipping into some form of contradiction, nonsense, impossible state of affairs, mistruth, falsity, deception or lie, wrongly asserted fact, etc. (16)


These questions note conditions for intentional recognition and trans-judgmental forms of suitable appreciation, and, do so by proceeding through the following types of propositional interrogation:

An Ordered Interrogation

1. First, do the semantic qualities in the proposition in question have a direct or indirect phenomenological-like sense of presentation in an atomistic-like fashion. I.e., in an essential format do these essential features represented have a simple semantic description such as, e.g., this is ‘hot’; this is ‘red’; this ‘taste’ is not ‘salty’ but is rather ‘sweet’, etc.
2. Second, in the integration of a specific set of first ordered essential descriptions can their putatively integrated representation (as a ‘this’ or ‘these’) be semantically integrated. Ruling in, e.g., square tables, but, ruling out tables in the shape of a square-circle...


2a. Such integration also allowing us to ask what the aesthetic potential of that being represented might be found to possess in well-considered aesthetic reflection?
3. Third, as an integrated thought, can such a thought be experienced conceptually as the content of an idea.


3a. Such process considerations also allowing us to ask if that situation, as a lived situation (with-others) as represented, has deontological implications and concerns?
4. Fourth, asking if that idea (with its second ordered thought content, can also be perceived or imagined as an image with a spatio-temporal configuration? 

4a. Such considerations also allowing us to ask if that situation, as a lived situation (with-others) as represented, has pragmatical implications and concerns?

5. Fifth, asking what that propositional text, in its textual representation, has from a factual-like perspective in terms of possibility, probability or potency (to be a factual representation of lived reality). 

5a. In that light of possibility, asking what hermeneutical implications and concerns may well arise (in terms of genres of behaviour, types of con-texts, etc.)?
6. Discerning if this proposition can be treated as if it were a true representation of lived reality as found with-others, i.e., as a statement nominating and denominating a certain fact or series and/or set/s of facts provisionally treated as both true and not untrue? (17)

We can also then ask in what sense or to what extent sixth ordered facts, as statements or factually discerned experiential features, can be semantically tracked as first ordered semantic units (and, thereby, render this scheme as circular rather than as just linear in its sequential ‘progressiveness’). (18)

Treated in this manner we can see what order a certain proposition arrives at but which can progress no further… and, therefore, can never be directly rendered as a (true) sixth ordered statement. So, e.g., a ‘current king of France’ does not exist… so of course he has no sense of humour because it would be impossible for such a non-existent entity to have a sense of humour in the first place, or be bald, and so on. On the other hand, I could make the statement that “I have entertained this proposition of ‘the current king of France who is bald’ as a false statement.” Given that, through general consensus, this non-existent entity has no sixth ordered factual force. Just as it is semantically impossible ‘to have drunk a cup of tea’ in a non-presented future tense. Or, accepting, e.g., that Santa Claus is only a mythical sixth order entity, etc., and only a fifth ordered possible fact (admittedly cast as doing impossible things like descending multiple chimneys, etc.). (19)

A number of other tests could also be supplied to help us weed out deception and nonsense, etc. Could that represented be encountered, recognized and/or engaged? Are the necessary preconditions in place for the conditional experience of that putatively being represented? Are the probable consequences of a certain attitude desirable? Should final truth determinations be observed as more provisional than settled, and so on…? (20)
4.    Hyper-Philosophy


Much of traditional philosophy, both West and East, was entered into as a form of commentary. So, e.g., Plato comments on Socrates, his teacher; Plotinus comments on Plato; and, Proclus comments on Plato to subtly differentiate and re-qualify the work of, say, Plotinus, and so on. Even today, most professional philosophers are expected to spend much of their time commenting upon and critiquing some other philosopher. Now, to some extent this is inescapable because no one can think a thought that is completely original since intersubjective genres of thought are ever adopted and adapted, ever re-adopted and re-adapted, and, through such reiteration find new forms of re-direction. (21)

In Indian traditions this practice of doing philosophy through the use of a commentary was carried out to the nth-degree. So, important texts were given a series of commentaries. Then, certain commentaries would have sub-commentaries. Then, on this corpus of texts there would be compilations, digests, monographs, aphoristic summaries, courses of instruction, and so on. (22)


Traditionally, followers of certain traditions were expected to scrupulously adhere to the arguments of their traditions. However, under the force of debates, both within and between traditions, various non-radical and radical innovations would overtly or covertly make their presence felt if the philosophical need for their presence was felt to demand this importation or sense of re-direction. Indeed, by such means, traditions could sometimes quite radically change their complexion and, in their wake, also inspire a new series of updated counter-traditions. (23)


Now, no text is ever a pure text! A text is ‘written’ and how we ‘read’ that text is dependent upon a resurrection of its overall meta-textual frame of reference in which it was originally written. In other words, we interpret that text in question, hopefully, by aligning ourselves with the overall meta-textual frame of reference originally adopted and adapted in the writing of that same text. This was brought home to me in listening to an advertisement that used Boccherini’s famous minuet from his quintet in E major as its background music.
 Having learnt how to dance minuets it was obvious to me that this ‘minuet’ was being played as if it were a waltz instead. Indeed, a very different way of counting time musically.
 Doing some research I soon discovered that even though the musical notation of a minuet was being faithfully followed, ostensively, the form around the time of Beethoven had migrated to that of a waltz; a very different dance form that very soon after was given this name of a ‘waltz’. In other words, you had to recognize that even though the notation was that of a minuet and it was named a ‘minuet’, despite such similarity in both denomination and nomination, this musical piece demanded a very different manner of interpretation; i.e., its performative treatment as a ‘waltz’ and not as a traditional ‘minuet’ (in a style developed about one hundred years earlier). (24)

In other words, no text can be read as a mere text. We must discern some idea of its meta-textual formation in order to read the same. We could argue, in this regard, that hermeneutic proximity to this original meta-textual frame of reference is necessary in order to discern some idea of the apparent intent behind the original deposition of that text now found to hand. Furthermore, in the ‘economics’ of our reading that text I have also argued that through an interplay between text and meta-text we engage a non-textual simulation of the apparent intent behind the deposition of that text. ‘Non-textual’ in the sense that when we are engrossed in the reading of a text we forget we are reading and the apparent intent of that text is made ‘transparently clear’ to us as we work our way through the ‘simulation’ of that text; until we meet the relative ‘translucence’ or ‘opaqueness’ of a section (or overall totality) of that text we do not seem to understand. That, in essence, the economics of reading (and writing ) a text we need this economic interaction between the phenomenological identity of the text and its sense of representativeness, a hermeneutical determination of the correct genre/s of the meta-text being invoked, and, a (non-systematic) existential non-textual reading to be realized through a free interplay of the former where all three moments are dynamically balanced in the course of such intentional interaction and reconstitution of the apparent significance of that text as a complex textual phenomenon (rather than its mere superficial treatment as just a text). (25)

Invoking the use of a commentary is to help us to subtly reinterpret and/or sometimes to not so subtly re-interpret our reading of that text in question. Updating this exercise of a commentary today we have an even broader range of techniques to accomplish this sense of reinterpretation versus re-interpretation of the text (or series and/or set/s of texts) in question. Hence the invocation of ‘hyper-links’ and other digital devices as new ways to comment on a text and enrich our reading of the same. Transferred to a philosophical setting we have a new way of doing philosophy, i.e., through this use of hyper-links, etc. (26)

Just as no text is ever a pure text, the complex dimensionality of a text and its engagement can be further economically enriched by the use of these additional methods for enriching our understanding of that same text, etc. Where once we might have used footnotes or endnotes (and sub-footnotes/sub-endnotes, etc.) etc., cite references to other sections of that same text or other texts, etc., quote such references, etc., we can now do so in a more directly engaged fashion through the use of hyper-links, etc. (27)

The upshot of such updating is the creation of new style of (non-)philosophy not without some resonance with the past as just noted. (28)


Interestingly, it has been claimed, and can be demonstrated, that when we meta-textually refer, either internally or externally, to a section of a certain text we also automatically set up the misinterpretation of the same. That such ‘misinterpretation’ is only rectified through a process of re-de-mis-interpretation’ that then re-establishes this sense of interpretative alignment through that process of ongoing re-alignment. Indeed, in this regard, a ‘good’ title, e.g., is one that deliberately sets up a certain degree of misinterpretation that is rectified in the course of a closer reading of the same text. That, in a sense, a ‘good’ hyper-link, or any other meta-textual device, is one that both misrepresents and re-de-mis-represents that same text. In such a world, doing philosophy, as a form of non-philosophy, through this very hermeneutical process of re-de-mis-representation…. (29)
5.    Trans(cendental)-Philosophy


Philosophy must go beyond the merely philosophical just as texts are never read on a pure, mono-textual dimension. The world is not flat (except in the suspended economy) and where the de-suspension returns us to this realm of asymmetrical inequality (as found in power relations, etc.)! (30)

However, in contrast, the existential dimension somewhat rectifies these imbalances in order to render our (more important) relationships as more mutual in orientation, and, therein and thereby, as more existential in tenor. (31)


Existentialization usually renders our relationships as more profitable’; as enriched; as realized through productive processes of valuational creation, preservation, conservation, etc. ‘Profitable’ being read in a broad sense of ‘enriching most, if not always, all the lives of the people in that relationship in question’. ‘Existentialization’ is realized through a ‘reversal of de-existentially oriented processes’. It occurs through the taking of a pro-relational attitude where we privilege relationships over the parties participating in those relationships (and, more naturally, privilege those relationship that have a greater relational proximity to us). In effect, we are appreciating the intentional representation of those relationships and this implies we must be doing so in trans-intentional terms of reference. I.e., in trans-cognitive, judgmental, transcendental terms of reference. This expression ‘transcendental’ has its primary sense, therefore, defined through its equation with the judgmental, the trans-intentional, the trans-cognitive (as both trans-conceptual and trans-perceptual in orientation), and, moreover, as existential in tenor. Furthermore, it is always defined as an ‘orientation’ since the existential only exists through the dialectical existentialization of the relatively non-existential, and, if it were possible for it to completely existentialize the non-existential then such an attitude and orientation would no longer persist in its colouring of intentional consciousness, etc. (32)

Existentialization is always a process that is already underway, to some extent or other, and, merely needs to be both refined and re-promoted. Such an orientation has its characteristic sense of ‘presence’ through the directness of existential hallmarks and indirectness of existential indicators. Once recognized, its distinctive flavour is always noted, and, once we have learnt to induce this orientation in our passage through this world with-others then we can act accordingly in and through that pro-relational attitude. An existential philosophy accepts that we can encounter, recognize and engage our relationships in and through a pro-relational ‘perspective’ which being trans-intentional in orientation cannot be reduced to the mere intentional nature of a reductively oriented ‘philosophy’ (although, too, the suspension of ‘mere representations’ gives us our ‘transcendental’ access to this existential dimension). Hence a trans(cendental)-philosophy must also be a form of ‘non-philosophy’ that transcends the cognitive configurations of the merely intentional, the mere intentional treatment of the phenomenal, etc. Given its concern for trans-intentional judgment (and distinctively ordered forms of appreciation) we can automatically equate this trans-philosophy with the devolvement of all forms of valuational formation (and thence its suitable utilization of an ordered philosophy, etc., in our e/valuation of identification, functionality and value). (33)
6.    Dialectical Philosophy


Reality is infinitely richer that any definitions that we apply to its relational experience! Hence the ever-present need to travel beyond the confines of any one form of philosophical thinking in order to better appreciate that type of approach. (34)

E.g., a ‘book’ is a ‘book’, i.e., as ‘something to be read’; but, a book can be anything else you might want it to be. E.g., as something to sit on because the chair is too low or the table is too high; as a place to hide and save banknotes, as a weapon to be suddenly used in an offensive or defensive manner; buying or finding a rare, signed first edition and seeing it as an investment; the use of a weighty tome as a doorstop... (35)

In a similar manner, the functions ascribed to a certain philosophy are ever in need of forms of re-appraisal, re-definition, engineering specific extensions into new problematic fields in need of new forms of philosophical treatment, etc. (36)

But, in our dealing with the very topic of any philosophy, itself, we should also become aware of the limitations of its own use of conceptual language, metaphors, rhetorical tropes, etc. Indeed, because all expressions and all forms of intentional treatment cannot be conducted in absolute terms of reference hence the need for a viable dialectics to deal with such orientations that need to be treated in and through the limited relativity of such a format. Furthermore, in a viable philosophy, the things that need to be preferenced should be privileged, and, the things that should not be preferenced should not be privileged. Indeed, I am sure, much wisdom will arise for those who know how to exercise the subtleties of this dialectical distinction, amongst many others.
 (37)


When experienced insightfully, through an attuned pro-relational attitude, we also have to contend with the dialectics of passive insight, then possibly becoming actively involved [oversightfully], and, finding a middle path between the same through some form of existentially oriented re-sighting… in tune with the situatedness we have entered into through our relationally oriented involvement… [118]

We live in a world that is not absolutely pre-defined, but, one that becomes progressively re-defined in and through our lived-engagement in our passages though this world with-others. Conversely, we do not live in a world that escapes all sense of definition for such a world could not be there for-us. So, in and through the narrowness of these confines we ‘forge’ a world as a simulation there-for-us as much as it forges our being in a world that simulates all our senses of self before-others. So much so that between the definitions of philosophical and non-philosophical thought arises the relatively ‘non-philosophical’, and a freedom, that must ever escape the confines of all definitions! [119] (38)

Hence the need for the dialectical treatment of our philosophical research and its acceptance as ‘provisional’ even if we often naturally overlook that qualification. (39)
7.    Philosophy as an Existential Discipline


At its very best, just what has the philosophical discipline to proffer? [130]

Of course, such a question has the implied implication that philosophy, as a critical-existential philosophy, is purged of all ideological ‘-isms’; rises above the contamination of all unsuspended versions of realism or idealism; practices ongoing, overall forms of transcendental suspension; preferences its positively productive application in this world at large; and, positively contributes to our being in this world with-others in a form that is both suitably lived-and-shared. Or, in essence, beneficially contributes to our freedom in this world at large. Indeed, through such harmonic resolution, gives freedom, itself, to that extent it is to be expressed through us, an existential overlay that truly frees its manifestations from the influences of desires, be they for good or bad, be they in the form of private ambitions or public aspirations, and so on... [131]

From a disciplinary point of view, I have argued that a distinctive feature about disciplinary difference, and the value of its meta-disciplinary difference or hyper-disciplinary difference, is that the philosophical attitude recognizes a need for truthfulness and our ability to be able to be so aligned and disseminate that existential fact. That this insight must spill over into a form of oversight that engineers and instantiate the re-alignment of that necessary form of re-positioning. Hence this concept of re-sight or re-sighting or re-sightfulness wherein the entirety of our social-being actively pursues this process of ongoing re-alignment to the best of our abilities. No doubt, without a doubt, to the existential benefit of all parties. [132] (40)

In the course of this book The Prosecution of Philosophy as a Discipline I have noted the relatively distinctive existence of an existential dimension; that a progressive philosophical economy is realized when existential and critical aspects mutually overlap and concur from a transcendental, trans-cognitive perspective; a need to discriminate between that which should be privileged and that which should not be privileged; and, that the central preoccupation of a philosophical economy should be with a realization of truthfulness through processes of alignment enacted through either the confirmation or verification of re(-)alignment or a processes of dis-confirmation or de-verification through re-de-mis-alignment. (41)

That, a process of alignment, through an ongoing process of re-alignment in truth determinations, creates the conditions for an insightful economy; an economy generated between passive forms of phenomenological insightfulness, the intuitive perception for hermeneutically organized processes of active oversightful intervention, and, together, an experiential confirmation, or later verification, through processes of systematically oriented existential re-sightfulness. That the pursuit of this discipline, indeed, any discipline, hopefully, will contribute to an amplification of valuational formation through its ensuing creation and preservation of richness and an ongoing conservation of enrichment. Therein, and thereafter, such inputs may contribute to an amplified sense of freedom…! (42)

8.    Beyond Philosophy: Provisional Conclusions, Comments and Observations


Just what should be privileged, and, just what should not be privileged? (43)

Not too long ago, philosophers selectively privileged a long shopping list of such items like Truth, God, Soul, Absolute Spirit, Mind, World, Reason, Sense Data, and so on. Then, more recently, in an understandable swinging of the pendulum of philosophical fashion, a new breed of philosophers collectively decided to eschew all forms of privilege whatsoever. But, what new rule should restore some degree of sensible balance here? The observation that relationships should be privileged, but, that the participating parties in those relationships should not be so privileged. That, an existential preference should be extended to all relationships albeit to varying degrees of suitable preferential treatment proportional to their existential facticity; i.e., to that extent a relationship is in relational existence above and beyond a mere reduction to its contributing parties; albeit suitably refracted through relevant forms of embodiment, embeddedness and embankment. (44)

Then, despite the very best forms of critical philosophical exploration enacted in an existentially oriented environment the philosopher should ever recognize that a certain je ne sais quoi will forever stamp those forms of research that were suitable enacted! (45)


The meaning of life is not to be found in any ‘shopping list’, and, neither is it to be found on a ‘level playing field’. No text is flat, the world is not flat, and, all persons, too, are not nor should be regarded as mono-dimensional vectors to be either exploited or to be allowed to exploit us in turn… Just as the suspension needs to be tempered with a de-suspension, so, too, does the work of the philosopher need to be qualified through some suitable application or applications of non-philosophy. In an appreciation of the philosophical we need to move beyond the merely philosophical. In a formal non-philosophy, we may well wish to expose and critique relatively fundamental decisions that divide up that sense of a world. Or, through the close mirroring of a meta-philosophy let us closely follow the twists and turns of the philosophy being so scrutinized. In an anti-philosophical stance let us distance ourselves from both philosophical deceptiveness and the patently nonsensical. In a hyper-philosophy let us comment on the philosophy in question in order to enrich its tenure, expose certain limitations, head off in new and valuable directions, and so on. From a transcendental perspective let us closely inspect the course of our judgments and, through a suitable form of ordered (re)treatment, better appreciate and re-judge the outcome, or ramifications, of those judgments. Then, dialectically, let us rebalance our explorations by noting the provisional, the non-absolute relativity of distinctions, the limitations imposed on all forms of imputation, and so on. (46)

In our ‘nakedness’, our dependence upon others, let us, together, erect an insightful economy through the suitable prosecution of a philosophy that is so successful its continuing existence need not persist… until such a time it needs to be called forth once more. However, let us maintain a healthy, existential environment at all times that we may all prosper both therein and thereafter..!! (47)
      Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 21.8.19.
� 	It would be more correct to say seven types of non-philosophy since I argue that when philosophy has done its work it can be put aside (unlike the work of the committed existentialist et al). Refer to 12.16.


� 	And, therein, lies a conundrum for the Contemporary era (as a Post-Capitalistic era, and, hopefully, also as a Post-Neo-Liberal era as well?). Capitalism depends, in many ways, on a scarcity of resources to hand. With that scarcity, in relation to a price reflected fluctuation in demand, a certain price range can be realized that could be profitable to all parties concerned in between the original purveyor and the final conveyor of that relative scarce commodity (or service or capital [if not excessively expanded by governments, central banks and banks in general through the over creation of credit, etc.]). But, today, the cost of information lies only in its creation and in its digital uptake, and, thereafter, through replication, effectively, becomes ‘free’ unless controlled by some form of a gate-keeper. Digital monopolies are in a ‘brittle’ domain since the digital escape of information means their artificial creation of scarcity has been successfully breached in that regard. Moreover, given the collection of information is taking place on an unprecedented scale, societies should also be asking for transparency, legal forms of permission, supervision, compliance with standards set, along with the re-institution of suitable forms of digital privacy, etc. Refer to the Guardian and the recent article by Paul Mason titled The end of capitalism has begun; Friday, 17 June 2019. Paul Mason is the author of the book Postcapitalism; Allen Lane, published 30 July, 2019.


� 	The Prosecution of Philosophy as a Discipline, paragraphs 12.1-16. All quotations are from this essay unless stated otherwise.


� 	Refer to Wikipedia; article titled: Non-philosophy according to Laruelle. 


� 	E.g., Shankara’s commentary on the Brahma Sutra(s), indeed, in his opening statements. Or, in the works of Buddhist logicians Dinnaga and Dharmakirti through their insistence on the reality of particulars versus the relative unreality of universals.


� 	Although this earlier work is already starting to sound this alarm. 


� 	One might be able to imagine a somewhat ‘squared-circle’, perhaps more in the form of a sort of octagon, e.g., but certainly not as a ‘square circle’ (given that contradiction in terms). Or, we could render this proposition ‘square circle’ as not being able to form a ‘square-circle’ on the grounds that it lacks the necessary degree, or any degree for that matter, of semantic integration (hence the absence of the ‘-‘).


� 	Luigi Boccherini; third movement, string quintet, E major, Op. 11, No, 5.


� 	A minuet is, over two bars, more 1,2,3/4,5,6; etc., versus a waltz as 1, 2 and 3; 1,2 and 3; etc.


� 	Who recognize the dialectical nature and limits of all distinctions, all forms of intentional behaviour, etc.





