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Finding a Place for the Idea of God – Part IV:

Process Philosophy – From Physics to Theology??

What does a proof for the existence of God say about us?

0.   Prologue


This topic is a brief examination and appreciation of traditional proofs for Divine
 existence, and, the proposal of a process-theology as a reasonable, coherent and possible model for Divine existence (working from a re-vision of physics to a possible meta-physics of the Divine). To introduce this topic let me recount a short story, in the form of a parable, and then let me analyze some of the conclusions one might wish or might not wish to draw from our reflections upon the images entailed within its ‘unravelling’. This open-ended, complex metaphor, like all metaphors, is a two-edged sword - constructing with one hand and deconstructing with the other. In the various tensions that circulate within this ‘space’ let me quickly re-construct, test, modify or discount a miscellany of traditional arguments that deal with this controversial problem of Divine existence. The object of our quest, however, is not to directly prove or disprove the existence of the Divine, or Divine, but to philosophically explore this type of topic in such a fashion that the reader can then go about this ‘re-search’ for themselves, and, in exploring the ruins left by such an examination, see if they wish to make a residence for themselves among such debris… at least secure in the thought that if they find some ruins still standing, having stood this test in time, that their entry into their midst is at least a venturing into a construction that is relatively stable, but, one that would have to be able to support then a process of re-construction, on provisional foundations, that would have to take into account the weight of further arguments and criticisms. Indeed, I do believe we have at least one possible, promising avenue in this regard to follow up, namely, a process-philosophical position, a position in which, through a revision of the world of physics, we might be able to extrapolate a theological dimension, a dimension, however, of a complexion that may well not take a traditional form as found in historically representative streams of religious understanding whose retrospective conservatism seems doomed to repeat a failure to captivate the Contemporary mind and spirit. But this type of ambition, nevertheless, is still a traditional one, but, regardless of our prior epistemological and ontological commitments, is a type of position, whatever its construction or re-construction, that should be firmly placed within the confines of an ongoing transcendental suspension, etc., working within the circuit of the hermeneutic circle as discussed in previous essays. A suspension that metaphorically ‘brackets’, ‘puts out of action’, ‘neutralizes’ all our religious and philosophical commitments, both ontological and epistemological in nature, without, I might add, asking believers in any tradition ‘to give up’ their religious commitments; being only a critical technique to advance the clarity of our phenomenological insights, deepen the depths of our hermeneutic understandings and advance the existential breath of our collective visions of this ‘wonder-ful’ world-of-life! However, it must remain to be seen whether our topic in this re-constructed format can survive the critical scrutiny that will be brought to bear upon it? But, in our passage, whether over old terrain or upon novel landscapes, let us proudly cut our philosophical teeth in such a manner that we take an enjoyment in a philosophical task well-done regardless of whether we arrive in the ‘promised land’ or merely ‘return to that place from whence we came’ empty handed… in our metaphorical transparency letting ourselves be seen in such a manner that philosophically minded people may ask … “what does their proof or non-proof of the idea of God say about them”… to paraphrase the opening ‘quote’ of this essay..?!
 (1)

1. An Introductory Parable

The following story appears like a parable but we must wonder if it actually assists the cause of the religionist who wishes to advance the ca(u)se of the divine (or Divine) or actually deconstructs such a venture? In this ‘light’ does it actually sort out the ‘sheep’ from the ‘goats’ so to speak? (2)


Once upon a time there was an aspiring worm who wished to know if God actually existed. All its religious teachers put forth different answers to these three interlinked questions: “Does God exist?”, “How can we prove that God exists?” and, “Can we experience the existence of God? Puzzled by such questions, and even more puzzled by the bewildering array of traditional answers, the worm decided then and there he would live or die in the attempted resolution of this quest for God. God is in heaven, or so I believe, it thought to itself, and the sky is called the heavens, so, therefore, I should inspect the sky a bit closer to see if I can see God there. He espies a clump of long grass and making his way clambers onto one long, sturdy blade wriggling his way almost to its very end. He pauses and looks about him. In the distance he see a shiny-worm like figure moving gracefully across the ground, but, this beautiful worm-like entity is wriggling in the vertical dimension, and attached to this figure are a variety of attendant worms of smaller size. This figure, as it transpires, is that of a human being, a naked Jain monk who, fortunately for the worm, sees this humble creature on this blade of grass and carefully avoids knocking it and trampling it back into the ground from whence it came. But, to this worm, this figure looks and acts like the way a God should, as a general consensus would have it – shiny, self-lit, huge and wondrous to perceive, albeit with difficulty as the sparkling sun is seen shining off his naked, sweat-soaked body. Then, with a rush of air, the worm is lifted up into the blue sky in an apotheosis of religious-like experience, being swept up towards the sun in the skillful beak of a mother bird flying back to her nest where her brood await the recycling of this worm… gulp…. (3)


In this anecdote we have an allusion to practically the whole gamut of religious thought and experience for a person whose belief system is centered in a theological framework: what is God, what is God like, can we ‘see’ God, what would it mean if we did see God, could we recognize God if we were to ‘see’ God, to what extent could such recognition extend, would it transform our lives, what is the meaning of our life in a such a context, and, in such a transformation, do we survive death, and, if we don’t, what point would or could a theology then possess, etc., etc? (4)

For a start, the worm that ventured along the long blade of grass thought he saw God. But the reader knows that all the worm saw was just one human being, a naked Jain monk. But, from the point of view of this worm, that human being might as well have been a god. Worms and humans both share similarities in genetic information but the worm is less epistemologically organized than the human, e.g., in terms of the latter's mental abilities. For all practical purposes that human being might as well have been a god. The possible moral of this anecdote, in this regard, being that god need not be absolutely all-powerful, etc., in order to appear as a 'god' before this humble worm, or, before the humble person (who is ‘humble’ in their theological aspirations). In a similar fashion some relatively superior being to that of a human being could also present itself to the latter as if it were a god. Hence, for all practical purposes, should the occasion arise, superiority in epistemologically organized being could effectively appear as ‘Divine’ which is just as well (for the theologically inclined) because absolute divinity is not a logically coherent option! But let me demonstrate this impossibility of divinity in an absolute form at a later point in this essay.
 In my opinion traditional theology in this regard has tried to seek both the unobtainable and that of which we have no need to obtain! (5)

2. The Nature of a Proof as an Insightful Illustration?


Is a proof that appears to prove something beyond its own terms of reference actually a ‘proof’, or, can a proof actually prove the existence of a certain state of affairs operating beyond its own analytical terms of reference? The proof may be internally coherent, i.e., analytically valid on a priori grounds, how can it prove its validity beyond those terms of reference? "A black raven is black" is analytically true regardless of whether there is or is not/was or was not a black raven at some time in the world. On the other hand, the statement "ravens exist in the world" is true if(f) it is the case that ‘ravens do exist in the world’. However, to determine that this statement is true it is necessary to do so from the point of view of its meta-appreciation (after Tarski et al), i.e., from a semantic point of view. But, then, 'proof' is circumscribed by those meta-limits(?). Furthermore, may be a proof can only tell us what cannot possibly be the case, even if given that the premises of a particular proof are rooted in reality and its form is logically coherent, it is still unable to legislate ‘that which theoretically exists’ into a non-theoretical state of existence. Or, does a ‘proof’ merely feed back to us what we wanted to prove in the first place, in this type of instance, that a certain type of God exists (as presuppositionally directed!)? That, essentially the nature of a proof is more like that of an insightful illustration, a sort of working metaphor set up in such a manner that in being exercised unfolds a ‘certain’ vision of reality in sympathy with our own convictions (which must stand convicted in this light?)?
 (6)

3. Three Types of Truth


In terms of the hermeneutical circle, as discussed in previous papers, we might like to say that analytical truth 'corresponds' with a phenomenological emphasis placed upon the psychic location of (textual) sense (as to where our 'text' fits into our intersubjective-subjective cultural mapping of the life-world) - just what a certain object-state is or is not [through reductive forms of suspension]. On the other hand, synthetic truth seems to apply to our second polarity or moment (of the meta-textual) with its emphasis upon hermeneutic 'meaning' [through re-constructive processes of suspension]. As the hermeneutic circle has been analyzed under three dialectical moments it would seem natural to ask is there a third type of truth born in the midst of an existential perspective [with its institutive suspension of the textual-metatextual relationship]? As the existential moment is in the present, situated (existentially) in the ongoing 'here and now', I would like to speculate that we have a third type of truth that establishes just this fact - that the fact is a fact at this very moment of time, in this very period of time. With regard to some sense of the Divine, any one proposing the same would want this sense of divinity to be sufficiently coherent and locatable in their psychic mapping of the world, to have its meaning understood as true as a certain fact (that x is Divine) and for that fact to be true now! In other words, in arguing for the 'reality' of the Divine the person proposing this 'fact' would not want 'god' to have been a 'fact sometime in the past or future' but as that 'located in the now', in a current sequence of 'now's'. This third aspect of reality, its current facticity, could be treated as a type of synthesis of both the analytical and the synthetical, indeed, some variety of the synthetic a priori, by virtue of the fact that the third moment of the hermeneutic circle is a suspension of both the analytically reductive suspension and the synthetically re-constitutive suspension; therein through a dialectical transcendent synthesis there is established a sense of the ongoing present facticity (of/in that relationship) and which cannot be directly reduced to either an analytical equation or a synthetic fact at some time or other. This third moment emerging with a sense of 'truth' that is lived, existentially rich(er than either of the other two suspensions merely added together), true for the reality of that essentially configured relationship that engenders this third moment, etc. In this light, then, a concept of the Divine would be a type of 'entity' that is logically coherent and essentially locatable in our phenomenological mapping of the world; would be hermeneutically experienced in the form of a meta-text that delineates its meaning, and thence its ‘coherence’, and would also existentially be present in the meaningful facticity of that relationship of sense, meaning and meaningfulness through the demonstration of an existential richness greater than that merely found in the addition of its location of sense and coherence of meaning. In this light, therefore, some sense of the Divine must possess phenomenological sense, be hermeneutically engageable and be experienced existentially (directly or indirectly) as a fact that is 'a fact in the here and now'. In the fulfillment of these three conditions we could then talk about the 'reality' of that engaged with (through the cooperation of all levels within the ambit of the hermeneutic circle)! But in our indirect engagement with the sense, meaning and meaningfulness of this concept of the Divine could we then go on to argue that in some form or other the reality of the Divine was actually being engaged with? But let me deal with this type of question later in the paper (i.e., can we shift successfully from potentiality to actuality [given pure potentiality and pure actuality cannot be thought about except in and through a form of trans-potential-actual-correlativity that would suggest that such a transformation is possible in some form or other?]?). (7)

4. On the Nature of Modelling and the Modelling of Perceived Religious Reality


As a corrective to this, however, we should also see 'this modelling of reality' as metaphorical and non-literal in nature. In this manner 'proofs' are more insightful 'illustrations' that in some manner reflect a certain reality with a certain degree of reality, with the imputations of limitations and the need for qualifications in how they are to be viewed, etc. However, I would suspect that traditional religious proofs of God do cater more for the already believing than act as a catalyst for the conversion of the non-believer and, in this light, tell us more about the believers' profession of faith. Before I quickly look at some traditional proofs let me quote the following passage from Aquinas in order to 'frame' this type of philosophical task with an appropriate attitude towards this rational pursuit of the Divine, and, for the moment at least, be aware that this type of language may well be only analogical, only a modelling of reality, and, yet, despite that, the concept of ‘God’ (its investigated nature to be hence forth subject to a thorough transcendental suspension in regard to its possible epistemological and/or ontological nature(s), etc.) can still be made meaningful (otherwise we might well ask what else could a theologian be on about?):

When we speak about God, we are not speaking the literal truth. Our language cannot be other than figurative and analogical. For God is no mere object in time and space. [God] breaks into our world: but … is above it. Nevertheless, Christian experience testifies to the fact that God reveals himself in a way that is comprehensible to men. Even though, in the nature of the case, Divine truth has to be refracted and expressed in terms of human words and finite images, nevertheless it can be expressed in meaningful terms.
 (8)
And on that optimistic note let us look at Aquinas' set of five proofs, his set of "five ways", using them as a starting point in our investigations. (9)

5. A Critique of Aquinas’ Five Ways to Rationally Understand God


Aquinas' first way is to invoke Aristotle and propose that there must be a 'first mover'. Something moves because it was moved by something else, and so on. But if every moving thing needs another moving thing how could this series of movements get started other than with a first mover who itself does not need to be moved and that is God? As Aquinas tells us but nothing can be moved from a state of potentiality to actuality, except by something in a state of actuality… it is therefore impossible that in same respect and in the same way a thing should be both mover and moved, i.e., that it should move itself. 
 (10)

My first criticism of this argument is that is it wrong to suppose that there can be either a state of pure actuality or pure potentiality. On gestalt-epistemological grounds it is impossible to actually conceive a concept in its absolute purity of intent because a concept x only gains its meaningfulness in an informative contrast against that which is non-x. That no contrast can be absolutely drawn! The concept of actuality gets (some of) its sense, meaning and meaningfulness from its contrasting relationship with the concept of potentiality. Now, in a gestalt field, that under focus, as a foreground, is in a dialectical state of contrast with its background, that which gives it its contrast. Put into the form of a formula we may say: (11)

No contrast (through being indistinguishable from its background field) - no significance can be noted through a lack of difference; too much contrast (through being drawn too far apart from its background field) - no significance can be noted through too much distance between it and its background field (against which it should gain its informative contrast). (12)

            In other words, difference is experienced in a gestalt field as contra its background. Too close to its psychic background there can be no observed difference. On the other hand, too much distance from its background field equally destroys its significance because meaning is generated in context.
 In this epistemological light concepts like actuality and potentiality must be seen as correlatives and, as a consequence, need each other to give each other the semblance of a distinctive identity whether we are aware of that epistemological fact or not! In non-critical, non-philosophical discourse the members of a correlative pairing can be seen to act as if independent from the other party, however, in critical discourse this provisional semblance of an independence breaks down to reveal under such pressure aporias, antimonies, paradoxes, contradictions, dilemmas, (pseudo-linguistic concatenations of) nonsense, etc. And in the above argument we can also treat the concepts of moving and not-moving as correlatives. In an ontological mode, dealing with ‘entities’ found in theoretical physics, we can note that it is possible for an object to be both moving and not moving at the same time depending on the frame of reference chosen under which to review this 'mover' or ‘non-mover’. So, as there can be no pure concepts of moving/not-moving then this distinction can no longer be treated in an absolute light!
 As a result, in an absolute format, this argument cannot function in the manner intended for it, indeed, just cannot function. It could be run in a modified relativistic format but, then, there would be no need for a 'first mover' as all 'entities' could, in varying degrees, suffer both 'active' and 'passive' forms of movement (but, which, as a consequence, would then leave us in a position that had no need for a first mover). (13)


Aquinas' second way is to argue that there can be no cause without an effect. Therefore, there must be a first cause. Otherwise causation could not get started… and to that first cause everyone gives the name of God. (14)


Again, this second argument can be criticized in a similar fashion. The concepts of cause and effect cannot be entertained, epistemologically and ontologically, as non-correlatives, as absolutely independent from each other. Therefore, we can draw no absolute distinction between cause and effect. As a result, this argument cannot be run in an absolute mode (indeed, no argument can be run in an absolute mode!). In a qualified, non-absolute mode we might say that with respect to a recent bush-fire, e.g., it was started, i.e., caused, by either a person deliberately lighting that fire or it was initiated by lightening in a recent storm. We assume trees do not undergo spontaneous combustion, and, that it was the case in this particular situation that there were no other reasonable alternatives to the two just proposed. But, in this practical example, it should be noted that, in this non-absolute mode we do not insist on outlining what caused the cause and what caused the cause that caused that later cause and so on…. And even if the police wanted to know why a certain individual lit the bush-fire, as it transpired and was discovered in the course of a police examination, this type of reductive reasoning will not want to go back too far in this type of analysis as its uselessness and inaccuracy exponentially increase with each incremental shift backwards! In a similar vein we might say that relative reduction might be useful, but that absolute reduction only ends in an absolute loss of meaning (and an absolute waste of time)! This seeking the cause of a cause of a cause, etc., is unobtainable in fact and useless in practice! Moreover, to absolutely distinguish a 'cause' from its 'effect' in our critical philosophical investigations is only going to expose the impossibility of such an endeavour. On one hand, we need a connection between 'cause' and 'effect', and, on the other, we will also go on to insist that a 'cause' precedes the 'effect'. We cannot have our cake and eat it at the same time. Either they both occur at the same time in order to be connected, without a temporal precedence of the cause over the effect, or, they are not connected and, therefore, not able to be causally related! And if one is to argue, as a resolution to this conundrum, that there is an ongoing (trans-causal) transformational process then you are taking a process position which will be closely looked in the latter half of this paper (and a position in which we no longer invoke simplistic causes and effects but rather processes). (15)


Aquinas' third way is a strange argument based on the necessity of god's existence because things 'come and go' and can only be 'created' (out of nothing) by the absolute existence of God. If it is possible for things to not exist then it is possible that there was a time when nothing existed… therefore, because of God's absolute existence, things must have been created. (16)

Again, one cannot even talk about pure existence and the like because one cannot even think of such a pure category, indeed, we cannot think any pure category as has been already argued! However, I don't think a more contemporary style of physics need have a quarrel on the topic of 'creation out-of-nothing' (ex nihilo) that a traditional philosopher might once have argued against. Then, today, physics no longer calls for too much dispute in this regard as I believe, among other things, we can no longer see it as an ‘absolute process of creation’. In such a situation the context is just as important as the event that comes into/out of existence. It would be wrong to say that an event, actual or virtual, sprang into being without it re-presenting (the relationship it has with) that context and vice versa in the process (of that relationship). That, in this light, context of 'creation' and that 'apparently created' cannot be absolutely demarcated before this event, during this event, and after this event. An adequate phenomenological description of that context would have to take into account the occasion of that event and vice versa (as the event is in an intimate relationship with its context of origination). (17)

Virtual particles, e.g., are allowed to pass into and out of existence within a certain interval of time as long as that interval of time is less than a Planck moment wherein although all physical rules ‘can be broken’ they must be ‘put back together again’ before anyone could notice this ‘playing around with the rules’ so to speak. Then, again, if one were to speculate about the initiation of the singularity called the ‘big bang’ one need only note that as long as the negative energy invested equals the positive energy being invested then the economy remains neutral with no overt breaking of the rules over time intervals longer than a Planck instant (as derived from the Planck constant). So, again, it would be my conclusion that we must argue against Aquinas’ use of terms that suggest an absolute act of creation, absolute existence of God, sheer creation from pure nothing, etc. (although the concept of creation-from-nothing, in the light of modern physics, need not be treated as untenable). (18)


The fourth way presents a type of ontological argument. In the world we can see degrees of perfection (or degrees of imperfection). These degrees can be compared with the maximum possible state of perfection. Humans are imperfect in their being and therefore cannot be the most perfect exemplars of their genus. But God, being the most perfect being, must exist – what perfection is met in a person being nothing but a reflection of the perfection of God, the most perfect exemplar of that genus (of beings that have goodness as one of their essential characteristics). And this most perfect being is called God. (19)


Ontological arguments have been presented in a number of forms (and named as such by Kant in his critique of the same. Since Kant’s criticism this argument was thought to be too defective to resuscitate but that has been done recently by, e.g., the process theologian Hartshorne). My criticism of this argument is that evaluations, comparatives, and superlatives all have different logical forms. Moreover superlatives can take at least three different forms that should not be conflated, namely, that which is analytically pre-defined as excellent of its type, that which can closely approach maximum excellence but which can never be absolutely realized (i.e., can be effectively realized but not theoretically in an absolute sense even by ‘God’), and that open-ended form of excellence that can never be obtained even approximately (being impossible for even a ‘God’ to realize). The first sort might be represented by an exam, say in mathematics, with set questions and set answers in which a person could, in theory, successfully realize a perfect score. The second sort might be represented by an exam, say in philosophy, with certain questions that can have no absolutely definitive answers with the expectation of the examiner and the examinee that there can be no perfect result in such a situation, only relative degrees of comparative successfulness in which a perfect mark will not be given. The third sort might be represented by how moral a person is in general, on the understanding that human beings cannot be absolutely moral and perfect in their behaviour in all situations, at all times. What is treated as infinitely open-ended cannot be given a terminus by definition! To do otherwise is to involve oneself, and the mind of God too if implicated, in contradictions and self-contradictions! Indeed, therein, guaranteeing non-existence and not ‘existence’ when placed in such an impossible situation! Hence that perfection, usually meant in this third superlative sense, because it cannot be realized, can only imply the non-existence of that sense of the Divine invoked as able to accomplish this impossible type of process (whether treated epistemologically and/or ontologically). A number of other criticisms could also be taken up, suffice to say that this type of argument could only be successful if its failure meant that a circumscribed, relative sense of deity could, in the breach so to speak, actually succeed where its absolute(ly perfect) brethren must fail by necessity, or, by default, through passive contradiction and active self-contradiction). (20)


The fifth way is essentially an argument from design. Just as a potter makes a pot - what makes the world, so beautiful in its ‘design’, must be a creator; the Creator of this world, and, that Being people call God. Or something to that effect. (21)

One problem here is that a pot can be enjoyed without knowing it was made by a potter. However, once we know the genre of the ‘potted pot’ when we look at a pot, we envisage a potter in some form or other. However, not having met God at the moment of creation, or sometime since, how do we know the design of the world is not purely intrinsic to the constitution of a material-like nature? Or the work of a fiendishly clever devil… or the President of the United States of America… or your own mind, etc., etc? (22)

6. Turning Aquinas’ Failure into Success?

To conclude, at this stage, I would like to make the observation that it may well be through the failure of these arguments that there are grounds open to the theologian to argue for a circumscribed vision of God, a vision of an embodied God that is not riven by contradictions and self-contradictions. That we might say that Aquinas wins by default – that because there is no pure cause and no pure effect, neither pure space nor pure time, neither pure potentiality nor pure actuality, etc., that there is, instead, a sense of a trans-causal-correlativity, a trans-spatio-temporal-correlativity, a trans-potential-actuality-correlativity, etc., and that that collective correlative ‘ground’
 could be called Divine (or the Divine
), the possible grounds for an embodied sense of deity, etc., a vision of the Divine as embodied in the body of the cosmos (and the intersubjective-cultural worlds-of-life lived in by ‘living’ creatures, etc.), in essence, running a type of theological process argument). In this case, having noted the non-existence of pure potentiality, pure actuality, etc., if put in a simplified form, how would this argument run?
 (23)


[If we accept, epistemologically (as an epistemological fact), that we cannot think pure concepts, and, that, ontologically (as an ontological fact of our existence in this world-of-life), we could meet with no pure object-states as representative of pure ontological categories then it follows that we engage only with sets of correlatives which, in the ‘natural attitude’ (as exercised in our-everyday-existence-in–the-world), we short-sightedly have overlooked and have mis-treated as absolutely distinctive ‘entities’, etc. As critical phenomenologists, etc., we are forced to recognize that intentional consciousness cannot isolate ‘intentional subjects’ (as intenders) from intentional object-states (and intentional object-states from their respective backgrounds) except provisionally!
 In a similar vein, we cannot isolate the sense of other intentional subjects from our own sense of subjectivity, and vice versa, except to say we possess (first-hand) this empirical point of view (which can be re-simulated in empathy by some other person through a transcendental, trans-empirical sense of self; and the possibility of this fact is attested in the necessary existence of the intersubjective meta-textual dimension [as found in language] as exercised in the hermeneutic circle fundamental to all forms of intentional formation and textual deposition). Moreover, even the ‘sense’ of the epistemological (arising though the sense of the noetic) cannot be absolutely separated from the sense of the ontological (arising from the sense of the noematic through noetic-noematic correlativity) hence the (relatively more fundamental, but not ‘absolute’) ‘presence’ of the trans-epistemological-ontological-correlativity). This transcendental dimension is the life-world, the one world-of-life in which all forms of sentient existence have their basis, both the relatively non-Divine and the relatively Divine (the hypothetical existences of the latter being provisionally granted at this point in our argument for the sake of a systematically thorough theoretical consistency). Now, there must be one world-of-life because what-does-not-exist-for-us may as well not-exist-for-us! Hence the transcendental unity of the lifeworld, that which exists-for-us. Moreover, as all states-of-affairs are part of the lifeworld it implies that all states are naturally parts of higher states-of-affairs (higher in their level of epistemologically-oriented organization). Hence the implication of all states-of-affairs in states of higher epistemological organization. That granted, then we have a recipe for the necessary existence of beings whose sentience is greater than ours both theoretically and practically (but this fact is not necessarily directly evident for us or made directly self-evident to us). Hence, in this relative scheme of things, beings of a relatively Divine nature that are circumscribed in their own manners, are embodied (in a manner yet to be properly discussed in this paper, i.e., non-absolutely, holistically and through process-oriented mechanisms), etc. That this monadic governance implicates senses of the Divine and hence a circumscribed sense of the Divine (in a closer approximation to the empty, non-absolutistic, non-substantial basis of Godhead which, by virtue of its presuppositional nature to thought itself, can only be referred to negatively in a theoretical format and positively on a ‘not-textual’, experiential basis as long as it’s direct experience is ‘entertained’ through the ongoing-suspension of cognitively-oriented intentional deliberation which in some measure is how we purport ourselves, to some degree, within this one-world-of-life). But, let us head more slowly in this general direction and find a sense of philosophical balance and some security of footing at each turn in this convoluted argument and by such discrimination evaluate whether this path as merely indicated could be trodden, or at least to that point where we could go no further as critical philosophers and/or theologians!
] (24)

7. How Should We View this Demonstrated Correlativity?


We have two ways to review these correlative grounds in the establishment of a possible theological model of reality, namely, retrospectively and prospectively, using these two directions in answering the question ‘how is such a theological vision  in reality to be securely anchored in an everyday vision of the life-world?’. First, we could sit down and, in an ad hoc manner, compute, speculate, estimate, surmise just what correlative principles we might need in order to get this type of enterprise on the road, namely, how we might give a physical, physicist-type, description of this world-of-life in which we find ourselves ‘embodied’, how this world about us is experienced, and, what implications this might have for some sense of the Divine presence in this world-of-life if that were to exist and could be experienced, or, we could work in the opposite direction and from essential ‘archetypal research’ [and by transcendental-type arguments] outline how this theological vision of the lifeworld might be adequately, coherently and meaningfully exercised in its insertion into the everyday condition of this world-of-life (in the ‘form’ of the necessary correlative fields found envisaged therein)!
 And this latter method is not as far-fetched as it sounds if we were to see the archetypal nature of the Life-world being generated through and between these three archetypal poles of the Object, World and Ego (as one avenue of access), and, that therein, if a sense of the Divine/Divine were to be expressed/could express itself through these archetypal relationships embedded in the very heart of this ‘idea of the lifeworld’ it would have to do so through the same relatively fundamental principles (or others of a similar nature adopted from different perspectives but which must look at the same type of phenomena, i.e., possible forms of Divine existence, that we could, directly or indirectly, enter/be entered into some form of an engagement with, etc.).
 (25)


In the truncated list above some of those necessary correlative principles of how our world is ontologically constructed and epistemologically experienced have already been listed. Let me re-list those already noted (in section 25) and add the following:

i. Trans-causal-correlativity (between ‘cause’ and ‘effect’.)

ii. Trans-spatio-temporal-correlativity

iii. Trans-potential-actual-correlativity

iv. Trans-epistemological-ontological-correlativity

v. Trans-indentificational-correlativity (between ‘identity’ and ‘non-identity’)

vi. Trans-integrational-correlativity (between one-identity and many-aspects of same)

vii. Trans-intentional-correlativity (between noetic-noematic correlativity, etc.)

viii. Trans-Divine-non-Divine-correlativity

ix. Trans-transcendent-immanent-correlativity

x. Trans-gestalt-correlativity (between intentional object-state and field)

xi. Trans-hermeneutic-correlativity (between moments of the hermeneutic circle)

xii. Trans-aspectival-correlativities

xiii. Trans-ordered-like correlativities (a topic not discussed in this paper)

xiv. Trans-valuational forms of correlativity (e.g., between aesthetical, ethical, etc.)

xv. Trans-living-non-living-correlativity, 

xvi. Trans-energy-matter-correlativity, etc…. (26)

Of course, people can add or subtract what they like from this list. But, then, certain more elementary forms of correlativity will have to be asserted unless subsumed in more primary forms of correlativity (however, avoiding all forms of absolute reductionism in the process. Such as, e.g., a subsuming of the epistemological within the ontological in some form of realism, materialism, etc., or vice versa, in some form of idealism, rationalism, etc. It is the nature of the correlative field that there be at least two poles or moments or polarities in the creation of that correlative field). (27)


In reverse, in a prospective, predictive-like mode, a comprehensively integrated (meta-)physics of the (life-)world could be engendered by investigating the possible forms of archetypal interrelationship that could be envisaged as taking place between these three archetypal poles of the Object, World and Ego. After much thought I would like to sketch out a sample of this type of thinking. Between the ‘Ego’ and the pair of the ‘Object and World’ we can/could propose a noetic-noematic style of correlativity as proposed by Edmund Husserl, e.g. Moreover, this ‘vertical’ and ‘horizontal’ style of interaction could also be seen as a form of an epistemological-ontological correlativity. On the same axis we could also envisage the correlatives of the temporal and the spatial. In contemporary physics time and space are ‘seen’ and ‘treated’ as correlatives, along the same lines as ‘energy’ and ‘mass’. At the Object pole we can invoke the sense of an object-like identity along with the manifestation of matter. At the World pole, and its emphasis upon fields, we could invoke a sense of phase, and changes in ‘state’ (as take place in self-organized behaviour, as in changing from one state of matter to another, sudden spontaneous-like changes in chemical equilibrium, the role of catalysts, etc.). At the Ego pole we could invoke a sense of creativity, an element of the unpredictable as occurs in chaotic bifurcations, etc.
 (28)


Thus armed with these basic insights into how a physics might be re-drawn from a set of relatively basic correlative ‘principles’ we are now in a position to see how, from this correlative ground, these relatively (non-absolutely) integrated grounds, a sense of the Divine could be envisaged as ‘emerging’ from the same, with an emphasis centered upon this element of the emergent!?  (29)

8. An Emergent Sense of the Divine
Substance as material ‘matter’, e.g., is a product of a reductive mentality. Similarly, cause, effect, space, time, identity, body, mind, ego, spirit, soul, the other, the Divine, etc. Their mutual correlativity of thematization must be taken into account! From a broom handle and a broom-head a broom, e.g., arises whose actuality-potentiality is to be as a broom in this world, i.e., to actually function as a broom or to have the potentiality to operate in such a manner. Hence it is called a broom because it has emerged as a broom within the processes of the world. In some possible occasion or period of time it could be found to be actively engaged as a broom or it can be treated as having the potentially to be so engaged as a broom. The broom can be treated as having an essential nature or character, namely the potentiality to act as a broom. But this ‘broom-likeness’ itself cannot be reductively treated because this essence of broom-ness arises from the interaction of its parts in the relational space of the broom (in the contextual space of what it means to be as a broom-in-the-world). What we take for granted in a non-critical empirical language has to be re-translated, transformed through this meta-lens of a process attitude. So the emergent processes that have produced the broom(-non-broom
) object-state, or the apparent entity of a broom, cannot be reduced to the mere substance of the broom even though it has made a substantial appearance and impression on the ‘fabric of the world’. This ‘presence’ of the broom(-like) entity in the lifeworld is existentially experienced non-textually and cannot be reductively engaged (in an absolute fashion). Hence in our relationship with this broom entity we can engage it as a broom (just as it ‘metaphorically’ engages us as an object that can be utilized by us as a broom from its own point of view).
 (30)

In effect we are arguing that the broom, despite its essential character of broom-ness, is essentially ‘empty’ of all ‘broom-substance’ (although the relational ‘presence’ [of an existential richness or surplus beyond the mere addition of its handle and head] of the broom does inform the actual materiality (in process) of the broom as it is found in the world, in this world-of-life). This Buddhistic argument for the emptiness of the broom encourages, and is predicated on, a process attitude to how we find ourselves engaging with objects and persons in this world-of-life, i.e., relatively and non-absolutely. Moreover, it is relationally-oriented, acknowledges an empirical point of view that is subsumed in a transcendental perspective when directly appreciated from a transcendental point of view being centered in a one-world metaphysics of one and only one world-of-life without the imputation (and reification) of internal and external worlds, etc., i.e., in a non-correspondence re-vision of this world as it is found-to-hand. (31)

What implications has this re-vision of the life-world got for our understanding of cause and effect, etc? And what overall implications does this have for our critical philosophy of physics? And what implications can the latter have for the construction of a possible process-theology? (32)

A broom comes together as a broom-handle + broom-head. The broom-ness of the boom emerges and cannot be reductively reduced to its constituent parts. In a similar fashion a sense of ego arrives on the stage of the world. Hence the concept of embodiment can be understood without a need to invoke a material soul. A concatenation of parts which, through cooperation, produce something greater than the mere sum of those parts. The additional value that emerges can then be treated as ‘soul’ or ‘spirit’ or ‘mind’ or ‘self’, etc., if one wishes
. A theory of embodiment that accepts being embodied within a body and from the empirical point of view of a body without insisting that embodiment is the embodiment of a spiritual substance of some kind, which even if it were, would be in turn still subject to the same type of non-reductive analysis (and synthesis). And in equal measure treating all things, i.e., objects, worlds and egos, as, respectively, bodies, places of embodiment and the embodiment in and through a body of a sentient being (with a certain degree of epistemological order) whose existential being is richer than the mere summation of its parts (which correctly cannot be isolated from their functional context) and in and through whose existential sense of non-textual ‘presence’ establishes the ‘spiritual nature’ of our topic… (33)


Now, if rocks, brooms, worms, human beings can emerge as embodied beings through processes of embodiment (in and through an existential surplus of ‘totalities’ over ‘parts’) then why cannot some sense of the Divine do likewise – i.e., emerge as a form of divinity in and through an embodiment in this very one-world-of-life in some form or other, or, in a variety of forms and levels of epistemological being? (34)

9.   Divine Embodiment?

In a similar fashion let us therefore argue for (some level of) ‘Divine embodiment’ (with circumscribed limitations) in the ‘body’ of the cosmos (in and through a ‘community’ of monads
, etc.) noting that we need not invoke the need for a material soul, certainly not one of a substantial, unchanging nature because even those strands of our argument would be subject to the same arguments on the nature of processes, etc. And an emergent sense of soul (on all levels of epistemological organization) could be argued for though the emergence (of all actual and virtual entities) being realized in increasing epistemological levels of psychic organization. Still, all entities hypothetically (or non-hypothetically) envisaged will be considered as intrinsically ‘empty’ of all non-relationally oriented entities and aspects, etc., i.e., those artificially isolated entities formed in short-sighted, non-critical modes of absolutistic thinking and speculation. For the sake of argument, let us suppose a section of this cosmos, say a mega-galactic conglomeration of millions of galactic systems is the ‘body’ of a certain deity in and through which that divinity (or Divinity) has emerged as therein embodied. Just how tenable is such an idea, and, what arguments from contemporary physics can we muster to discredit even the possibility of such an ‘event’ (that were to give us this hypothetical ‘occasion’ of a sense of a deity emerging in some Divine form or other)? (35)

First Counter-Argument


Your God is so huge that it would be like a decrepit dinosaur that could not think because information can only travel across the universe at the speed of light and therefore it would take an eon just for one thought to travel across to or from the psychic center of such an entity! (36)


This divinity need not think (as we know it) it could just be. On the other hand, if ‘thinking’ is a self-organized ‘activity’ then ‘thought’ could be self-organizationally present throughout the relevant sections of the entity in a manner that is effectively spontaneous in nature just like entangled photons, the nature of holograms (where the same essential information is spread throughout it). Then, again, how could information cross the distance between two neurons or across the synaptic intersection on one neuronal pathway if your same argument was to be applied even at this molecular level of organization? Therefore, because even an entity like us can think through the self-organization of the brain/mind (or rather, the state of a brain-mind correlativity continuum) it follows that your argument could be circumvented through the invocation of a holistic process of self-organization). (37)

Second Counter-Argument


If a passive sense of the Divine was granted what role could it play in a theologically oriented religion? In other words, if the sense of the Divine cannot enter into the course of earthly history what point can this type of divinity possess in a theological philosophy? (38)


By similar arguments one could proceed beyond mere passivity in Divineness
 on the grounds that such a Divine entity-state, once granted hypothetically existence, must proceed not only beyond a hypothetical existence but also beyond a state of passivity (because the correlativities of potentiality-actuality and passivity-activity imply there can be no pure hypothetical potentiality, etc., etc.). (39)


How could you entertain forms of Divine intervention when the universe operates through physical laws and has no need of Divine assistance? (40)


Through emergence new laws come into existence which could override laws that emerge on lower levels of organization. Moreover, ‘99%’ of the activity in the universe is chaotic in nature, i.e., non-computable in the form of an absolute calculation. The sense of the Divine, in an active form, could conceivably intervene in moments of bifurcation to swing the resultant occasion of events in the manner of their choosing… just as the human person also enters into acts of deliberation (for how else could they act as self-moving entities in a sphere outside the mere translation of motion as happens with billiard balls on a billiard table, e.g.)! (41)

Third Counter-Argument


Even if a sense of the Divine could actively enter into the course of earthly history why would they bother to attend, in any period of time, to such an insignificant corner of the universe as this planet on the edges of a galaxy in a cosmos that encompasses billions of other galaxies as numerable as grain of sand upon a very lengthy beach? (42)


Well, a mother cares for her child even though the ‘love’ the mother has for the child cannot be the same ‘love’ the helpless child has for the mother! As a metaphor we could be compared to the child. In our lack of understanding how the world acts and our relative helplessness within it makes the mother relatively a ‘god-like being’. But despite that ‘difference’ the mother ‘effortless’ applies herself to the care of her infant
, albeit with much mental difficulty and physical effort. (43)


Or, with this last metaphor in mind, we could argue that the world is an ongoing net of superimposed totalities in whose interrelationships an existential ‘succour’ is spontaneously given within without premeditation; being the natural nature of relationships to act in such a holistically self-organized fashion, etc. (44)

Would not this then (re-)write the existence of the Divine out of the equation? (45)


No! That is how the person is ‘seen to think, respond, act, etc.’
, and it does not rewrite that person out of existence except from a transcendental, trans-empirical point of view where we could say it is, indeed, that because the person is ‘empty’ (of an absolute, unchanging, substantial existence) that they can function through such ‘interdependence’, and, in a similar fashion, that it is through the emptiness of the Divine
 (in whatever form found in practice, if therein found, etc.) etc., that the sense of the Divine can function as the Divine, i.e., can ‘be’, ‘become’, ‘come’ into the world, etc., and therein ‘respond’ in the appropriate manner that emerges with that appropriate sense of divinity, etc! (46)

Fourth Counter-Argument


But when I look into space, or look at the latest photos taken of it through telescopes, I do not see God - I only see vast empty spaces besprinkled with glowing galaxies and some of their zoological miscellany of stellar objects! (48)


We interpret those images in the manner pre-interpreted for us, i.e., as genres merely of stellar objects. If we were to inspect photographs of the human body, from within the human body, from a microscopic perspective greatly magnified, we too might see the same sort of thing – thin wisps of cloud-like filaments, rounded cellular-like objects, etc. Even if our magnification were to increase or decrease and we were to enter into an inspection of either the universe or the human body we would find, in wave-like successions, entities with similar basic forms of symmetry (like that of a filament, spiral galaxy, globular cluster, solar systems, clouds, regions of vast emptiness, regions of blinding light – all with the same repeating types of fractal symmetry….). (48)


And just as the self is empty of ‘self’ so too the Divine is empty of the ‘Divine Self’…! (49)


But, we would still have only a miscellany of objects… what right have you to say various forms of unity emerge from such chaos, some of which could be Divine? (50)


Through relationships the ‘nature’ of the relationship is spread holistically throughout the ‘body’ of that relationship in such a manner that the essential information of that relationship exists from every point within it (albeit from each point’s own limited point of view). When we look at photos of stellar objects and stellar fields, or, histological photos from specimens of the human body in cross-section, or anything else for that matter, we find the repetition of fractal symmetries exactly indicative of this phenomenon! Therefore, even the vast regions of space are interconnected in a similar fashion as structures are in the human body so why should this metaphor of ‘body’ not be used in this instance as a model for Divine embodiment?! (51)

And if, as a theological religionist, you argue against this metaphor of embodiment (written in a process-format which includes this concept of emptiness) what else can you put in its place that would allow your concept of the Divine to be found meaningful, in a form that possesses sense and be found relevant for (both) the religious (and non-religious) person?! (52)

Thus, through counter-counter-arguments I believe I have established the tenability of this hypothesis of (a model for at least one form of) Divine embodiment? (53)

10.  The Nature of Processes

Let me now look more closely at the nature of processes as generally ‘treated’ in a process style of science, philosophy and/or theology. (54)


Re-seeing the world through ‘processes’ is a deeper way of seeing the world, indeed, seeing things-as-they-are, i.e., as phenomenal re-presentations (and not representations of some ‘inner’ noumenal reality). As ‘appearances’ phenomenal processes must not be mistreated as ‘masks that hide a deeper reality’. Rather, ‘what you see is what you get’, a ‘simulation’ dependent on the relative perspective(s) of the nature of that seeing and the quality of its re-presentational understanding; a ‘simulation’ that is not to be ‘seen’ as a simulation of that which is not simulated but rather as a ‘simulation of a simulation’, i.e., as re-presentation and not a representation! (55)


In this (transcendental) phenomenological re-seeing of reality as ‘processes’ the person concerned must become a ‘translator’ in order to transcribe natural ways of seeing reality; re-seeing the world of phenomena through this meta-lens of a process attitude. In this light the translator is also a hermeneut in their desire to re-translate the natural attitude, i.e., re-transcribing textual depositions, trans-fixed in ‘processes of re-simulation’, critically looking at their textual contexts, genre-contexts of formation, textual divisions or parts within a text or series of texts and the nature of their relationship to that text, or set of texts, and, who must also look at the nature of the relationship this text has, or set of texts have, to a wider textual context appropriately relevant to those investigations. In effect, this translator’s critical work must also involve a relational-existentialist like position. These three critical attitudes of the phenomenological, hermeneutical and relational, or existential, implying that they unwittingly, or wittingly, must work within the ambit of the hermeneutic circle (as alluded to in previous papers) in a critical fashion (as just outlined) – their research taking on a transcendental flavour when conducted through the auspices of a transcendental suspension conducted on a general overall level encompassing our entire researches, and, on a particular individual process by process basis as they proceed in those investigations. (56)


In a process philosophy these three critical attitudes of the phenomenological, hermeneutical, and existential should be present. The existential attitude being seen as a relationally oriented perspective by virtue of the experiential fact that there is an existential richness, and surplus, of value released (and translated back into our appreciation of ‘sense, meaning and meaningfulness’) that is realized in and through the fact that the whole is psychically greater than the sum of the parts through the emergence of emergent value.
 To introduce this topic of a process philosophy let me adopt the following examination of how we experience relationships in this world-of-life. (57)


Let me say, for the sake of argument, that you have an Australian golden one-dollar coin in your pocket. You can say, correctly, that you have such a coin in your pocket. Now let us say one of your best friends is beside you. Can you say you have one of your best friends beside you? Yes, you could say that. But there is a difference. Surely you do not have, or possess, your friend in the same way you possess, or have, a coin in your pocket. So, having a friend is not possessing a friend in the same manner you would possess or own a coin. You might say “Oh, I share a friend, share a friendship…” So, our verb of possession now has a difference in meaning, the difference between ‘having’ and ‘sharing’. However, let us be more philosophical here. We could say we share an apple, we cut it in half with a knife and give each other half of the apple. Can we share a friend like this one? Hopefully not! And how do we share/cut in half the relational ‘entity’ of a friendship? That is a Zen-like puzzle I will leave you to solve (and don’t expect you to find a resolution of that impossible state of affairs). No, it would seem that you may share an apple, but, a friendship is not exactly shared in any literal sense. What metaphorically then might be meant here. I see it this way – a friendship, being a relational ‘entity’, that relational space between two or more friends, is, by virtue of it being a relative totality, “greater than the sum of its parts”. Now this implies that the relationship existentially, through this surplus of emergent value (experienced as the bonds of friendship), more correctly ‘shares us with the other party or parties’ and not vice versa (in so far as the parties are mistakenly seen ‘to have a share in it’ in a more literal sense). In essence we have dialectically moved from ‘having’ to ‘sharing’ to ‘being shared by the relationship’. It is this sort of transition, set of transitions, that the process philosopher must undergo in order to translate the everyday-received-nature-of-things into a process-transcription that more closely ‘mirrors’ how things are or at least how they come to appear to us in this intersubjective-world-of-life. (58)


Process philosophy and process theology, one might say, was founded by the mathematician-philosopher Alfred North Whitehead (1861-1947). The latter half of his career being devoted to this style of philosophy. This aspect of his work was relatively neglected for a couple of decades by other philosophers with the main exception of the theologian Charles Hartshorne (1897-2000) who developed the theological implications of his thought and acted as a chief catalyst for the process theology movement of the 60's and 70’s.
 This has also had some theoretical input into various ecological movements. However, we have various forerunners of this style of philosophy in the likes of Leibniz, Plotinus, and, especially, the entire stream of Buddhist philosophy where the whole tradition (most, if not all, of its offshoots) are predicated on a process-understanding of reality through its imputation of dharmas, interdependent causation, no-soul doctrine, concepts of impermanence, the later concept of emptiness (and later critiques of dharmas), the Yogacara treatment of reality as phenomenal (merely phenomenal), etc. – ideas and concepts, different way of seeing the world that have been very influential in the formulation of my own philosophy and at specific points have entered into the formulation of this paper. (59)


What does a process philosophy basically maintain that allows us to call it that? Let me do this in my own words because I do not want to re-present any one individual process philosophy but re-construct one that we can successfully use, hopefully, positively or negatively, in the formulation of our establishing the possibility of a practical theology, i.e., one that can be seen to work and therein establish the possibility of our being able to ‘do theology’ in a meaningful fashion rather than having to resort to an interminable reworking of the old and tired cliches merely handed down to us that this contemporary world must re-invest with value if this aspect of our traditions is going to continue to give an input into our various cultures and, no doubt, in time, contribute to the formation of a truly world culture that is not beholden to the taste or lack of taste of post-modern influenced imperial powers that seem to have currently monopolized world media; a change in style that will still allow traditional cultures to be able to re-invest in finding a voice for themselves in this Contemporary climate, in this advent of a Contemporary era (as discussed by myself in a number of papers dealing with this important  topic). (60)


As argued for in my brief philosophical analysis of ‘friendship’, as an instance of a ‘relational entity’, we need to give the relationship a degree of priority (not an absolute priority) in so far as all relational parties in that relationship have their meaning and value through the meaning and value of that relationship from its point of view, albeit re-transcribed from our current point of view (and in the context of the relationship that relationship bears to other more encompassing relationships, etc.). Indeed, without a prior understanding of the essential nature of that relationship we cannot come to an existentially engaged meeting with any of those parties found within that relationship. The relationship is the ‘relational field’ in which we must first meet in order to focus on those aspects found within it. But that field then finds itself thematized through our relationship between those parties discovered therein in the context of this relative totality of the relational field so this priority with the relationship is not absolute!
 (61)


Therein, we should discover that we are dealing with processes (of thematization in thematization through re-presentational mechanisms
), that our engagement with the relational is not a static affair but a dynamic re-presentation of the situation as thematized and re-thematized, etc. In this light we should realize that we are no longer dealing with static substantial ‘matters’, the reified imputation of substance, ego, identity, etc., re-imposed upon those parties isolated from their-contexts-in-the-processes-of-our-relationships. Continuity of identity is now seen as a fluid-process: as a series of occasions or events that cannot be relationally isolated from their contexts of origination (and reception). Consequently, we can no longer see simple ‘causes’ and simple ‘effects’ and the simple consequences of those causes, etc. Rather, we can re-view the same through a variety of interrelated lenses, such as, pre-conditions, conditions and post-conditions; probabilities; vectors; streams of influence; creative processes with a life to some degree or other of their own; as an ocean of interactions or influences; as dynamic processes without an unchanging substantial basis, indeed, without any absolute basis at all, i.e., as ‘empty’; etc., etc. Such a perspective is open to the surprises that issue forth from the chaotic nature of all ‘fluid dynamics’(- expectational horizons being merely subsets within the same wherein we either attempt to either calculate non-chaotically treated continua or estimate probabilistically treated continua subject to a range of performance options or potentialities). Still, the whole (relationship) is greater the sum of its parts and we must expect to be continually surprised by the emergent value that does emerge when we closely attune ourselves to phenomenal ‘reality’ qua ‘phenomenal’ reality. (62)


All this (critical-hermeneutical) re-translation, and all ongoing re-translation of re-translation, should be conducted under the auspices of a transcendental perspective, i.e., through transcendental suspensions, transcendental reductions and transcendental re-constitutions within a hermeneutic circle of comprehension relevant to the topic of our investigations. Thence, through an appropriate, harmonized re-reading of text and meta-text, we can enter into the self-critical spontaneity of a non-textual reading where we become existential engaged with a re-reading of that textual-complex (which is more than just the phenomenon of the text as deposited and which must involve textual, meta-textual and non-textual, and, not-textual aspects,
 etc.) (and through such a ‘breakthrough’ enter into the relative transparency of that textual-complex when there is no relative resistance to our re-reading of that text (as a textual-complex) given that that re-reading is neither of a greatly defective text nor entertained in a relatively defective manner). (63)


The consequence of all these shifts in meaning construction and re-construction is to critically re-engage in a direct existential comprehension of the phenomenon currently under re-view. ‘Direct’ by virtue of the fact, in this type of philosophy, that we subscribe to a one-world-metaphysics without recourse to the artificial creation of internal and external worlds (that overwhelmingly infect common parlance but which the critical philosopher must ‘transcend’ through acts of transcendental ‘purification’ phenomenologically, hermeneutically and existentially
)! In summary what type of position is a process ‘position’, and, what consequences does this critical shift, or existential restoration, in thinking have? (64)


For a start, all forms of identity should, in this type of critical philosophy, be re-viewed as dynamic processes without absolute forms of substantial treatment. These dynamic processes should be treated from relational perspectives and all relational parties provisionally isolated therein should be seen being engaged by and through such a medium/media. In such a light causation is seen as a causal process without the artificial entities of ‘causes’ and ‘effects’. Moreover, all forms of duality discerned therein should be treated as ideal polarities with parallel states of correlativity being engaged between such poles of such impossible ideal activity. In giving a relative provisional preference to the ‘relationship’ the same is seen as ‘living’ to some degree or other in proportion to its relative degree of epistemological sophistication in organization. In equal measure it can be seen as ‘creative’, i.e., its ability to be non-deterministically self-determined. With an implicit, if not an explicit, phenomenological, hermeneutical and existential treatment of relatively distinctive situations as occasions, as streams of momentary events, at substructural, structural and superstructural levels of examination, and from pre-suppositional, suppositional and post-suppositional ‘causal’ perspectives, and as occupying all relevant correlative forms of time-and-space, etc., as appropriate to the nature of those process-investigations, etc. (65)

In such a radical rewriting of experience a one-world-metaphysics of the lifeworld is adopted, if not explicitly, at least implicitly. Therein, all relationships are directly experienced (and all indirect relationships are ‘directly’ experience indirectly, in an indirect fashion) as one would expect in the light of such a hermeneutic re-translation and existential transformation of value.
 Consequently a correspondence theory of reality must be completely discounted and ignored (in so far as we can appreciate how this metaphor of the ‘internal-external’ has been taken beyond the defective non-critical, provisional, empirical limits of it ‘everyday’ employment). Similarly, all forms of correlativity are also re-viewed through a non-absolute process lens, etc! Whether by design, or through a fait accompli, this recovery of a one-world-of-life has important ramification and potentialities for our researching into the possibilities for a theological re-vision of this Lifeworld (this ‘one’ world-of-life from an archetypal point of view)! Let me now take a few tentative steps in an exploration of this possible theological dimension of the lifeworld. (66) 

11. The Conceivable Nature of the Divine and the Possibility of Divine Processes?

The (transcendental) unity of the Lifeworld is something we must accept because ‘what does not exist for us might as well not exist-for-us’! This unity implies a ‘oneness-of this world-of-life! A ‘oneness’ that is neither an absolute unity (which could not be thought) nor one in which there is no trace of forms of dynamic-integration in some form or other. Hence the process-nature of reality! That which is in a state of ongoing-unification (and ongoing self-unification?) (67)


Now, ‘as below - so above’ with this qualification that novel forms of value emerge on every level of epistemological-ontological organization (and therefore cannot be reduced in an absolute sense) implying that we can only metaphorically envisage such forms of emergence, this ability escaping us to that same degree we find ourselves moving beyond our current psychic level of embodiment! (68)


Now, as this sense of the Divine, realized through the sense of an ongoing self-unification of the lifeworld, ‘emerges’, ‘is realized through emergence’, it implies that this sense of the Divine must be ‘embodied’, albeit with all the qualifications previously brought to bear on this re-invested expression (such as ‘emptiness’, ‘mutual interdependence’, non-substantiality, creativity, relative relational-orientation, etc.). (69)

The theological prejudice against ‘being embodied’ stems from, I believe, an unhealthy preoccupation with the human body set in the context of an ongoing cultural devaluation or disvaluation of the same? There should not be, per se, anything wrong in our being embodied in a body when transcendently the ego is but an appearance, albeit a transcendental one, a form of transcendental illusion. Through emptiness, through emergence properly understood, through mutual interdependence there can be no absolute self! A relative sense of self - yes! An absolute sense of self - no! Without an absolute sense of self there can be neither an absolute victim nor an absolute profiteer from the mere fact of our embodiment. In this neutral ‘vision’ ‘lies’ our freedom – because in this fact of our existence we are ‘free to be what we are able to be’, moreover, ‘there is naught there’ in any absolute sense that could be trapped in any gnostic or dualistic sense of an embodiment; cultural undercurrents from the past that still contaminate religious thinking in the West
 and haunt our appreciation of the role played by this continuation of the conceptual attitude in our existentially based interactions in this world-of-life. (70)


If we provisionally grant ‘the sense of the Divine’ some form of hypothetical existence (in whatever ‘metaphorical’ form or forms envisaged for the same), then that sense of the Divine, whatever its format, must be ‘embodied’, must be in this world, in this world-of-life! Moreover, ‘what does not exist for us may as well not exist-for-us’! But in being able to envisage some form of the Divine, and therein its ‘sense’ (as located somehow in our psychic mapping of the World) (and its associated forms of meaning and meaningfulness) that sense of the Divine has therein ‘directly’ or ‘indirectly’ made its existential presence available to us if only through our envisaging of this sense of deity.  Moreover, now being in the world, in its own manner, this sense or senses of the Divine must be able to enter into the processes of this world (because having emerged it cannot be absolutely isolated, in turn, from its participation in activity through the exercise of Divine processes… and thus by this argument it would imply that a ‘pure’ passive sense of the Divine cannot be envisaged. But where this line of exploration will take us, I would like to take up in the next paper in this series of theological essays. (71)


Could we grant some ‘sense of the Divine’ some form of a provisional existence, and, what would happen is we could do this? (72)


In my philosophical opinion, if that sense of the Divine is logically entertainable (in some phenomenological sense), is relatively coherent (in its hermeneutical meaning) and is theoretically engageable (in existential practice) then the granting of provisional existence would become a de facto existence of that sense of the Divine in that form or closely allied in some other proximate form or other. Then it only behooves us, or rather the theologian, to explain how this divide might be crossed in practice through various forms of dialectical-like rectification of this transformation between ‘mere possibility’ and ‘sheer actuality’ in order to clarify, through some form of modelling, ‘how’ this transition might have been crossed in ‘fact’. Now, this principle is not the mere legislation into existence of mere possibility! For a start, this type of philosophy does not entertain pure states of affairs neither epistemologically as idea, thoughts, perceptions, facts, etc., nor, does it entertain pure object-states, fields, entities, egos, worlds, etc., likewise in an ontological frame of reference where this catalogue of pure types is allowed to find pure representations. Because pure potentiality cannot be thought nor found that which has potentiality must also possess some form of actual existence in some manner or aspect, in some degree or other, etc. You may laugh if I say that ‘the thought of a gold mountain’ means that ‘a gold mountain must exist’. How do we reconcile this state of possibility in a world of actuality? For a start, both ‘gold’ and ‘mountains’ are actual entities on this planet. Then, gold can be found in rocks, perhaps, we might ask ourselves ‘could there not be a mountain of almost pure gold somewhere on this planet, in this solar system, in this galaxy, in this cosmos?’ and now the odds have swung considerably in our favour. Moreover, may be on some wealthy Chinese Scholar’s table in the past there once was a small gold mountain created as an aesthetic object to contemplate when otherwise engrossed in the affairs of state or in scholarship or whatever. Then, with that thought, could not such an object be fashioned? Be commissioned? By these possible manoeuvers therein establish in what fashion this transition could be affected. Hence the inescapable implication of a necessary potential-actual transition in evaluational appreciation once the relatively fundamental principle of correlativity is accepted!?
 (73)


By the same arguments one might like to explore the possibility of Divine actions, the possibility of processes of Divine intervention, etc., (as previously envisaged through bifurcations in chaotic systems, etc.). But, again, let us look more closely into this type of process-activity in a future essay. (74)

12. The Transcendental Unity of this One-World-of-Life?


At this stage in our paper, much of our theological speculation has implicitly hinged on this perception of a transcendental unity of the lifeworld. What right have I to argue for this type of interpretation in our coming to an understanding of this transcendental concept? Moreover, as I cannot argue for either the absolute unity or the absolute disunity of the lifeworld, what difference does the invocation of this sense of unity then make in our consideration of this topic on ‘the emergent unity of the Divine in some hypothetical form or other?’. Since, if the lifeworld for all practical purposes were to be considered as basically disunified, then what chance have we for proposing some form of  theological embodiment through processes of emergence (when what might eventually emerge might be none other than a feeble shadow of a cosmos)? (75)


Let me take up this criticism in the next section where I will attempt to sketch out a set of theoretical proposals, in effect a theorem, for showing, by those arguments entailed, how we might be able to bridge this chasm between ‘a world with no vision of the Divine’ and ‘a world with some vision of the Divine’, i.e., positively establish that there is a theological difference (as introduced and examined in our last essay) in our understanding of the constitution of the lifeworld in general terms of reference. (76)

13. Is There A Theorem that Establishes an Acceptance of Theological Difference?

It is my opinion that theological difference can be bridged in a critically conducted process ideology, i.e., a thoroughly critical re-vision of the lifeworld cannot escape the formulation and acceptance that the world is, in some measure, theologically constituted (if only minimally through some form of a residual passively-actively engaged sense of deity):
 (77)

i.
All relational parties are found within relational contexts, and those contexts likewise are in super-relational contexts, and so on, in effect these processes of emergence continuing ad infinitum.

ii.
It follows that through higher levels of epistemological emergence that higher levels of self-awareness, or sentience, also arise, and so on, in effect these processes of emergence continuing ad infinitum.

iii.
What is relatively greater than our own level of highest epistemological functioning is relatively Divine-like in nature.

iv.
Therefore, there must exist forms of divinity with a higher level of epistemological performance than us in this world-of-life.

v.
Because this world of life is ‘one’ world of life these forms and levels of divinity, in practice could engage with us human beings and vice versa if only as a possibility (because what does not exist for us might as well not exist-for-us!).

vi.
But pure possibility cannot exist, therefore this world must have a theological difference, i.e., be constituted with some sense of an active divinity emergently embodied within the same in some form or other.

vi. Hence the Divine exists in some form or other…. (78)


What that form or set of forms, or ‘sense’, that that Divine aspect might take in this world-of-life in an embodied format, and what ‘meaning’ and ‘meaningfulness’ might be derived from this state of affairs, etc., let us also explore in a future essay in this series! (79)


In this paper, therefore, I believe I have adequately demonstrated one illustrative proof for the possible existence of the Divine/Divine, namely, a process-position that argues from a re-vision of physics to a (meta-)physics of Divine-totalities; hence the sub-title “From Physics to Theology”. This type of manoeuver has been popular of late although usually, in practice, it has been done in a reverse fashion, i.e., the pre-acceptance of dogmatic-like statements as to what God is pre-conceived to be (usually in a traditional, classical, incoherently formulated mode) and then a search for ‘signs’ of the Divine - metaphorical footprints, signatures, fingerprints, etc., such ‘evidence’ being searched for in a physical vista of the cosmos with varying degrees of ‘attested’ success. (80)

14. Conclusion? The Open-Ended Moral of Our Metaphor

As stated in our initial examination of our introductory anecdote, the use of metaphor, etc., is always a two-edged sword - constructing with one hand and deconstructing with the other! (81)


Our anecdote allows us to considered an embodied vision of the Divine but what point has this wonderful theophany if our existence is only fleeting and doomed by a death that completely cancels out all sense of self-existence and all possible senses of a real self-achievement? Put quite bluntly, as an example, if the people in the time of the Old Testament truly believed that personal existence was that short period of time we had on this Earth, and that our existence was snuffed out like a candle in our death, and, that we would merely return to ashes and dust from whence we came, what point could a religion, with some sense of the theological, have but as a cargo cult in which desires not immediately met might be prayed for in the hope of their imminent realization? Of course, our aspiration might not always be so personal and self-interested, they could be nationalistic, even altruistic? (82)

In response to this rhetorical gambit I would be inclined to answer that, contrary to received texts and their interminable interpretations and re-interpretations, I don’t believe, for even one moment, that many people, who were religious by persuasion, would actually entertain in their heart of hearts this bleak prospect that death meant the total destruction of their individual sense of self. But, then, if the Divine could be slow in showing its material blessings it could be just as slow in showing its displeasure? What then would stop the individual from adopting that course of action they feel to be in their best interests (if they could not be hindered and checked by earthly powers over the course of this endeavour)? If they thought they had a good chance of escaping Divine punishment (and earthly punishment) for actions committed with evil intent that ended in evil consequences, what might then stop them from obeying these base instincts? So, the ‘demise of our worm’, even if allegorical, must literally figure in the calculations of the religious person in some manner or other. So, despite the argument that Divine embodiment in some form must emerge within this world-of-life we are left in a state of existential despair and angst as to whether this Divine existence has any point for us in how we are to live our life in this world-of-life?! Again, this particular issue will have to be taken up in a later essay, but suffice to say, our anecdote is not only a veritable can of worms but also a potentially poisonous piece of bait that could ruin our existence in this world and not allow us to enjoy the full potential we could enjoy through the self-re-imposition of non-existential religious strictures for no good purpose, that could harvest for us no real fruit in this short life of ours as puny actors hobbling and blinkered upon this ‘one’ stage of the world, a world so fickle and fleeting in its nature, and, yet, so overflowing with beauty and so full, for some, of Divine mystery, Divine promise and Divine integrity?! (83)

14. Epilogue: From ‘sense of self’ to ‘god’ to ‘God’ to ‘Godhead’? 

Numerous people of a theological persuasion, in a traditional, conservative religious framework, would argue, no doubt, that it would be wrong to conceive of the Divine as an embodied form in this (life-)world. I, personally, have no argument with this article of faith and historical prejudice other than to say that if this concept of the Divine is to make sense it is in the court of the proponent of such a thesis to try to do this for themselves. Let them try to successfully achieve this point of view first because in the course of history this sense of the Divine makes a mockery of its own cause being riven with passive contradictions and active self-contradictions. Of course we have the avenue of faith but let us not take a leaf from the work of Lewis Carroll and ‘try to believe a certain number of impossible things before breakfast’ because we have to live with them, their indigestion, for the rest of the day! However, this does not mean we have to perfectly explain each and every phenomenon that we meet in the course of our short existences because that too is equally an impossible task. Instead, let us take a middle path and attempt to discover sense, meaning and meaningfulness when and wherever it seems to beckon us. Indeed, this notion of an absolute deity might be rescued if treated as a powerful metaphor for the ultimate incomprehensibility of the World and not literally! Let me explain…. (84)


In the course of this exposition I have argued, if only by implication, from a ‘sense of self’ to a ‘sense of the Divine’ in a passive frame of reference which I then tentatively argued could not be purely passive in its engagement within the overall life-world. As a result, an actively engaged sense of the Divine seems to appear, if not escape, rightly or wrongly, from out of my convoluted and torturous arguments. As the genie would now appear to have been released from this rusty philosopher’s lamp, despite having been rubbed in such a rough and uncouth manner, could we not ask just where this process of unfolding might end, if at all? Would it not be possible to entertain a sense of Godhead in which even the sense of the Divine has its foundations and which being ‘relatively more fundamental’ might possess all those attributes I have so thoroughly robbed a more traditional vision of the Deity? So, with these potential avenues for further research, let me now leave you, indeed, wriggle a little to the, side in order to let you get on with your more profound explorations of these ideas that, I am sure, will find a deeper level of realization when left in your hands… and in the process ‘give up’… just like that worm would have to in its trip through the air and in awaiting its ‘final’ destination in the beaks of those baby birds… Hopefully, of course, in not such a helpless and hapless sense…?  (85)

       
       Noël Tointon, Sydney, 25.12.01.

Appendix A: A Diagramatic Representation of the Concept of Gestalt Contrast
/
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     Focus ‘@’ too close to gestalt background – no contrast 

/

/

/

/………………&     Focus ‘&’ right distance from gestalt background - adequate contrast
/
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/

/……………………………………………………………………………..#

/

/

         Focus ‘#’ too far from gestalt background – complete loss of contrast



Note: By ‘too close’, e.g., is meant, in a metaphorical sense, that the material under gestalt focus in that field is ‘too close in detail’ to the nature of that field with as a result an absence of a meaningfully significant contrast between that ‘material’ and the background field, etc. (86)
Key Points Made by This Essay

1. That the Divine need not be absolutely all-powerful in order to appear as some 

form of 'divinity'. (5)

2.
Absolute divinity is not a logically coherent option. (5)

3.
That a 'proof' should be seen as an insightful illustration. (6)

4.
Three types of truth establish the dynamics of the hermeneutic circle, namely, 

Analytical, synthetical and the relatively synthetic a priori (which collectively constitute the integrated nature of truth as experienced in and through our relationships and the relationship those relationships bear with respect to each other). (7)

5.
That the cogency of a proof acts through its modelling of reality and therefore possesses a metaphorical nature (to act therein as an insightful illustration or demonstration). (8)

6.
That no contrast in any form can be absolutely drawn, either epistemologically 

nor ontologically. (11-13, Appendix A)

7.
The critical concept of gestalt contrast states "no contrast - no significance, too much contrast - loss of significance. (12)

8.
While a relative reduction might be useful an absolute reduction only ends in an absolute loss (or reduction) of meaning. (15)

9.
A positive theological difference is the 'establishment' of a vision of the lifeworld with some sense of the Divine being 'perceived' as operating within the same. (25, 66-80)

10.
The presupossitional acceptance of 'correlativity' establishes the non-foundationalistic grounds for our provisional treatment of correlative aspects as 'aspects' within the same. (84, 85)

11.
In the establishment of a positive theological difference the correlative grounds between the sense of the non-Divine and the Divine (and all other forms of correlativity) can be utilized to anchor this vision of the Divine in our vision of the lifeworld retrospectively and prospectively. (25)

12.
The archetypal nature of the Lifeworld can be generated in our correlative treatment of the archetypal senses of the Ego, Object and World. (25)

13.
Mutual correlativity of thematization establishes the sense of the emergent and the possible emergent sense of the Divine. (30-35)

14.
The sense of the Divine can only be entertained in and through some sense of embodiment. (35-53)

15.
All senses of embodiment are emergent, and 'empty', and therefore cannot be absolutely reduced in a substantialistic mode. (46, 49)

16.
That Divine embodiment in the cosmic body of the world is a tenable option through concepts such as emergence, self-organization, intervention through chaotic bifurcations, etc. (35-53)

17.
Hence the implication of a process theology! (54-67)

18.
In the one world of the lifeworld the correlativity between the senses of the non-Divine and the Divine, and the Divine and the Divine can be bridged relatively (but not absolutely). (25-29)

19.
Hence the implication of some sense of the Divine in our theological re-vision of the lifeworld! (84, 85)

20.
Hence the possible formulation of a tentative theological theorem that establishes the necessary existence in some relative form or other of various senses of the Divine/Divine! (77-80)

21.
That this research introduces us to the non-foundationalistic grounds of the Godhead if only by implication (and which by its very nature must be presuppositional, etc., to such research). (24, 84, 85)

22.
Hence the establishment of theological sense, meaning and meaningfulness although with respect to the latter aspect we may still ask what point can a positive theological difference possess for the individual, etc; i.e., do we actually profit from the existence of God, or, just what difference could the existence of the Divine have for us (and this thematic question will be taken up in the next essay, hence the subtitle of the next essay Does Theological Difference Make a Difference?)!! (84, 85) 









   (87)
� 	For the latest version of this text refer to: � HYPERLINK "www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noelsrelphil.html" ��www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noelsrelphil.html�


� 	The word ‘Divine’ covers both ‘Divine’ and ‘Numinous’ as defined in the previous essay. Refer to sections 3 & 4. The sense of the Divine being seen as ‘being able to actively enter into the world’ (perhaps through those moments of bifurcation as envisaged in chaos theory, a topic that will be looked at in this essay). Capitalization as a mark of respect and not as an indication of some absolute or’ Absolute’.


� 	The use of single quotation makes, ‘x’, usually means that the expression should not be taken in its normal sense. In this light the word ‘quote’ is not actually a quotation, merely a meta-textual insert, a sub-subtitle, implying the presence of an extra dimension in the following theological research being undertaken. Normally proofs are supposed to talk about God, but, indeed, more reflect upon the nature of the people who formulated them. Nb. Text in square/round brackets can be ignored (especially the former). 


� 	E.g., sections 12-15.


� 	E.g., we may refer to Aquinas’ ‘proofs’ of God but he, himself, refers to them as ‘ways’ (of reconciling faith with understanding, finding faith through understanding?). See section 4-6.


� 	C. Brown, Philosophy and the Christian Faith, p. 32. Link: � HYPERLINK "http://www.fathnet.freeserve.co.uk/aquinas.htm" �www.fathnet.freeserve.co.uk/aquinas.htm� 


� 	Only select snap shots of Aquinas’ arguments are here being presented, and not necessarily with great accuracy. My primary motive, for the purposes of this paper, is to quickly examine traditional proofs for Divine existence and to re-construct, from their criticism, a process type of argument to establish whether this type of philosophical concept can be critically entertained.


� 	Ibid.


� 	Refer to Appendix A.


� 	Extending this reasoning to even include the fact that there can be no pure epistemological-ontological contrast as well.


� 	The term ‘ground’ being treated as a metaphor and not in a foundational(istic) mode.


� 	When additional arguments are invoked in order to make this transition from the sense of the ‘Divine’ to the ‘Divine’.


� 	The reader is perhaps best advised to ignore the following paragraph unless they want to get a sneak preview of where this (set of) essay(s) is tentatively heading.


� 	The basis for the argument that transcendental phenomenologists (e.g., Husserl), and other transcendental specialists (e.g., Yogacara Buddhist representatives, et al) can be called neither idealists nor realists in the traditional sense “as the unitary nature of experience demands the necessary simultaneous presence of both noetic and noematic parties in intentional consciousness, etc., it follows as a  consequence that to give a precedence, or some form of priority, to the epistemological and/or the ontological is to truly indulge in philosophical nonsense (and interminable debates much less elevated than a mad hatter’s tea-party!).”


� 	In some measure I am arguing that ‘we have the ingredients for a (theological) cake’ but ‘whether the ingredients are actually baked’ is another story (and material for a future essay). Or, put another way, we may have ‘one’ world-of-life but can we argue that it has a sense of ‘integrity’, etc?





� 	This tri-modal model is a suggestion whose merit is to be decided on pragmatic grounds. This does not rule out others ways of dividing up this concept of the life-world (this correlative ground between the relatively living ‘life’ and the relatively non-living ‘world’ as already argued for by a number of process philosophers/theologians, e.g., Whitehead, Hartshorne, various ecologists, etc. ).


� 	As after Whitehead, Hartshorne, etc.


� 	It could be used, e.g., as murder weapon, a witches broom-stick (in a play), an object to poke at something with, etc., hence a galaxy of non-broom possibilities also emerge with the creation of the broom entity.


� 	Although this language is metaphorical it also assumes that all things can have ‘a point of view’, i.e., have some degree of sentient-like being (so e.g.,  worm has a greater sense of sentience that say a rock; or, put in my language, we might say a worm has a higher degree of epistemological organization or complexity; a type of concept in keeping with various ideas put forward by Whitehead, et al.). 


� 	With the implication that a group of individuals, a community or institution too could have some sort of ‘spirit’ or ‘soul’ in this revised sense.


� 	Because such ‘entities’ have internal relationships actually pre-configured in their ongoing process-matrices of origination, besides the secondary ‘appearances’ of ‘external relationships’, it follows that what we are essentially dealing with is monadic in a (neo-)Leibnizian sense.


� 	The lowest possible form of divinity wherein, in a passive sense, it merely registers its ‘being-there’ without its active engagement or ‘involvement’ in some sense or other within the world from which it emerges. As the second counter-counter-argument argues this is an artificial sense of the Divine that, once granted hypothetically, must be able to transcend its own passivity in some form or other. How it could possibly do that is to be ‘scoped’ by the theologian, etc., through a ‘dialectical resolution’ of this correlativity, i.e., establish how it could actually be resolved in practice, i.e., non-hypothetically (as entertained in our practical experience of the lifeworld, albeit through our existential modelling of the same).


� 	I.e., without intentional deliberation along the lines “should I care for this child?”, etc.


� 	By the world ‘seen’ is meant ‘in a critical philosophical format…’ that takes correlativities, phenomenological insights, hermeneutical forms of meta re-appreciation, abilities to appropriately respond existentially, etc., into its comprehensive account.


� 	This Buddhist insight can be found in the Tathagatagarbha Tradition.


� 	Correctly all value is emergent value. However, through processes of non-existential re-evaluation the ‘value’ of this value is progressively loss, although never absolutely. An existential process of restoration restoring ‘value’ to this value in an existentially re-treated state of affairs.


� 	Refer to Process Theology: Advanced Information: � HYPERLINK "http://mb-soft.com/believe/txn/process.html" ��http://mb-soft.com/believe/txn/process.html�


� 	Hence the importance of suspensions: because it’s through a simultaneous suspension of the totality-in-synthesis and the parts-in-analysis (and all other relevant correlativities) that we can engage directly with this relationship under investigation(al re-simulation) (as a simulation qua simulation).


� 	Mechanisms of re-interpretation, error correctional mechanisms, recognition of consequent shifts in state, phase, value (sense, meaning, meaningfulness), etc., etc.


� 	‘Not-textual’ as the overall, systematic-like reading of that textual situation. On par with my later idea of the ‘non-systematic existential’ and the ‘systematic existential’ where the former so-called third moment then gives rise to an increasing, overall existential complexion to the relative totality of that situation in question.


� 	In such a manner that we should be able to invoke a theoretical tri-modal phenomenological-hermeneutical-existential correlativity (in a similar manner to bi-modal noetic-noematic correlativity as proposed by Husserl).


� 	An indirect relationship would be like the following: I, myself, ‘x’  know (or see) ‘y’ who knows (or sees) ‘z’ whom I do not know (or see) ‘directly’ and who must stand in an indirect relationship to ‘x’ though ‘y’.


� 	In this light one might say that certain forms of Eastern thought are contaminated with models of ignorance, or, a lack of proper relations that should be entertained between members of that community as preset and reinterpreted by traditional forms of conservatism, etc.


� 	Which is, at the same time, not a blanket prescription, or a blank cheque, for legislating anything and everything into a relative state of ‘actual existence’!


� 	As already sketched out in the ‘anticipation’ outlined in section 26.





